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ABSTRACT

KEEPING CHILDREN HEALTHY —
HOW THE EFFECTS OF NORMATIVE MESSAGES ON PARENT IENTIONS

VARY WITH SOCIAL NORMATIVE BELIEFS AND PERSONALITY

Author: Nehama Lewis-Persky
Supervisor: Robert Hornik

This dissertation describes studies which applgth&om the fields of
communication and social psychology to create astifersuasive messages aimed at
increasing parental intention to provide healthyritian and perform sun protection
behaviors for their children. These behaviors Haeen shown to be significantly
associated with the risk of developing cancer lmdife. The experiments tested
whether the manipulation of the observability dfealth behavior and exposure to
normative (i.e. stresses injunctive norms) orwtiitally focused messages (i.e. stresses
health benefits of the behavior), could influerfoe mormative route to intention to
perform preventive health behaviors.

The first study randomized participants to a betvaliscenario in which the
health behavior is described as occurring in arfable or non-observable setting.
The effects of observability were tested in thetegrts of nutrition and sun protection
behaviors. A second study tested the effect afative compared with attitudinal
messages on the relative weight given to attitaaelsnorms in forming intention to

perform preventive health behaviors among pareingsung children. This study also
Vv



tested the interaction between two individual ldévaits - other-directedness and
identification with other parents - and exposuradomatively focused messages.

For sun protection behaviors, observability prirtteglinfluence of social norms
on intention. Among parents who reported loweelswf social norms, observability
reduced intention to practice sun protection batraviAmong parents who reported
higher levels of social norms, observability ingea intention. In addition, among
participants exposed to a normative message albtion, identification with other
parents was shown to moderate the effects of mesgpg on intention to serve one’s
child healthy foods. Results also showed someegenié to support an interaction
between self-consciousness and exposure to melgggamong parents surveyed about
nutrition. Parents who were more attuned to tbein beliefs and values when forming
intentions (i.e. high in self-consciousness) wemgevulnerable to the effects of
attitudinally focused messages about nutrition {haents who were low in this trait.

Possible explanations for the findings, as welhgdications for future research

are discussed.

Vi



TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCGCTION .ot et e e et e e e et e e e aea e eeneas XiX
CHAPTER 1: BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE REVIEW ................. 1
1.1 Sun protection and SKiN CANCET........ .o e 1
1.2 ODESIty aNd CANCET ... ...ttt e e e e e e e e e 9
1.3 Theoretical Background................ooii i e 12
1.3.1 The Integrative Model of Behavior Cgan...............ccoevvveiinnnnn. 12
1.3.2 Injunctive norms and health behaviors...................coooinn, 16
1.4 The effect of the observability of behavior aodial norms on intention....... 20
1.5 Priming normative influence through observapili...................c.co. 23
1.6 Priming theory: Priming public self and themeintention relationship.......... 27
1.7 Identity salience as a moderator of the noweatute to intention.............. 31
1.8 Background factors in the Integrative Model.............coooiiiiiiiiiinnn, 36
1.8.1 Other-directedness as a moderatdreohbrmative route to intention.....38
1.9 Additional hypotheses: Personality traits abdeovability........................ 46
CHAPTER 2: PILOT STUDY OF OBSERVABILITY MANIPULATIO NIN
TWO HEALTH BEHAVIOR CONTEXTS ...t 48
2.0 SHUAY PUIPOSE . .. et et ettt e e e et e e e et e e e e et e e et aen e 48
2.2 Pre-test of intention measures for pilot StUdy ... ...ovvveiie e, 48
2.3 MEENOUS. .. ..t e e 49
2.3, L SaAMPIE . i 49
2.3.2 DS . ..t iteeaa 53
2.3. 3 PrOCRUUIE. .. .o e e e e e e e 53
2 3.4 MBASUIES. .. ..ttt et et et et e e e e e e e e e e e 55
2.3.4.1 Measures: Personality traitS.............ccooovviiiiiinennns 55
2.3.4.2 Measures: Dependent variables........................ 61
2.3.4.3 Measures: Integrative Modelalaes....................... 66
2.4 RESUILS. .. 74
2.4.1 Objective 1. Distribution of intentiameasure (outcome).................. 74
2.4.2 Objective 2. Evaluation of scenarmsStudy 2..............ccovvvvvnnne. 78
2.4.3 Objective 3. Applying the IM to pretiealth behaviors................... 80
2.4.4 Objective 4. Internal consistency distribution of trait measures.... 81
2.4.5 Secondary objectives of the pilot gtud.............c.cooiiiiiiiii s 86
2.5 Additional data collection (September 2009ud$tPurpose...................... 92
2.6 METNOAS.... .o 92
2.6. L SaAMPIE. i 93
2.6.2 PrOCEAUIE...... ettt e e e e e et e e e e e 97
2.6.3 MBASUIES. .. ..ttt ettt et et et e e e et e e 98



2.6.4 Analytic approach......... ..o e 104

2.7 RESUILS. ..ot e e e e e e 106
2.8 CONCIUSIONS ... .ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e 110
CHAPTER 3: STUDY 2. DECEMBER 2009 AND JANUARY 201Q............ 112
3.1 Introduction and study purpose.. e . 112
3.2 Pre-test of messages among parents of youltge.ml ............................. 113
3.3 Methods (StUAY 2) ... .uiieie i e e e e 114
3.3 L SAMPIE . e 114
.32 DBSIGN . ettt e e 119
B 3.8 ProCEAUIE. ... 119
G TR B 1V 1T T U = P 122
3.3.4.1 Measures: Personality traitS.............co.ovsvemmeeecevvvvninnnnns 122
3.3.4.2 Measures: Dependentld@s..............cccoovviii i, 128
3.3.4.3 Measures: Integrativedilovariables................cooocvvin, 130
3.3.4.4. Measures: Other mea&@sure. ..........cocoieiiiiiiiiiieeennn, 133
3.4 Analytic approach...... ... e 134
CHAPTER 4: OBSERVABILITY OF BEHAVIOR AND THE
NORMATIVE ROUTE TO INTENTION ..ot e e 135
v [ a1 (o T U To{ i o] o PP 135
4.2 Introduction; Application of the Integrative Bli@......................cccoeeeeenn. 136
/1 1 o o P 136
4.3.1 SAMPIE. . 136
4.3.2 Design and ProCeAUIE. ... ...ttt it e e et e e e ea s 137
4.3.3 AnalytiC apProacCh........c.cviiii i e e 137
A4 RESUIS.....e e e e 137
4.5 DISCUSSION. .. .. tet e ettt e et e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e 144
4.6 Introduction; The effects of norms and obseifitglon intention............... 147
A7 HYPONESIS. .. ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e 147
A8 MELNOM. ...t e e e 148
A.8.1 SaAMPI. .. 149
4.8.2 Design and ProCeAUIES. ... ...ttt e e e e e e a e 149
A.8.3 MBASUIES ...ttt et ettt e e e et e e et e e e e e e 1498
4.8.4 AnalytiC approach...... ..o e 150
4.9 RESUIS ... ..t e 151
4.9.1 Manipulation check for observability. ...........c.coooviiiiiiii i, 151
4.9.2 Results of hypotheses testS........ccvvvii i e 152
0 S o] 15 [0 o P 164
I 0 3 o3 0] o] 1 167



CHAPTER 5: EXAMINING THE INTERACTION BETWEEN
EXPOSURE TO NORMATIVE MESSAGES AND THE OBSERVABILIT Y

OF BEHAVIOR ON INTENTION ... e e e e 168
5.1 INETOAUCTION . ...ttt e e e e e e e e smmnee e e e e 168
B2 HYPOtNESIS ..ttt e e e e e e e e e 168
5.3 MELNOM. ..o 169
5.3, L SaAMPIE e G
5.3.2 Design and ProCeAUIE. ... ....oi it et e e 169
5.3.3 MEBASUIES ...ttt et et e e et e e e e et e e e 170
5.3.4 Analytic approach..........coooiiiii i e 170
5.4 RESUILS. ..ot e 171
5.4.1 Manipulation check for message treatme..................cccoveennen. 171
5.4.2 Results of hypotheses testS.......covvvii i, 173
5.5 DISCUSSION . . ettt et e et et e e e et et e et e e e 178

CHAPTER 6 THE EFFECTS OF MESSAGE TYPE ON THE
NORMATIVE AND ATTITUDINAL ROUTE TO INTENTION, AND O N

PERSONALITY TRAITS i e e e e e et e e, 180
(20 [ 10T 1111 o] o [P 180
6.2 A comparison of mean intention for message {ypean effects)................. 181
6.3 Introduction; The effects of message type emibrmative and attitudinal
(01U (I (o T 0] (=] 11T ¢ 185
B.4 IMBENOUS. .. ettt e e e 185
B.4. 1 SAMPIE. .. ———————— 185
6.4.2 Design and ProCeAUIES. ........vuiie it e e e e e e ee e 186
B.4.3 MEaASUIES ...ttt ittt e e e e e e et e e et e e 186
6.4.4 Analytic approach..........coooiiiii i e 187
8.0 RESUI S ...t e 189
6.6 AdItional @NalYSES.... ..o 199
ST A B Y1 1< Lo 202
(SRS 0] [ 1§17 o] 1S 204
6.9 Introduction; The effects of exposure to hoiweamessages and perceived
group identification oN INtENLION ... ..ot e 205
B.10 MEINOAS. .. ..e i e e e e s 205
6.10.1 SaMPIE. ...t 205
6.10.2 Design and proCedure..........oooui i e e e mmeam e 206
B.010.3 MEBASUIES ... vttt et e e e e e e 206
6.10.4 Analytic approach...........ccoiii i 207



8.0 d RESUINS . ..ttt e e 208

ST 2 B T 1Yo U 1= o] o [P 213
CHAPTER 7: THE EFFECTS OF MESSAGE TYPE AND OTHER-
DIRECTEDNESS ON INTENTION ...oiviiii e e e e e 217
7.1 Introduction; The effects of message type ahdredirectedness on
11T 011 217
T2 MEINOUS. .. i e e e 217
7.2, SaAMPIE . e 217
7.2.2 Design and ProCeUIE........covui vt e e 218
G Y/ L= = 1] U1 = 218
7.2.4 Analytic approach...... ..o 219
7.3 RESUIS . .t 221
3 1Yo 1< Lo ] o 231
AT O 0] [ [ 17 o] 1S 233
7.6 Introduction; The effects of personality traitsl observability on
11 (=Y )10 234
7.7 HYPONESES. .. e e e e e e e 234
T8 MEINOGAS. .. .e it e e e e e e e e 235
7.8. 1 SaAMPIE .. 235
7.8.2 Design and pProCedure. ...... ..o ouiiiiieiiie e e e e 236
R < TG Y/ (== 1] U1 = 236
7.8.4 Analytic approach..........couvieiii i 237
7.9 RESUIRS. ..t e e ——— 238
B O I B =Y ox U] o o TR 244
CHAPTER 8: DISCUSSION AND LIMITATIONS ..., 247
ST B 1T o 1] o (R 247
8.2 LIMAtiONS . ..ottt e e et e e e e e e 251
8.3 Directions for future reSearCh..........c.cooci it i mas 254
S I @] o (o [ ] o 1 256
APPENDIX A: JUNE 2009 PRE-TEST QUESTIONNAIRE ..................l. 257
APPENDIX B: RESULTS OF JUNE 2009 PRE-TEST WITH PARTS.......... 261
APPENDIX C: PILOT STUDY (JULY 2009) STUDY INSTRUMMT ............ 263
APPENDIX D: OCTOBER/NOVEMBER 2009 QUESTIONNAIRE............ 317



APPENDIX E: RESULTS OF OCT/NOV 2009 PRE-TEST OF MEURES.....
APPENDIX F:  MESSAGES (STUDY 2... oot e

APPENDIX G: STUDY 2 (DECEMBER/JANUARY 2010) STUDY
INSTRUMENT ... e e e e

Xi



LIST OF TABLES

Table 2.1: Demographic characteristics of samplly/ (2009)...................... 51
Table 2.2: Intention measures (July 2009).......c.ccoviiiiiii i e e, 54
Table 2.3: Procedures for Pilot study (July 2009) .. vvvvvvveiiiiiineeee.. 55
Table 2.4: Trait Measures (July 2009).......ccvviiiiiiiie i e e 60
Table 2.5: Intention measures (July 2009).......c.cooviiiiiiii i, 62
Table 2.6: Integrative Model variables...............ccocoiiiiiii e 67
Table 2.7: Nutrition variables (July 2009)..........coooiiiiiiiiici e 72
Table 2.8: Sun protection variables (July 2009)...... o eevieiiiiniiieen. 13
Table 2.9: Correlations between trait measures.......wweoeeveeieeeenenn... 86
Table 2.10: Observability conditions - Pilot studyart 1................cooeveee. 87
Table 2.11: Group Means for Observability (Scenajio.......................... 88
Table 2.12: Group Means for Observability (Scen8jio.......................... 89
Table 2.13: Manipulation Check for observabilityigPstudy— July 2009)...... 90
Table 2.14: Demographic characteristics of sampép{ember 2009)............ 94
Table 2.15: Health-related variables (SeptembeBRQO0...............cooeeee ... 96
Table 2.16: Procedures for Pilot study— Stage pt€®eber 2009)................. 97
Table 2.17: Observability conditions - Pilot studyart 2................cceeveee. 98

Table 2.18: Intention measures (behavioral scesgridilot study, July 2009.. 99

Table 2.19: Distribution of dependent variablesgmion measures.............. 100

Xii



Table 2.20: Personality trait MeasUresS. ..........cooiveiiiiiniie e e e e 101
Table 2.21: Integrative Model variables................ccoooi e, 102

Table 2.22: Integrative Model variables (combinadhple)........................ 103

Table 2.23: Results of OLS regression predictingrition to protect one’s
child from exposure to the SUN..........coiiiiiii e 107

Table 2.24: Results of OLS regression predictingntion to protect one’s
child from exposure t0 the SUN..........coouieiii it e e 108

Table 2.25: Results of OLS regression predictitgntion to serve one’s child

healthy foOod... ... e 109
Table 2.26: Results of OLS regression predictitgntion to serve one’s child

healthy fOOd... ... e e 110
Table 3.1: Demographic characteristics of sampkc(an - Study 2)............ 116
Table 3.2: Health-related variables (Dec/Jan —o®)d.......... .ccccvieiiennnns 118
Table 3.3: Message conditions (Dec/Jan — Study 2)c.uecuet vevvvvivivnennn.. 122
Table 3.4: Trait measures (Dec/Jan — Study 2)......... ;e ceevivinvinnnennnn.. 127
Table 3.5: Dependent variables (Behavioral Intemttudy 2..................... 129
Table 3.6: Integrative Model variables (Dec/J&®tudy 2)..............cevennee. 131

Table 4.1: Results of OLS regression predictingntibn to protect one’s child
from exposure to the SUN..........co.uie i e 138

Table 4.2: Results of OLS regression predictingntibn to protect one’s child
from exposure to the SUN....... ..o e 139

Table 4.3: Results of OLS regression predictingritibn to protect one’s child
from eXposure t0 the SUN...... ..ot e e e 140

Xiii



Table 4.4: Results of OLS regression predictingntibn to serve one’s child
healthy fOOd. ... ... e e 141

Table 4.5: Results of OLS regression predictingntibn to serve one’s child
healthy food... ... e 142

Table 4.6: Results of OLS regression (stepwisejipti@g intention to serve
one’s child healthy foods among parents............cocoov i iiiiiiiecencee e, 143

Table 4.7: Correlations between intentions, atéjdiescriptive norms,
injunctive norms, and self-efficacy (sun protecjion..............cccoevveiiennnn. 143

Table 4.8: Correlations between intentions, atéjdiescriptive norms,
injunctive norms, and self-efficacy (NULHtioN)........coeevviiiiiiiiiiin . 144

Table 4.9: Results of OLS regression predictingritibn to protect one’s child
from exposure to the SUN........o e 153

Table 4.10: Results of OLS regression predictingrition to protect one’s
child from exposure to the SUN....... ...t e 155

Table 4.11: Results of OLS regression predictitigrition to protect one’s
child from exposure to the SUN....... ..ot e, 155

Table 4.12: Results of OLS regression predictitgrntion to serve one’s child
healthy food among parents....... ... e 159

Table 4.13: Results of OLS regression predictirigrition to serve one’s child
healthy food among Parents....... ... e 160

Table 4.14: Results of OLS regression predictingrition to serve one’s child
healthy food among ParentS.........covieiii i e 162

Table 4.15: Means (observed) for Injunctive andddipive Norms for
Observable / Not observable groups.........covvii i e, 163

Table 5.1: Results of OLS regression predictingntibn to serve one’s child
healthy food among ParentS...... ..ot e e 175

Table 5.2: Results of OLS regression predictingritibn to protect one’s child
from exposure to the sun among parentS..........covcvviieiie e e i verieneenens 176



Table 6.1: Group means for Message Type (Sun grotc...................... 182
Table 6.2: Group means for Message Type (Nutrition)......................... 183

Table 6.3: Results of OLS regression predictirigrtion to serve one’s child
healthy foods among parents..........cooiiiit i e 190

Table 6.4: Results of OLS regression predictingritibn to protect one’s child
from exXposure t0 the SUN........oiiii e e 195

Table 6.5: Results of OLS regression predictingntibn to serve one’s child
healthy foods among parent.............coovie i e e 200

Table 6.6: Results of OLS regression predictingritibn to protect one’s child
from exXposure t0 the SUN.... ... e e 202

Table 6.7: Results of OLS regression predictingntibn to serve one’s child
healthy foods among parents......... ..o e 209

Table 6.8: Results of OLS regression predictingntibn to serve one’s child
healthy foods among parents...... ... e 211

Table 6.9: Results of OLS regression predictingritibn to protect one’s child
from exposure to the SUN...... ..o e e 213

Table 7.1: Results of OLS regression predictingntibn to serve one’s child
healthy foods among parents..........cooiiiii i e 223

Table 7.2: Results of OLS regression (testing HEhld5b separately)
predicting intention to serve one’s child healtbgds among parents............ 227

Table 7.3: Results of OLS regression predictingritibn to protect one’s child
from exposure to the SUN...... ..o i e e, 229

Table 7.4: Results of OLS regression (testing HEhld5b separately)
predicting intention to protect one’s child frompesure to the sun............... 230

Table 7.5: Results of OLS regression predictingntibn to serve one’s child
healthy foods among parents. ... ... e 239

Table 7.6: Results of OLS regression predictingntibn to serve one’s child
healthy foods among parents..........coooiiin i e 242



Table 7.7: Results of OLS regression predictingritibn to protect one’s child
from exposure to the SUN........ooiiiii e 243

Table 7.8: Results of OLS regression predictingritibn to protect one’s child
from exposure to the SUN........cooiiiii e 244

XVi



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1.1: The Integrative model of Behavioral Gdf&.......................c..cee. 14
Figure 2.1: Histogram — Intention (Sun protecti@eenario 1).................... 75
Figure 2.2: Histogram — Intention (Sun protecti@eenario 2)..................... 75
Figure 2.3: Histogram — Intention (Nutrition— Scea@)...............c..ccoeenees 77
Figure 2.4: Other-Directedness scale (Pilot study)..........cccooviiiiiianes 82
Figure 2.5: Self-consciousness scale (Pilot Study)..........ocvveiiviiiinnannnn. 84
Figure 2.6: Identification with other parents (P&oudy)...........c..coevvinienens. 85

Figure 4.1: Estimated marginal means (observedjention to protect one’s
child from the effects of exposure to the sun xeobability of behavior x
descriptive norms for SUN Protection..........o.vvieieiie e rvemee 154

Figure 4.2: Estimated marginal means (observedention to protect one’s
child from the effects of exposure to the sun xeobability of behavior x
injunctive norms for sun protection.............cvceviiiiiii i i w158

Figure 4.3: Estimated marginal means (observedjention to serve one’s
child healthy foods x descriptive norms for nutniti..................c.ccoeveenenn. 161

Figure 5.1: Mean intention (observed) to serve ihild healthy food x
Message type x Observability of behavior................coooiiiii i 177

Figure 5.2: Mean intention (observed) to practize-safe behaviors for one’s
child x Message type x Observability of behavior.......................oo. 178

Figure 6.1: Mean (observed) intention to prote&’swchild from the sun
AMONG PANENTS . .. e ettt e e e e e e e e e e s 182

Figure 6.2: Mean (observed) intention to serve ®ekild healthy food among
02 1] 11 184

Figure 6.3: Mean intention (observed) to serve sihild healthy food x
Observability of behavior x Injunctive norms reldte healthy food.............. 191



Figure 6.4: Mean intention (observed) to serve sihild healthy food x
Message type x Attitudes toward NUtrition..............ccoo i iiiicmee e

Figure 6.5: Mean intention (observed) to practise grotection behaviors x
Message type x Injunctive norms related to sung@t@n..........................

Figure 6.6: Mean intention (observed) to practise grotection behaviors x
Message type x Attitudes toward sun protection.........ccceeevvvvieiniiennnnn.

Figure 6.7: Mean intention (adjusted) to feed ordiéd healthy food x
Identification with other parents X Message type. .. oo cvveeierineeneennnn.

Figure 7.1: Mean intention (adjusted) to feed owdiéd healthy food x self-

CONSCIOUSNESS X MESSAQE tYPE....vuevrieeeiiiniiteeecee et eee et ee e,

Figure 7.2: Mean intention (observed) to serve sihild healthy food x
Other-directedness x Observability of behavior..........cccccooiiiii i

XVili



INTRODUCTION
This dissertation aims to contribute to knowledgeuw factors which might
affect the extent to which norms influence intentio perform preventive health
behaviors. This study will address this questlonugh three different approaches,
including examining hypotheses based on the intierabetween these elements and
their influence on the normative route to intention
1. Behavior focus — public vs. private
Will manipulating the observability of a behavias, public versus private nature
affect the association between social norms arehtrar?
2. Individual traits
Will personality trait measures which capture thxéeat to which parents are
attuned to their social environment vs. inwardlgused influence the effect of
social norms on health behavibr
3. Message focus
Are parents exposed to a message emphasizing saciak likely to react
differently than parents exposed to a message esiphg@ health benefits, i.e.

outcome focused, (or no message)?.

First, the study will apply the Integrated ModelB#ghavior Change (Fishbein,
2000; Fishbein et al., 2002) to predict two typebealth behaviors among parents of
young children — nutritional choices and sun pricdé&c The objective will be to

demonstrate the extent to which the model accdontgariation in intention. Following
XiX



this, the next step will be to test whether theljgiirivate nature of the behavior
influences the effects of social norms on intentidinis stage aims to determine whether
the presence of another parent in the same belhgwanario will influence the norm-
intention association (i.e. through priming thesetfof social norms on intention).

The study will then explore the interaction betwées observability of the
behavior and message type - exposure to normaasage type (vs. attitudinal message
type or no message). This stage aims to deterwhe¢her a message which emphasizes
the importance of social expectations will haveeater influence on intention under
conditions of observability.

Following this, the effects of message type onattiéude-intention and norms-
intention relationship will be tested, when thduehce of social norms on intention is
expected to vary according to the type of messagenhich parents are exposed. Among
parents exposed to a normatively focused mesdag@orm-intention association is
expected to be primed. In contrast, among paegesed to an attitudinally focused
message, the attitude-intention association iseggddo be primed.

The study will then address the central questiotebiing the interactions
between stable individual level traits, message tgnd the observability of the
behavioral scenario. The first interaction to &&teéd will be the influence of
identification with other parents (i.e. the extemtvhich parents report that they identify
with other parents of young children) and messgge.t Among parents exposed to a
normatively focused message, identification witheotparents is expected to be

positively associated with intention, but is nopested to influence intention among
XX



parents exposed to an attitudinally focused message message. The interaction
between personality traits and message type véii the tested when parents who are
classified as high in other-directedness (i.e naoee attuned to others vs. self in forming
intention) are expected to report greater intentien exposed to a normatively focused
message. In contrast, parents classified as lathier-directedness are expected to
report greater intention when exposed to an attially focused message.

Finally, the interactions between personality sraihd observability will be tested
when the influence of the presence of another pdrenobservability of behavior) is
expected to be greater among parents who are migthér-directedness. Similarly,
parents who are more attuned to their own belrefsriming intention (high in private
self-consciousness) are expected to be less imfktihan other parents by the presence

of another parent.

XXi



CHAPTER 1
BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE REVIEW

1.1 Sun protection and skin cancer

Skin cancer is the most common form of cancer énUhited States and accounts
for more than 1 million new cases of cancer diagdannually, nearly half of all cancers
diagnosed in the United States (American Canceile802009). The incidence of skin
cancer has also increased worldwide in the lasidk2¢American Cancer Society, 2008;
Jemal, Devesa, Hartge, & Tucker, 2001). The AnagriCancer Society estimates that
melanoma, the most serious type of skin cancelastlount for about 68,720 cases of
skin cancer in 2009 and most (about 8,650) of &0 deaths due to skin cancer each
year (American Cancer Society, 2009). More tha\2@rican die each day from skin
cancer, primarily melanoma (American Cancer Soci2®)9). The economic costs of
skin cancer are also high; in 2004, the total essbciated with the treatment for non-

melanoma skin cancers was more than $1 billionk@i; Lim & Margolis, et al. 2006).

Risk factors

Risk factors vary for different types of skin candeéor melanoma, major risk
factors include a personal or family history of em@ma and the presence of atypical
moles or a large quantity of moles (greater than &ither risk factors for skin cancer
include fair skin, red or blonde hair, propensdyburn, inability to tan, and diseases that

suppress the immune system (American Cancer Sp2@dg). Skin cancer is



considered one of the most preventable types aferarPreventable risk factors include
exposure to ultraviolet (UV) radiation, use of tanghbooths; and occupational exposure
to coal tar, pitch, creosote, arsenic compoundsdiation (American Cancer Society,
2008). About 90 percent of non-melanoma skin canaer associated with exposure to
ultraviolet (UV) radiation from the sun (Armstro8gKricker, 1993). Sunburns, a short-
term consequence of unprotected or excessive Udsexp, were reported more
frequently by men than women. This might be atitiell to different sun-protection
behaviors or different sun-exposure conditions ketwmen and women (e.g.,
differences in leisure or work activities). In #&dgh, women might be more concerned
about the cosmetic effect of long-term sun expoéeuge wrinkling of the skin and the
appearance of age spots) and thus might be meig tikk avoid sun exposure, use
makeup with sunscreen, or practice sun-protectarabiors (Abroms, Jorgenson, &
Southwell, et al. 2003). Variations by race, etitgj and gender were observed with the
highest prevalence of sunburns among white nonafiisgmales and females. Melanoma
rates are more than 10 times higher in Whites tha&drican Americans. However, it
should be noted that race/ethnicity is a poor pifoxyskin cancer risk because persons in
racial/ethnic minority groups might have individuisk factors for skin cancer (e.g.
lighter skin color; skin that burns, freckles, eddens easily in the sun; or personal or
family history of skin cancer) and might not benh&fom the protective effects of

melanin (Center for Disease Control, MMWR, 2007).



Prevention

A large proportion of the skin cancers diagnosetheUnited States each year
could be prevented if sun protection habits wegpsetl at an early age. According to
the American Cancer Society (2008), most skin cacae be prevented by: (1) Reducing
sun exposure especially during the midday hoursa(0 to 4 p.m.) (2) When outdoors,
seeking shade and wearing a hat that shades thenack, and ears, a long-sleeved shirt,
and long pants (3) Wearing sunglasses to protectkim around the eyes, and (4)
Regularly applying sunscreen with a sun protediaator (SPF) of 15 or more. In
addition, it is recommended that people avoid tagiieds and sun lamps, which provide
an additional source of UV radiation. Contraryioat was previously believed, recent
scientific research suggests that although sunsesebought to be an important adjunct
to other types of UV protection, it should not xpected to provide UV protection by

itself (Saraiya, Glanz, & Briss, et al., 2004).

Children and Sun Protection

There has been a great deal of research intoatiiged of exposure to ultraviolet
radiation, and of the risk to children and adolessef unprotected exposure to the sun.
The relative harmfulness of exposure on the eadfyyof life is greater than later in life
(Hill & Dixon, 1999). Children receive three timdse annual UV-B dose of the average
adult and receive a significant proportion of tHéatime sun exposure during this time
period (Hebelt, 1993; Truhan, 1991). While pregi@stimates were that eighty percent
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of a person’s lifetime sun exposure occurs befoeeaige of twenty-one (Preston & Stern,
1992; Banks et al., 1992), a study conducted innsek by Thieden, Philipsen, Sandy-
Moller, Heydenrich, & Wulf, (2004) suggested tHaistestimate is more likely to be
closer to twenty percent. However, the precisioth generalizability of Thieden et al.’s
(2004) findings have been a matter of debate.n§R805) argued that Thieden et al.’s
(2004) study was conducted among a small sampietheat data from Denmark may not
reflect US sun exposure patterns or conditionern® (2005) revised calculation of
reduction in lifetime skin cancer risk among chéldiwith high levels of sun protection
compared with children with low levels of sun piten was 62% (compared with the
author’s previous estimate of 78%). This calcolais based upon a lower estimate of
sun exposure during childhood, which is closehttd proposed by Thieden et al (2004)
than to previous estimates. Stern also reiterdu@‘the greater importance of sun
exposure early in life than in adult years for NMIg€time risk, particularly basal cancer
risk, is supported by epidemiologic studies perdnsubsequent to our study” citing
Gallagher, Hill, & Bajdik, et al. (1995) and Coroeial. (2001).

The risk of developing melanoma is strongly reldted history of one or more
sunburns in childhood or adolescence (WesterddbesadD & Ingvar, 1994; Elwood &
Jopson, 1997; Armstrong, 1997; Whiteman & Gree®,7)9 Unprotected time in the sun
also puts children at risk for other skin cancées{de melanoma), cell and tissue
damage, photosensitive reactions (rash), painfubgins, premature (early) skin aging
and wrinkling later in life, a weakened immune syst and cataracts later in life (Lew,
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Sober, Cook, Marvell, & Fitzpatrick, 1983; Marld€94; Cockburn, Hennrikus, Scott et.
al., 1989). However, despite numerous federalmesendations for safe sun practices,
at least two thirds of US children are not adedyaimtected from the sun (Geller,
Colditz, & Oliveria et al., 2002; Cokkinides, Day\#/einstock et al., 2001). Although
effective measures to reduce sun exposure are krimim casual observation and
accumulated research confirm that few people ctergly incorporate these measures
into their daily behavior (Buller, Callister, & Raert, 1995). In 1998, the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention conducted a surwdyparents of white children aged 6
months to 11 years. They found that children spenedian of 20 hours a week
outdoors during the summer. Sunscreen and shadetihemost frequently used
methods of protection (62% and 26.5%, respectivelyjey also found that
approximately 43% of white children experienced onenore sunburns in the past year
(Hall, McDavid, Jorgensen, & Kraft, 2001; Hall, densen, McDavid, Kraft, & Breslow,
2001).

Influencing children's attitude toward sun exposweds to begin at an early age
(Wesson & Silverberg, 2003). Health behaviors,udeig unprotected sun exposure are
established early in life and may continue intoltdhod (Marks, 1988; Arthey & Clarke,
1995; Morris, McGee, & Bandaranayake (1998); Codye®, 1990; Loescher, Buller, &
Buller et al., 1995). Banks et al. (1992) foundttteenagers who used sunscreen
generally had parents who insisted on sunscreewhise those teenagers were children

(Banks, Silverman, & Shwartz, et al. 1992).



Learning sun-safe habits early in life is easiantheversing harmful habits later
(Hill & Dixon, 1999). Although younger childrentipr to grade school) know less than
older children, they appear to receive greater eragement from parents and respond to
this positively (Dixon, Borland, & Hill, 1999; Hilk Dixon, 1999). These children can be
targeted successfully by parents and physiciankiti#d behaviors are patterns of
activity that, through repetition, become relatwiked, automatic, and easily carried
out. They become harder to change and become mpendent on cues or stimuli in the
environment with which they have been associatéldarpast. Thus, if sun protective
behavior can be established as a habit in eadyléfs resistance may be encountered
with sun protective behavior than if introducedhdolescence as a new behavior that
opposes previously established patterns (Hill &dnix1999).

At a young age, parents are generally recognizée thhe most fundamental
agents for socialization (Maccoby, 1984) and plagutral role in their children’s sun
protection behaviors. Buller et al. (1995) obsdrtreat parents can help protect children
from the sun through direct advocacy, incorporatibpreventative behavior into family
routines and activities, service as role modeld,@ovision of family resources such as
sunscreen and protective clothing. Studies hage/sisignificant correlations between
parental use of sunscreen and use by their childemson, Davy, Boyett, Weathers, &
Roetzheim, 2001). Adult caregivers can encour&gdren’s sun protection by direct
(e.g. applying a child’s sunscreen for them) oirgxt (e.g. providing a child with access
to sunscreen) actions (Hill & Dixon, 1999; Benn&syland & Swerissen, 1991; Buller,
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Callister & Reichert, 1995; Zinman, Schwartz Gorderzpatrick, & Camfield, 1995).
Parental modeling of sun protection behaviors ¢smiafluence their children’s
perception of the importance of this behavior, trallikelihood of the adoption of this
behavior by the individual later in life (O’'Riorda@eller, Brooks, Zhang, & Miller,
2003; Lombard, Neubauer, Canfield, & Winett,. 1991)

Some programs for parents have been shown to seea protection for their
children (Rodrigue, 1996; Bolognia, Berwick, Fieeal., 1991; Parrott, Dugga, &
Cremo, et al., 1999; Glanz, Lew, Song, & Brook, ;98fanz, Chang, & Song, et al.,
1998). Parents appear to respond favorably to &ppeanprove sun protection for their
children. Two studies by Buller et al. (Buller, Baord, & Burgoon, 1998; Buller,
Burgoon, Hall, et al. 2000) evaluated the efficatpostal mailings to parents of printed
materials on sun safety. The authors found thamamho received mailings with
printed material with high language intensity répdrstronger intentions to engage in
sun protection for their children and themselvagerestingly, the authors also noticed
that high intensity messages formatted in a dedgeickbgical style produced greater
increases in sun safety behaviors and behavidaitions in parents who planned to take
more precautions as opposed to parents who hathns f@ improve behavior possibly
because these types of messages reinforce pgrkamissand this format reduces
perceived barriers to protecting themselves anid thédren. In parents with no plans

for behavioral modification, inductive messageBgteof facts without discussion)



created greater increases in reported protectibavier and behavioral intentions
possibly because they reacted unfavorably to beildgto behave in a certain way.

In relation to sun protection behaviors, an evabumeof the EPA’s Sunwise
school program showed that attitude change asthétrof sun protection education was
most prominent among younger children aged 5-9 pewed with older school-age
children (Geller, Rutsch, Kenausis, Selzer, & Zh&g§3). Other studies have also
focused on this age group (O’Riordan, Geller, & @&, et al. 2003). The age range was
limited to children aged up to 10 due to the faetttas children develop and move into
early adolescence, it becomes more difficult tongeaunderlying attitudes and
preventive health behaviors, including sun protectind nutrition. Cross-sectional data
indicate that attitudes and behaviors supportiveuof protection decline in the teenage
years while positive attitudes toward tanning aactgeived attitudes of the peer group
toward sun protection take over (Dadlani & OrloWwQ8). Thus, arguably, the most
opportune age to influence these behaviors isup/éo ten years old. If parents can
instill protective habits in children of this agkere is evidence that they are more likely
to be carried over into adulthood.

Given the important role that parents play in emguthat their children are
properly protected from exposure to the sun, andflnencing their subsequent behavior
as they develop, it is important to investigate sveywhich we can design and test
theory-based messages that can be shown to ingrassgal intention to monitor their

children’s sun protection behaviors on a regulaia



1.2 Obesity and cancer

Over the past two decades, the prevalence of ovgintvand obesity has
continued to increase in most developed countaed (n urban areas of many less
developed countries). Nearly two-thirds of aduttshe United States (Flegal, Carroll,
Ogden, & Johnson. 2002) and an increasing percemtaie population worldwide
(Seidell, 2003) are overweight or obese as definethe World Health Organization
(WHO Expert Committee on Physical Status, 1995)rifyy the same period, the
incidence of type-Il diabetes has increased as waed is presumed to be a direct result
of, the obesity epidemic (Mokdad, Ford, & Bowmainale 2003). Although a great deal
of evidence has pointed to the role of obesityrasrgportant cause of diabetes and
cardiovascular diseases, the relationship betwbesity and different types of cancer
has received less attention than its cardiovasetiacts (Calle & Kaaks, 2004).

Results from epidemiological studies initially caieted in the 1970’s indicate
that obesity contributes to the increased incidemz#or death from cancers of the colon,
breast (in postmenopausal women), endometriumgkidmenal cell), esophagus
(adenocarcinoma), stomach (cancer of the cardawlglof the stomach), pancreas,
gallbladder and liver, and possibly other canc&rsestimated 15-20% of all cancer
deaths in the United States are argued to be @tbke to overweight and obesity (Calle,
Rodriguez, Walker-Thurmond, et al., 2003). A sabsal proportion of these cancers
could be avoided with maintenance of normal wetgraughout adult life. In the United

States, overweight and obesity underlie 90,000hdefabm cancer per year, and



280,000-325,000 deaths from all causes per ye@soil Fontaine, Manson, et al., 1999).
In the European Union, an estimated 279,000-3042000al deaths are attributed to
overweight and obesity (Banegas, Lopez-Garcia,gBigiFisac, et al., 2003). In a study
conducted in 2003, attributable medical expenditumehe Unites States for obesity were
estimated to be $75 billion in 2003 dollars (Firstein, Fiebelkorn, & Wang, 2004).
However, recent estimates suggest that the cumedical expenditures attributable to
obesity have increased in recent years and areastil to be as high as $147 billion per
year (CDC, 2009). One source contends that theatgdaoverweight and obesity in

terms of both mortality and healthcare costs eqoiaéxceeds that associated with

tobacco use (Mokdad, Marks, & Stroup, et al., 2004)

Childhood and Prevention of Obesity

Overweight and obesity in children is epidemic iorth America and
internationally. Approximately 22 million childramder 5 years of age are overweight
across the world (Deckelbaum & Williams, 2001)the United States, the number of
overweight children and adolescents has doubléaeitast two to three decades, and
similar doubling rates are being observed worldwideluding in developing countries
and regions where an increase in Westernizatidrebévioral and dietary lifestyles is
evident. For example, in Thailand the prevalesfogbesity in 5-to-12 year olds children

rose from 12.2% to 15.6% in just two years (Workhbkh Organization, 2009).
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Comorbidities associated with obesity and overwteggh similar in children as in
the adult population. Elevated blood pressure,ipiggmia, and a higher prevalence of
factors associated with insulin resistance and Bydebetes appear as frequent
comorbidities in the overweight and obese pedigtojgulation (Deckelbau& Williams:
2001). In some populations, type 2 diabetes is t@ndominant form of diabetes in
children and adolescents. Disturbingly, obesitghitdhood, particularly in adolescence,
is a key predictor for obesity in adulthood. Moregwmorbidity and mortality in the adult
population is increased in individuals who wereraxgaght in adolescence, even if they
lose the extra weight during adulthood (Deckelb&uviilliams, 2001).

The studies described here focus on the creatidremting of persuasive
messages aimed at increasing parental intentiprotode their child/ren with a healthy
diet that is low in fat and sugar and includes necended amounts of fruits and
vegetables, an important factor toward reducindiketihood of obesity and obesity-
related cancer later in life. This study focuseson protection behaviors, which have
also been shown to be significantly associated aithild’s risk of developing skin
cancer later in life, as discussed above.

Parents of children aged five through age nine whosen as the focus of this
study as this age has been shown to be an impditogical and psychological stage at
which parent’s choices regarding preventive hdadthaviors can have an important
impact on the child’s later development. Youngatgh can be taught sun protection and
healthy nutrition practices as routinely as thaysbrtheir teeth. When a small number of
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children possess the correct information withirage group, this is an appropriate time
frame to introduce a concept (Hughes, Wetton, Gsll& Newton Bishop, 1996).
Regarding parents’ influence on their child’s nidnal intake, in early childhood,
BMI normally decreases until age 5-6 years, theresses through adolescence. The age
at which this BMI nadir occurs has been termedattiposity rebound (Rolland-Cachera,
Deheeger, Bellisle, Sempe, Guillound-Btaille, &dtat 1984). Several observational
studies (Whitaker, Pepe, Wright, Seidel, & Deit298; Wisemandle, Maynard, Guo, &
Siervogel, 2000) have described an increased ois&ldesity later in life in individuals
who have an early adiposity rebound. A number wdiists focusing on nutrition and
obesity prevention have also focused on childraatsitional intake from age five and

older (Ebbeling, Pawlak, & Ludwig, 2002; Rolls, Etig& Birch, 2000).

1.3 Theoretical background:

1.3.1 The Integrative Model of Behavior Change

The Integrative Model of Behavior Change (Fishb000; Fishbein et al., 2002;
Fishbein and Ajzen 2010) is an expectancy outcommaefof behavior change which has
evolved from the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRAjzex & Fishbein, 1980; Fishbein
& Ajzen, 1975) and planned behavior (Ajzen, 199h) contrast to approaches that
attempt to account for human behavior through atsaof demographic variables,
personality characteristics, situational factosswall as domain-specific constructs, the
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reasoned action approach argues that a limiteof ®emnstructs can be applied to predict
and understand any behavior of interest (FishbethAgzen, 2010). The theory of
reasoned action approach developed out of FiskdrelrAjzen’s proposition that, instead
of focusing on one or another global dispositioadoount for different types of behavior
in the disposition’s domain of application, we shibidentify a particular behavior and
then look for antecedents that can help to predidtexplain it, and thus potentially
provide a basis for interventions designed to myidifAjzen & Albaraccin, 2007). The
Integrative Model, (Fishbein et al., 2000; Fishbetil., 2002) the current form of this
theory, identifies a small set of causal factoed #hould permit explanation and
prediction of most human social behaviors.

The Integrative Model (IM) (Fishbein, 2000; Fishbet al., 2002; Fishbein and
Ajzen 2010) considers behavioral intention to leertiost proximal determinants of
behavior. The IM focuses on changing beliefs alsousequences, normative issues, and
efficacy with regard to a particular behavior, harmging beliefs underlying the intention
to perform a behavior ultimately results in chanigeisitention (Fishbein & Yzer, 2003).
The IM added the concept of descriptive norms aogaition of the fact that perceived
normative pressure can reflect not only what otht@rk we should do but also what they
themselves are perceived to be doing. It alsorparated Bandura’s notion of self-
efficacy rather than Ajzen’s more recent concegieteived behavioral control

(Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010).
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Figure 1.1 The Integrative model of Behavioral Chnge (Fishbein, 2000; Fishbein

et al., 2002; Fishbein and Ajzen 2010)
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According to Fishbein & Ajzen (2010), no matter hbeliefs associated with a

given behavior are acquired, they serve to guidelttision to perform or not perform

the behavior in question. Specifically, three kirdl beliefs are distinguished. First,

people hold beliefs about the positive or negatimesequences they might experience if

they performed the behavior. These outcome expeiets orbehavioral beliefare

assumed to determine peoplattitude toward personally performing the behayice.,

their positive or negative evaluation of their peniing the behavior in question. In
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general, to the extent that their performance efltbhavior is perceived to result in more
positive than negative outcomes, the attitude tdwlae behavior will be favorable
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010).

Second, people form beliefs that important indigidwor groups in their lives
would approve or disapprove of their performing Itedavior, as well as beliefs that
these referents themselves perform or don’t pertbierbehavior in question. In their
totality, thesanjunctive and descriptiveormative beliefproduce gerceived normi.e.,
perceived social pressure to engage or not engae behavior. If more important
others are believed to approve than disapproveifdane majority of important others
perform the behavior, people are likely to perceigeial pressure to engage in the
behavior. Finally, people also form beliefs abpetsonal and environmental factors that
can help or impede their attempts to carry outgglgavior. In their aggregate, these
control beliefsresult in a sense of high or low self-efficacy fBara, 1986, 1997) with
regard to the behavior. If control beliefs idgntnore facilitating than inhibiting factors,
perceived self-efficacy with regard to the behasgioould be high (Fishbein & Ajzen,
2010).

It should be noted that application of the reasambn approach typically
requires the elicitation of specific beliefs theg aignificantly associated with overall
attitude, perceived normative pressure and salfafy beliefs. However, the studies
described here look at the more general measuitke®é constructs. From a practical
standpoint it would have been difficult to inclualdist of salient beliefs for all of the
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specific behaviors within each behavioral catedoey five sun protection behaviors and
a wide range of nutrition-related behaviors) witthie framework of this study. This
would have significantly increased the demands segan subjects and would have
consequently limited the breadth of hypothesesdbald be tested.

Additionally, one benefit of examining general maas of attitudes, norms and
self-efficacy beliefs is that the implications bf¢ study may be more useful for
researchers looking at sun protection behaviorsnartrition-related behaviors. The
findings of this study, it was hoped, would helpstrate the extent to which the general
measures of attitudes and normative pressure wapg®sub-groups and behaviors and
whether a message matched to these general measulésnfluence the relative weight
of these beliefs. Future research should focumarrowly on a particular behavior of
interest, and conduct an elicitation study to labkhe effects of messages aimed at
priming or changing specific salient beliefs ungiag the construct that is most strongly

associated with intention.

1.3.2 Injunctive norms and health behaviors

In “Communication and normative influenée introduction to the special issue
Yanovitzky and Rimal (2006) argue that social noaxert a great deal of influence on
human behavior, but that much research needs doiein specifying the mechanisms
and processes through which normative influenexésted. Research into normative
influence has typically reflected a tension betwtensocial (relational) and individual
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(cognitive) conceptualization of normative influerend in the tendency to distinguish
between collective and perceived norms (LapkinsiRi&al, 2005) as well as injunctive
and descriptive norms (Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgré®90); two types of motivations that
can explain the effects of norms on people, th&elés avoid sanctions and the need for
self-validation (Bendor & Swisttak, 2001); two ceptually distinct processes of
influence, normative and information influence (B & Gerard, 1955; Kitayama &
Burnstein, 1994); and two sets of potential inflceoutcomes, public compliance and
private acceptance (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004;ridah, 1958).

A social norm is a generally accepted way of thgkifeeling or behaving that is
endorsed and expected because it is perceive@ agkth and proper thing to do.
Generally speaking, social norms refer to whatteptable or permissible behavior in a
group or society (Fishbein, 2010). A social nosnairule, value or standard shared by
the members of a social group that prescribes apijpte, expected or desirable attitudes
and conduct in matters relevant to the group (Trk@91). Social norms vary in how
important they are to the group and in the intgnsiitsocial approval and rejection that
conformity and non-conformity attract. Group memsb&ho conform to norms tend to
be socially approved of, whereas those who detgsie to be disapproved of, and in the
extreme may be punished and excluded from the gibumer, 1991). The idea of a
norm conveys a feeling of ‘oughtness’ about certehaviors; there is an element of
moral obligation, duty, justice. Mothers are ngtjexpected to love and care for their
children as a preference - we feel that they otmhnd, if they don’t, they are failing in
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their duty as mothers and indeed as human beigsial norms express social values
and normative judgments are value judgments. itnsinse they are “external to the
individual, being the property of a culture, andstain the actions of the individuals”
(Turner, 1991, p. 3). Social norms are “desaorgtreflecting actual similarities, and
prescriptive, reflecting shared beliefs about appate, valued conduct” (Turner, 1991).
If a social norm is a shared belief that a certanrse of action is appropriate in a given
situation, then, when individuals act in line witfe norm, they experience their behavior
as subjectively valid (Turner, 1991, p 4). Ireasoned action framework, norms are
more narrowly defined and are focused on the pedoce of a particular behavior. That
is, norms (descriptive and injunctive) are viewsgarceived social pressure to perform
(or not to perform) a given behavior (Fishbein &#&n, 2010). Itis assumed that
perceived social pressure can influence behavien @hen no rewards or punishments

are anticipated (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010).

Injunctive Norms and Health Behaviors

In the health domain injunctive norms appear ty plgarticularly important role
with regard to intention to perform healthful belwas (Finlay, Traffimow, & Villareal,
2002). Terry and Hogg (1996) proposed that injwectiorms may be especially
important in predicting health-related behavioreduse, for these types of behaviors,
people tend to be confident of what they beliewartmost important others think, which
may not be as true of other types of behaviortie importance of injunctive norms has
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also been directly applied in community intervensio Specifically Fishbein and his
colleagues (Fishbein, Trafimow, Francis et al.,399shbein, Trafimow, Middlestadt et
al., 1995) demonstrated the importance of injurctiorms in predicting and determining
condom use.

However, there appear to be differences betweerrigége and injunctive norms
with regard the norm-intention association. Cialéinal. (1990) stressed the need to
differentiate between descriptive norms (what iceeed as commonly done) and
injunctive norms (what is perceived as commonlyraped and disapproved). The
authors stressed the need to differentiate betives=me constructs because each refers to
a separate source of human motivation (Deutsch &@e1955; Kaplan, 1989).
Subsequent research supported this distinctiondsgtthese constructs by demonstrating
that the two types of norms led to significantl{felient behavior patterns in the same
setting (Reno, Cialdini, & Kallgren, 1993).

Cialdini et al. (1990) contended that a particslacial norm — of either the
descriptive or injunctive variety — is unlikely itefluence behavior unless it is focal (i.e.
salient) for an individual at the time of behavid&ialdini et al. (1991) and Reno et al.
(1993) argued that when the relevant norm is irjuacather than descriptive, norm-
focus procedures can be useful in producing ddsitaghavior. This is because focal
injunctive norms have been shown to stimulate pri@conduct across a wider range of
settings and circumstances than descriptive noengs Reno et al. 1993). Kallgren,
Reno and Cialdini (2000) conducted a series of exy@ats to manipulate normative
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focus in its effects on the generation of socidigirable conduct as well as examine
factors that might alter the relationship betweermnfocus and behavior. The findings
of this study supported the argument for the vigbdf injunctive norms as powerful
behavior directives. In all three experiments,ithpact of normative precepts on
participants’ littering decisions was considerglplg. 1010).

Terry and Hogg (2001) argue that the norms of agtbat are relevant to the
behavior will influence behavior, but that the eatte which the group membership is a
salient base for self-definition also needs toaken into account. The descriptive norm-
intention relationship has been shown to be moddray the extent to which people
identify strongly with the relevant referent grouip. a study by Terry and Hogg (1996),
the perceived norms of the reference group of fiseand peers were found to influence
intentions to engage in regular exercise and soteptive behavior, but only for those
who identified strongly with the group, a pattefrresults that was replicated in a study

of community residents’ recycling behavior (Terdogg, & White, 1999).

1.4 The effect of the observability of behavior aadial norms on intention

The current study focuses on the effects of maatmn of thecontextof the
health behaviors in question on the associatiowdxst norms and intention, specifically
the degree to which the behavior is enacted invater or public setting. The study
builds upon research that has found that the extenhich a behavior is enacted in a
public or private setting has been shown to modenatmative influences (Bagozzi et al.,
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2000; Cialdini et al, 1990). For behaviors perfedmn public, pressures to conform, that
is, engage in behaviors perceived to be acceptalltners’ eyes, are likely to be
substantial. This is because a privately perforbyethvior is not observable for others’
scrutiny and people are less likely to engage énitkerrogation of others (Berger &
Calabrese, 1975) about largely private behavib. publicly performed behaviors in
which referent others can observe others’ behavittser directly or indirectly, social
sanctions can be exercised for violating injunchieems (Lapinski & Rimal, 2005).

The idea that conformity to the group will be gexatnder public than private
conditions, when the group members can observédamtify any deviation, is central to
the process of normative influence (Turner, 19944). Deutch and Gerard (1955)
tested the effect of observability of behavior onformity to group influence, and found
that, in line with the concept of normative inflwen subjects showed less conformity to
the group in the anonymous (private) then in tloef@-face (public) setting. Allen
(1965) has argued that more conformity in publantin private need not always indicate
a mere public compliance effect: “in the more paBituation the group may be regarded
as more convincing, so that actual private chasgeea as public compliance could be
greater in the public than in the private condisib(p. 146).

The studies described here test whether the etdavihich the same health
behavior is enacted in an observable or non-obbbrgetting leads to variation in
normative influence on intention among parentsis phocess of persuasive change is
known as priming, and is based on priming theotyictv proposes that persuasive effects
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can also occur by changing the association betwg®rdictor and its outcome, even
when the mean for the predictor remains the sarge @mke, Shah, & Wackman,

1998; lyengar & Kinder, 1987; Mendelsohn, 199@riming’s theoretical basis is based
on activation and accessibility. Priming increaesassociation between the primed
belief and the subsequent attitude. Priming shmmdcease the relative importance of the
primed belief in the overall positive or negatiwakiation of the behavior and intention
to perform that behavior (Fishbein & Cappella, 200Bhere is evidence that priming has
occurred when there is an increase in the corogldtetween the primed variable and the
outcome variable (e.g., the primed belief andwatétor the primed attitude and intention)
(Fishbein & Cappella, 2006).

It is expected, based on research reviewed hexethté presence of referent
others (i.e. others parents) will prime descripwel injunctive norms associated with
sun protection and nutrition behaviors among parefiyoung children. Consequently,
among parents who are told that their behaviorb@aabserved by another parent, there
should be a greater influence of perceived normisit@mtion. Under conditions of
observability by other parents of young childreargmts will attend more to normative

influences than when they are not in the presehogher parent.

That intention to perform preventive health beheviwill vary as a function of

observability and perceived norms.
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Hypothesis 1A: Intention to perform health behavors for one’s child should be
more associated with descriptive norms among parestwho are told that their

behavior is observable by other parents (vs. not @ervable).

Hypothesis 1B: Intention to perform health behavios for one’s child) should be

more associated with injunctive norms among parenta/ho are told that their

behavior is observable by other parents (vs. not @ervable) .

1.5 Priming normative influence through observapili

Deutch and Gerard’s (1955) theory of informaticaradl normative social
influence is an attempt to distinguish two proaasderlying social conformity and their
distinctive antecedent conditions. Normative iafige is defined as social influence that
is based on an individual’'s need for social applrand acceptance (Miniard & Cohen,
1981; Ryan, 1982). Turner defines normative mfice as “socially motivated by a
desire for acceptance and approval and to avosttien and hostility” (Turner, 1991, p.
37). In contrast, Baumister (1982, p. 9) contathds public conformity as a result of
normative influence is “born out of concern withintaining a desirable public image for
oneself rather than out of specific fear or thidgiunishment”. In the context of the
performance of health behaviors for the benefartd’s child, the second interpretation

appears to be more applicable — parents are nk&lg tio be motivated to conform to the
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normative influence of other parents (under condgiof surveillance) out of a desire to
maintain a positive public image rather than ouieaf of overt rejection or hostility.
Deutch and Gerard (1955) consider normative intteess “the type of social
influence most specifically associated with groufgs”635), and hypothesize that it is
increased by group belongingness and social inpert#ence, surveillance of one’s
response by others and social pressure, and rethyqaablic and private commitment to
some other prior course of action producing cowaiéng expectations in others and
oneself (Turner, 1991, p. 35). The causal prooésermative influence is as follows (p.
38):
1. The power of others to reward or punish (e.g. teptinto or reject from the
group) creates a need for their social approvaleafeér of being different.
2. Therefore, under conditions of surveillance by attsich that one can be
personally identified and held responsible for anpconformity,
3. One will tend to comply with the expectations obmsiit to other group pressures,
producing conformity to the group norm.

Informational influence, on the other hand, ocaungn people internalize and
privately accept information from others becauseitifiormation provides a basis for
correct perceptions, attitudes, and beliefs (A4&552; Deutsch & Gerard, 1955; Kelley,
1952). Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975) Theory of Re&sl Action implies a social
influence process whereby people bring their bedramto line with the behavioral
expectations of important others. Terry, Hogg, 8ckR (1999) argue that the underlying
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social influence process can be categorized asat@ninfluence - as it is public

compliance arising from a need for social appre@vel acceptance.

Observability of behavior and the effect of injunethorms on behavioral intention
There is a great deal of support showing that betravior type as well as
individual dispositions can have important effemtsthe relative weights of attitudes and

injunctive norms (see Trafimow & Finlay, 1996). wAde range of other studies have
shown that the relative ability of attitudes versyanctive norms to predict behavioral
intention varies widely across behaviors (e.g.&inrafimow, & Jones, 1997; Finlay,
Trafimow, & Moroi, 1999). The current study foexsson the effects of manipulation of
the contextof the health behaviors in question, specificdily degree to which the
behavior is enacted in a private or public setting.

The extent to which a behavior is enacted in dipw private setting has been
shown to moderate normative influences (Bagozal.e2000; Cialdini et al, 1990). For
behaviors performed in public, pressures to confahnat is, engage in behaviors
perceived to be acceptable in others’ eyes, aedylilo be substantial. This is because a
privately performed behavior is not observabledibrers’ scrutiny and people are less
likely to engage in the interrogation of othersi@s & Calabrese, 1975) about largely
private behaviors. For publicly performed behawiorwhich referent others can observe
others’ behaviors, either directly or indirectlgcgal sanctions can be exercised for
violating injunctive norms (Lapinski & Rimal, 2005)
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The idea that conformity to the group will be gexainder public than private
conditions, when the group members can observedamtify any deviation, is central to
the process of normative influence (Turner, 19944). Deutch and Gerard (1955)
tested the effect of observability of behavior onformity to group influence, and found
that, in line with the concept of normative inflwen subjects showed less conformity to
the group in the anonymous (private) then in tloeftm-face (public) setting. Allen
(1965) has argued that more conformity in publantim private need not always indicate
a mere public compliance effect: “in the more pabituation the group may be regarded
as more convincing, so that actual private chasgeed as public compliance could be
greater in the public than in the private condisib(p. 146).

The studies described here test whether the etdavitich the same health
behavior is enacted in an observable or non-obbbrs®tting leads to variation in
normative influence on intention among parentss éxpected, based on research
reviewed here, that parents will report greatezntibn to perform health behaviors for
their child in a setting in which they are told yreae in the company of referent others
(i.e. other parents), which should increase thergxb which injunctive norms influence
intention.

While research has compared the public or privatgext of different behaviors
in relation to the influence of injunctive and degtive norms on behavior (see
Lapkinski & Rimal, 2005 for a review), to date rtady has manipulated this context
factor to test its effect on the influence of ingtime norms on intention to perform health
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behaviors. Itis hypothesized, based on reseastbwed above, that the effect of
priming observability of the behavioral settingMa&ad to greater intention to perform
health behaviors when the message type is norm@gvelescribes normative pressure),

compared with when the message type is attitudirealdescribes health outcomes).

H2: Parents of young children exposed to a normate (vs. attitudinal) message
should report greater intention to perform health behaviors when the behavior is
observable (i.e. has a normative context) than whehis not observable (i.e. non-

normative context).

1.6 Priming theory: Priming public self and the neintention relationship

Ybarra and Traffimow (1998) tested the hypoth#sas the accessibility of the
private self and the collective self affects thiatree weights given to attitudes and
injunctive norms when forming a behavioral intentiolrhey conducted a series of
experiments in which they primed the private s&ijsing subjects to place greater
weight on attitudes than injunctive norms and pdrties collective self, which caused
subjects to place greater weight on injunctive reothan on attitudes. Their
conceptualization of private and public self isdzhen research by Triandis (1989) and
others (see Greenwald & Pratkanis, 1984; Marku§t&yama, 1991), which suggests
that private self cognitions reflect an assessrottite self by the self, whereas
collective-self cognitions derive from an assesdméthe self by a specific reference
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group or collective. Triandis (1989) has argued Wizen people sample cognitions from
the private self, they are more likely to be influed by personal goals and needs. In
contrast, when people sample from the collectiVie ey are more likely to be
influenced by the norms and values of the partioctélective and behave in a manner
considered appropriate by members of that colledtbarra & Traffimow, 1998).
Ybarra & Traffimow (1998) found that, as hypotteesl, when the private self was made
more accessible in memory, people’s attitudes tdvitae behavior (or the basis of those
attitudes) became more accessible, which allow#ddgs to have a greater impact than
injunctive norms in forming a behavioral intentioHowever, when the collective self
was made more accessible, people’s injunctive ngomthe basis of those norms)
increased in accessibility, allowing them to haygreater impact than attitudes on a
behavioral intention (p. 364).

Ybarra and Traffimow’s (1998) study is an impottBoundation upon which the
current study aims to build. In that study thehaus chose to prime collective and
private self in several ways. The first attempkkd subtlety (subjects were told to think
about what makes them different from family andrids / what they have in common
with family and friends for two minutes prior tokésg about intention) and was revised.
Subsequent priming manipulations involved havindipi@ants read a short passage
about “Sostoras”, an ancient Sumerian warrior, lzEadng them imagine they were that
character while reading a passage attributingutgsess to himself, or to his family.
While Ybarra and Traffimow (1998) found support foeir hypotheses (see above), the
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studies described here employs priming theory ialearnative way to prime norms and

attitudes associated with intention to perform tiebehaviors.

Priming injunctive norms and attitudes

While stable individual level variables have bekaven to affect the extent to
which people grant weight to attitudes or normfomming intention, few studies have
tried to manipulate this outcome. One can prirbelgef even though most members of a
population already hold the belief because minanges in weight given to the already
positive beliefs can produce strong intention aff¢Eishbein & Yzer, 2003). Recent
research also indicates that attitudes and injuactorms can be manipulated
independently of each other. Trafimow and Fishlf#894a) identified, on the basis of
previously obtained beta-weights, behaviors thatwader either attitudinal control
(AC) or normative control (NC). They subsequemtignipulated attitudes toward these
behaviors and found that the manipulation affeatéehtion to perform AC more than
NC behaviors. In later studies (Trafimow & Fishibei994b), they obtained analogous
effects when they manipulated injunctive norms.

This research finding has important implicatioosdampaigns promoting health
behaviors. Typically, interventions have been &sxlion changing mean levels of
attitudes, injunctive norms, or both (Ajzen, 19Ki¢dlestadt, Fishbein, & Albaraccin, et
al. 1995; Trafimow & Fishbein, 1994a, 1994b). Utdoately, specific attitudes and
injunctive norms may be difficult to manipulate édeagly & Chaiken, 1993 for a

29



review). However, messages directed at priming~ncreasing the importance of the
underlying norms or attitudes associated with itibento perform health behaviors
should increase their likelihood of being performed

The reasoned action approach has guided many @mgons in which attempts
are made to induce favorable attitudes, norms camerceived control with respect to a
health related behavior (Ajzen & Albaraccin, 200Mpne strategy attempts to modify
attitudes by usingttitudinal arguments- which consist of assertions that a particular
health behavior has “personally beneficial consages for one’s physical health or
psychological comfort” (p. 13). Another stratagges arguments intended to increase
favorable norms with respect to the behavimr(native argumenj}s These arguments
are often designed to convince an audience thabdml network supports the behavior
in question.

The study described here tests the effect of navenabmpared with attitudinal
arguments on the relative weight given to attitualed injunctive norms in forming
intention to perform preventive health behavioroagparents of young children.
Based on research reviewed above it is hypothesisgdntention to perform health
behaviors will be more heavily influenced by injtiie norms among parents who are
exposed to a message (relating to the need torpedeeventive health behaviors for
their child) that has a normative focus (i.e. fessinjunctive norms). In contrast, among
parents exposed to a message that has an attittmboa (i.e. stresses health benefits of
the behavior) it is expected that there will bérargger association between attitudes and
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intention to perform health behaviors than amongmta exposed to a normatively

focused message or no message.

H3a: Parents exposed to a hormative message (vditatlinal message or no
message) will have a greater association betweeruinctive norms and intention to
perform health behaviors for their child than the association between injunctive

norms and intention among other parents.

H3b: Parents exposed to an attitudinal message (ysormative message or no
message) will have a greater association betweetitatdes and intention to perform
health behaviors for their child than the associatn between attitudes and intention

among other parents.

1.7 Identity salience as a moderator of the norgtpute to intention

Social identity theorists have used the term seéidn indicate the activation of
an identity in a situation. A salient social idgntvas defined as “one which is
functioning psychologically to increase the infloerof one’s membership in that group
on perception and behavior” (Oakes, 1987, p. 118)dentity theory, salience has been
understood as the probability that an identity Wwélactivated in a situation (Stryker,
1980). In social identity theory, salience persainm the situational activation of an
identity at a particular level. A particular idéptbecomes activated or salient as a

31



function of the interaction between the charactiesf the perceiver (accessibility) and
of the situation (fit) (Stets & Burke, 2000, p. 23Abrams (1992, 1994) argues that
when a social identity is salient (activated) attdraded to, responses are deliberate and
self-regulated. Group members act to match thehabior to the standards relevant to
the social identity, so as to confirm and enhaheg social identification with the group.
A reference group is one that is psychologicalgngicant for one’s attitudes and
behavior (Turner, 1991, p. 5). Positive referegicrips, a group that one privately
accepts or identifies with, exert influence ovezittmembers, which usually leads to

private acceptance (p. 6).

Social identity and the injunctive norm — intentrefationship

According to social identity theory (Tajfel & Tumel979; Turner, 1982), an
important component of the self-concept is deriirech memberships in social groups
and social categories. In social identity theargpcial identity is a person’s knowledge
that he or she belongs to a social category orgy(Hlegg & Abrams, 1988). A social
group is a set of individuals who hold a commonaladentification or view themselves
as members of the same social category (Stets &B@000, p. 225). In identity
theory, the core of an identity is the categor@atf the self as an occupant of a role,
and the incorporation, into the self, of the megsiand expectations associated with that
role and its performance (Burke & Tully, 1977; Tispil983). These expectations and
meanings form a set of standards that guide behéioke, 1991; Burke & Reitzes,
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1981). Role identity theorists have focused omtiagch between the individual
meanings of occupying a particular role and thealigits that a person enacts in that role
while interacting with others (Burke, 1980; BurkeR&itzes, 1981). In the context of this
study, the social identity of parents of young dteh should reflect their (actual and
perceived) role as parent, and the expectatiorxiassed with that role, within the social
category of parents of young children. These etgtiens, when made salient through
exposure to a message telling parents that thaydlperform health behaviors for their
child because parents like themselves expect thedo 50 (i.e. a normative message
type), should guide perceptions of behavior assediwith the role of parent, specifically
the role of caretaker and person responsible h#alth of their child.

When people define and evaluate themselves in tefmself-inclusive social
category, the joint processes of categorizationsatidenhancement come into play.
Tajfel (1981) suggested that the desire to devailmpmaintain a favorable self-image
motivates people. The self-image includes botkragnal self, which reflects
idiosyncratic aspects of the self, and a socid) s&lich reflects information about the
groups to which people belong (Tyler, Kramer, &30h999). Social-categorization
theory is an extension of social identity theorgtttievelops the discussion of the nature
of the self-concept contained in social identitydty (Turner, 1982, 1984, 1985; Turner,
Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987). Howewdrile the two theories are similar,
they have different bases of identitategoriesor groupsfor social identity theory, and
rolesfor identity theory (Stets & Burke, 2000).
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Self-categorization is seen as a dynamic, contegeddent process, determined
by comparative relations in a given context (Tu®édnorato, 1999). The central
hypothesis is that group behavior can be undersasaddividuals acting in terms of a
shared identity than as different individual pess@re. more in terms of their personal
identities). It seeks to explain variations in hp&ople define and categorize themselves
and the effects of such variations (Turner, 199157). Which self-category is salient at
any particular time is situation-specific; it ifuaction of people being ready to use a
specific category (its accessibility relative thet categories) and its fit with the stimulus
data (Oakes, 1987). Any particular self-concepth{ose belonging to a given
individual) tends to become salient as a functibarinteraction between the
characteristics of the perceiver and the situgtidmner, 1957; Oakes, 1983).

One important factor affecting people’s readinessse a social category for self-
definition in specific situations is the extenttbéir identification with the group, the
degree to which it is central, valued, and ego Iving (e.g. Doosje & Ellemers, 1997).
That is to say that, on the basis of a social itgself-categorization approach, it can be
proposed explicitly that behavioral outcomes afii@mced by reference group norms,
but only for those people for whom the group mershigris a salient basis for self-
definition (Terry, Hogg, & Duck, 1999). Terry, Hg@nd Duck (1999) found that, in
line with predictions derived from social identgglf-categorization theories, the
perceived norms of a specific and behaviorallywai¢ reference group were related to
students’ intentions to engage in health beha{r@gular exercise and sun-protective
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behavior), but only for students who identifiedbsigly with the group (Terry & Hogg,
1996).

The studies described here employ a measure op gdeatification with other
parents of young children (i.e. perceived groumiifieation) which is based on a scale
used by Terry, Hogg & Duck (1999), Hogg, Coopersgh& Holzworth (1993), and by
Brown, Condor, Mathews, Wade, & Williams (1986)heToriginal scale was designed to
assess strength of identification with the refeeegioup (e.g. the extent to which being a
psychology student or a university student wadadively more enduring component of
subjects’ self concepts). For its use in this gt items are adjusted to assess strength
of identification with other parents of young chiéd (see measures).

On the basis of this research it is hypothesizatghrents who identify more
strongly with other parents of young children shido¢ more responsive to a message
which focuses on normative influence by a relevafdrence group — other parents of
young children like themselves. For parents whemidy less strongly with this
reference group, exposure to a normative messagea@rmative focus) compared with
an attitudinal message (i.e. health outcome foshsyld not cause them to grant greater
weight to injunctive-norms in forming intention perform health behaviors for their
child then to attitudes. However, among parerite wentify strongly with other parents
of young children, exposure to a normative messageld lead them to grant greater

weight to injunctive norms in forming intention thto attitudes.
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H4: Parents of young children who identity more siongly with other parents
should report higher intention to perform health behaviors when exposed to a
normative message type compared with an attitudinainessage (i.e. focuses on
health benefits for the child) than parents who idetify less strongly with other

parents.

1.8 Background factors in the Integrative Model

Research over the past 40 years has provided ecaeince to suggest that either
demographic characteristics or general personaiitis account for much variance in
any particular behavior (Ajzen & Albaraccin, 20@ishbein & Ajzen, 2010). Although
broad dispositions, such as personality traitsgareral attitudes can explain broad
patterns or aggregates of behavior, they are giyeeay poor predictors of the specific
actions that are investigated in different dom#&ijgen, 2005; Epstein, 1979; Fishbein &
Ajzen, 1974; Weigel & Newman, 1976). However, theory of planned behavior and
the Integrative Model of Behavior Change do notydiae importance of global
dispositions, demographic factors, or other kintdgamiables often considered in social
psychology and related disciplines. ldentificataiimelevant background factors can
complement the reasoned action / Integrative mogeixtending our understanding of
the behavior's determinants, including the influe€ such background variables
indirectly through their influence on behavioral, normatine aontrol beliefs (see
Petraitis, Flay, & Miller, 1995).
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In the reasoned action / Integrative model approbabkground factors such as
gender, ethnicity and past behavior can influentgention and behavior in two ways.
First, the relative influence of attitudes, norsd perceived control on intentions and
behavior may vary as a function of a given backgdoiactor (Ajzen & Albaraccin,
2007). Second, background factors can influenntions and behavior by their effects
on the proximal determinants, that is, beliefsflates, injunctive norms, and self-
efficacy (p. 15).

Empirical research within the reasoned action fraar& has shown that
demographic characteristics such as age, gendeethnicity tend to influence
intentions and behavior indirectly (Fishbein, 2010) some studies background factors
have been shown to moderate the influence of dégunorms and self-efficacy on
intention (see review by Durantini, Albarracin, dkiell, Earl, & Gillette, 2006).
Specifically, the beneficial impact of having a s&ge attributed to an expert source was
shown to be stronger for ethnic minorities and wortiean for ethnic majorities and men.
Whether normative arguments are effective hastsen shown to be contingent on the
nature of the audience. For teens, receiving anptB¥ention message containing
normative arguments was found to be better thamenetving these arguments. For
adults, receiving normative arguments was worse tiwd receiving them at all (see
Albaraccin et al., 2005).

Fishbein & Ajzen. (2010) note that given the vastnber of potentially relevant
background factors, such as general attitudinalpgnglonality dispositions as well as
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demographic characteristics, it is difficult to kmavhich ones should be considered
without a theory to guide selection in the behalidiomain of interest. Theories of this
kind are not part of the model's conceptual framewaut can complement the IM by
identifying relevant background factors and therédbgpening our understanding of a

behavior's determinants (see Petraitis, Flay, &énjl1995).

1.8.1 Other-directedness as a moderator of the atism route to intention

One of the objectives of this study is to testhigpothesis that particular
personality traits will interact with norms anditaities in their effect on intention. In
particular, this study explores individual diffecexs that make some parents more
vulnerable to normative messages (specifically wethard to health behaviors). The
construct of interest is tendency to be influeniogadthers versus self - when individuals
who have a greater tendency to be influenced bgrstére expected to be more
vulnerable to the effect of normative message teniion than parents who are more
influenced by their own beliefs when forming intents. | considered a variety of

theoretical approaches to capturing this idea.oBe$ a review of the relevant literature.
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Individual Differences and the Attitude-Intentiomdalnjunctive norm-Intention
Relationship

Recently, several researchers have begun to tisidoal level variables that
might moderate participants’ weighting of attituageginjunctive) norms in determining
intentions. Fishbein & Ajzen (2010) suggests thatay be possible to make predictions
about the relative contribution of attitudes, pered norms and self-efficacy toward
predicting intentions based on theories relevatiiédoehavior of interest. It has
sometimes been suggested that attitudes will be mguortant than perceived norms for
individuals low as opposed to high in self-monitgriendency (see Ajzen, Timko,
&White, 1982) and the same pattern has also beshqbed for comparisons of
individualistic versus collectivistic cultures (Yiba & Trafimow, 1998).

Other evidence also suggests that the relativetsftd attitudes and injunctive
norms on intentions vary with personal charactesstor example, a study by Arie,
Durand, and Bearden (1979) showed that peoplessiioin to patronize credit unions
were either under attitudinal or normative conttepending on whether the person was
an opinion leader or not. The intentions of opmi@aders were under attitudinal control,
whereas those of others were under normative dorBagozzi, Baumgartner, and Yi
(1992) found a greater attitude-intention correlatihan a injunctive norm-intention
correlation for action-oriented people but the reeavas true for state-oriented people.
State orientation refers to a low capacity forehactment of action-related mental
structures, whereas action orientation referstimh capacity for this type of enactment
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(e.g. Kuhl, 1984, 1986). Bearden and Rose (1990\sHt that attention-to-social-
comparison information, a construct proposed bynberand Wolfe (1984) as an
alternative to Snyder’s (1974) self-monitoring gcahoderated the relative impact of
personal and normative considerations on intenti@imilarly, Saltzer (1978) found that,
for subjects with high outcome values for behaviori@ntion toward losing weight
locus of control influenced whether intentions warinction of attitudinal or normative
factors.

Trafimow and Finlay (1996) performed within-partiants analyses across a
variety of behaviors and demonstrated that pe@glevell as behaviors, can be under
attitudinal or normative control. The importandesocial influence depends not only
upon the type of behavior (for example, whethés firimarily a “private” or a “public”
behavior) but also upon the type of person (e.gthdr their intentions are primarily
under “attitudinal” control (AC) or “normative caot” (NC) (Trafimow & Finlay, 1996).
If a person’s within-subject attitude-intention i®ation is larger than the injunctive-
norm-intention correlation, he or she would be tered to be generally under
attitudinal control (AC). If the reverse were trtize person would be considered to be
generally under normative control (NC) (Trafimowrlay, 1996).

This individual difference research indicates theppending on personal
characteristics, people rely on one or the othemneht to a greater extent when forming
behavioral intentions across a variety of behavidfgile Finlay et al.’s (1999) NC/AC
distinction might be a useful measure to differatatithe degree to which individuals are
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driven by injunctive norms or by attitudes, its Bggtion to the current study would be
problematic. The method used by Trafimow and Fimtaclassify individuals as NC or
AC is costly and requires a wide range of outcoetealviors and subjects. It is also yet
to be validated or tested widely and so, whilevate to the review of literature
pertaining to this study, would not be an efficiem@asure for a dispositional trait in this
study.

In contrast to Trafimow and Finlay’s (1996)’s reli@ on within-subject analyses
across behaviors, most investigators measure a gidevidual difference variable and
examine the extent to which it moderates the effetattitudes, perceived norms and
self-efficacy on intention to perform a given beiaayv In one such study, Latimer and
Martin Ginis (2005) found that a generalized fenegative evaluation moderated the
association between injunctive norms and exerainiions, when this association was
shown to be significant only among subjects wittigh fear level of negative evaluation.
Kallgren, Reno and Cialdini (2000) suggest thata@dition to situational factors)
dispositional factors may affect norm focus. Tipeypose that degree to which an
individual focuses naturally externally or intedgahight affect the extent to which
norms guide their behavior. However, they do eet whether dispositional factors do,
in fact, influence the degree to which making nofatal will increase the norm-
intention association.

Having considered the approaches described abakiadtinto account their
methodological limitations as well their relevartoghe focus of this study), a decision
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was made to focus on two dispositional traits Werte considered to best capture the
idea of vulnerability to normative influence anthet- versus inner-directedness, and
have been widely tested and validated. These sitspaal traits are self-monitoring
(Snyder, 1974) and private self-consciousness {B&gin, Scheier, & Buss, 1975). The
Self-Monitoring Scale measures how likely peopketarmodify their behavior in
different situations in order to be consistent wita opinions of others (Snyder, 1974).
Individuals high in self-monitoring tendency ars@ased to be “highly sensitive to social
and interpersonal cues of situationally appropne¢ormances” whereas individuals
low in this tendency are thought to “display exgres behavior that truly reflects their
own attitudes, traits, feelings, and other curmener states” (Gangestad & Snyder, 1985,
p. 322). People who are low as compared to higthisrscale have been shown to be
more likely to exhibit attitude-behavior correspende in a variety of settings (Ajzen,
Timko, & White, 1982; Snyder & Kendzierski, 1982arha, Olson, & Fazio, 1980).
Perceived norms, according to this conception irsenitoring, should be more
important factors for people high rather than loveelf-monitoring tendency whereas
attitudes should be more important factors for pe@mo are low rather than high in
self-monitoring (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010).

The studies described here use 11 items from th@hksitem) scale, which were
shown to form one factor, labeled as Other-Direwtsd by Briggs, Cheek, and Buss
(1980) in their factor analysis of the Self-Monitay Scale (see Appendix for scale
items). Briggs, Cheek, and Buss (1980) arguerdssarch using this scale should
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distinguish between scores for each of three facideting, Extraversion, and Other-
Directedness) rather than use full scale scoré® ifEms that form the Other-
directedness subscale emphasize pleasing othafsyring to the social situation, and
masking one’s true feelings. Although these teosnare diverse, Briggs, Cheek, and
Buss (1980) note that they all concern an oriemaiward others, and were also shown
to form an internally consistent subscale with kha coefficient of 0.70 and 0.72 across
two samples in the study.

The Self-Consciousness scale (Fenigstein, Sci&iBuss, 1975) is a 23-item
guestionnaire which measures individual differernngsivate and public self-
consciousness. The scale includes measures atg@@awnd public self-consciousness as
well as a measure of social anxiety. Theoreticaltlg, Private Self-Consciousness Scale
measures how aware people are of their own atstudetives, and feelings (Fenigstein,
Scheier, & Buss, 1975). Empirically, people whe high as compared to low on this
scale have been shown to exhibit greater consigtarattitudes expressed across
different situations (Scheier, 1980) and greaterespondence between attitudes and
behaviors manifested within particular situatio@sufver & Scheier, 1981; Davis,
Holtgraves, Kasmer, & Ginsburg, 1982). The termgie self-consciousness refers to
the tendency to think about and attend to the roovert, hidden aspects of the self,
aspects that are personal in nature and not essiBssible to the scrutiny of other people
— for example, one’s privately held beliefs, agpirgs, values and feelings (Scheier &
Carver, 1985). Scheier and Carber (1985) reuisedelf-Consciousness scale to adapt
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it for use among non-college populations in lightesearch suggesting that the wording
of the original scale may have been difficult fonncollege student populations to
understand. This study uses the revised scalehwhiappropriate for the older
population of parents of a young child.

Based on this research it is proposed that pavémtsare more attuned to the
opinions of others can be categorized as othecitdide and are expected to be more
responsive to normative appeals to perform a pdatidoehavior than to attitudinal
appeals, compared with other parents. Parentsanhmore aware of their own attitudes,
in contrast, are expected to be more responsitdétitadinal appeals to perform a
particular behavior than to normative appeals, cmexqb with other parents. Research on
private self-consciousness and self-monitoring gy some empirical basis for these
expectations. Specifically, individuals who weserlas compared to high in private self-
consciousness were shown to be more likely to ngatdir behavior to make it
consistent with the opinions of others (Froming &¢er, 1981), as were individuals
who were high as compared to low in self-monitoi§gyder & Monson, 1975). Other
studies studied the separate effects of eithetcesiéciousness (Davis et al., 1982;
Scheier, 1980) or self-monitoring (Ajzen et al.329Snyder & Kendzierski, 1982;
Snyder & Swann, 1976, Hillhouse, Turruisi, & Kastr@000; Prislin & Kovrlija, 1992)
upon the attitude-behavior relationship.

Miller and Grush (1986) examined the joint effeztshese dispositional
variables on the attitude-behavior relationshiplldviand Grush (1986) found support
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for the relationship between private self-consam@ss and self-monitoring and attitude-
behavior and norm-behavior correspondences amsagagle of college students. As
they predicted, attitude-behavior correspondencehmgher among subjects who were
categorized as high in private self-consciousneddaw in self-monitoring (HL),
compared with subjects with other combinationsheke traits (HH, LH, and LL
subjects). In contrast, also as they predictednaavere more predictive of the
behaviors for the HH, LH and LL groups, comparethwine HL group.

Limitations of the Miller and Grush (1986) studylunded that the data are based
upon self-report and without experimental contrfolvbether respondents were
responding to a normative or an attitudinal message that they used a college-aged
subject population only. This study, it is hopet| extend the body of research
reviewed here by experimentally manipulating theetpf message to which the target
population is exposed. It will also look at anerlénd less homogenous population —
parents of young children. This will increase tlkeeenal validity of the study as well as
help address the issue of confounding variables) as the tendency of subjects to report
past behaviors that are consistent with their preggitudes or norms (see McFarland,
Ross, & Conway, 1984). Based on the researchwedéere it is hypothesized that
certain personality traits will interact with norrasd attitudes in their effects on intention.
Specifically, it is proposed that normative (vsitatlinal) messages will interact with
other directed (versus inner-directed) personéigfined by high other directed or low
private self-consciousness versus others) in #fégct on behavioral intentions.
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H5a: Parents who are high in other directedness Wireport higher intention to
perform health behaviors when the message type hasmormative focus (compared

with attitudinal focus), compared with parents whoare low in other-directedness.

H5b: Parents who are high in private self-conscigsness will report higher
intention to perform health behaviors when the messe type has an attitudinal
focus (compared with a normative focus), compared ith parents who are low in

private self-consciousness.

1.9 Additional hypotheses: Personality traits armdervability

The final hypotheses are from the field of socsfghology (rather than
communication-focused hypotheses), which are dyr@tiplied by the theoretical review
outlined earlier. The hypotheses focus on théstiadiother-directedness and private self-
consciousness, which, it is hoped, will captueeittea of vulnerability to normative
influence and other- versus inner-directedness hane been widely tested and validated.
A review of research related to these traits has lokescribed above. Based on this
research it is proposed that parents who are ntieeal to the opinions of others can be
categorized as other-directed, and are expectled toore responsive to observability

cues in a scenario describing a health behavionpaoed with other parents. Among this
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group of parents the presence of a referent otheraan observe their behavior is
expected to lead to higher behavioral intention

In contrast, parents who are higher in private-seifsciousness and more aware
of their own attitudes and beliefs are expectdoettess responsive to observability cues
than parents who are low in this trait. The (pwsitieffects of observability of behavior
on intention to perform sun protection and nutrittehaviors for one’s child should be
greater among parents who are less focused onaveiattitudes, and thus, arguably,

less attuned to other factors, such as the presdraoeother parent.

H6: Intention will vary as a function of observablity and other-directedness.
Parents high in other-directedness should be mordfacted by being observed than

parents who are low in other-directedness.

H7: Intention will vary as a function of observablity and private self-consciousness.

Parents high in private self-consciousness shoulaltess affected by being observed

than parents who are low in private self-consciousess.
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CHAPTER 2:
PILOT STUDY OF OBSERVABILITY MANIPULATION IN TWO HE ALTH

BEHAVIOR CONTEXTS

2.1 Study purpose

The pilot study for the dissertation was carrietiolJuly of 2009. The purpose of the
study was to establish, a priori, that certain congmts of the major study (which was to
include message testing) will work successfullypecifically, the objectives of the pilot
study were to establish each of the following otiyes:

1. That there was sufficient variation acroseptr in intention to perform sun-
protection and nutrition behaviors for their dhil

2. To determine which of two candidate scena@nogach behavior type was to be
chosen for the message-testing study (study 2).

3. Examine the extent to which these health behsare driven by the underlying
Integrative Model constructs — by (injunctive atescriptive) norms, attitudes
and self-efficacy).

4. To examine the internal consistency andidigtion of the personality trait scales.

2.2. Pre-test of intention measures for pilot study

A pre-test was conducted on a convenience sam@é atlults (20 women and 6
men) recruited through snow-ball sampling in Jup@X Pre-tests were e-mailed and
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hand delivered to friends and acquaintances whe asked to complete the surveys
themselves and to forward them to their friende. cimpensation was provided. The
pre-test included questions related to the behalvemenarios that were to be used in the
pilot study, including an open-ended question alfeod and drink items that parents
would be likely to provide for their child in theenario described. Please see Appendix
A for the pre-test instrument. This elicitationthned was a useful way to ensure that the
foods that would be listed in the final intentioeasure were more likely to be frequently
served to children. A tally was kept of the numbktimes food items were mentioned
and the most frequently listed items were incluttetthe final intention measure for the
nutrition survey. Results showed the behaviorahados to be sufficiently clear and
also provided some preliminary information abow degree of variation in sun
protection behaviors. Following the pre-test tHetmstudy was carried out in July 2009
(described below). Please see Appendix B for thelte of the (June 2009) pre-test

among parents.

2.3 Methods

2.3.1 Sample

Three hundred and nineteen parents of children &gkecbugh 9 participated in
the first stage of the pilot study in July 200@rtizipants were recruited through Survey
Sampling International. Survey Sampling Intern@aids a survey research company
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which recruits subjects and collects extensiveilgrafata to allow the ability to select
specific sub-groups of interest for studies. Redpots are invited to participate in a
specific survey based on their profile data. SurSagnpling International panel
participants are recruited independently of thislgtand no identifiers were retained.
The patrticipants recruited in July 2009 rangedge ftom 18 to 50 and above
(most parents were aged 30-39). The majority digpants were white (87.8%). The
sample was 66.8% female. 84.3% of the sample werently married or living with a
partner. Table 2.1 (see below) provides furthtarmation as to the demographic
characteristics of the sample. The study proto@s approved as exempt from review by

the University of Pennsylvania’s institutional rewi board (protocol number 810219).
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Table 2.1. Demographic characteristics of sample 819)

Demographic Characteristics N Percent
Gender

Male 106 33.2
Female 213 66.8
Education

8th grade or less 3 0.9
Some high school 10 3.1
High school diploma / GED 84 26.3
Some college / 2-year degree 135 42.}
4-year college graduate 56 17.6
More than 4-year college degree 31 9.7
Employment status

Employed 156 48.9
Not employed 163 51.1
Marital status

Married or cohabiting 238 84.3
Single 50 15.7
Race/ethnicity

White 280 87.8
Hispanic / Latino 27 8.5
African-American / Black 26 8.2
Asian American 7 2.2
Other 10 3.1
Age

18-29 50 15.7
30-39 120 37.6
40-49 97 30.4
50 or older 52 16.3
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Children (living at home)
One

Two

Three

Four

Five or more

Child's gender (child aged 5-9)
Male
Female

Child's age
Five

Six

Seven
Eight

Nine

Child's birth order (child aged 5-9)

Oldest or only child

A younger child with at least one older sibling

A twin or multiple

Child's health
Fair

Good

Very good

63 19.7
129 40.4
80 25.1
35 11
12 3.8
164 51.4
155 48.6
77 24.1
72 22.6
59 18.5
54 16.9
57 17.9
113 35.4
195 61.1
11 3.4
14 4.4
90 28.2
215 67.4
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2.3.2 Design

An online experiment was conducted employing aeh@vior type — sun
protection or nutrition) x 2 (behavioral scenariplayground/beach for sun protection —
play date or picnic outing for nutrition) x 2 (olpgable / non-observable behavior)
between-subjects design. Behavior type, behavemetario and observability of the
behavior were experimentally varied. (Other dieeloiess and group identification were
measured as individual difference variables.) fbioels outcome measure for each of the

experiments was intention to engage in the behagmmmmended by the message

2.3.3 Procedures

After responding to questions about demographicatheristics and personality
traits, subjects were asked about their behaviotahtions in a relevant scenario. The
intentions measure incorporated the randomized po&tion of observability — with
respondents being asked whether or not they waddge in the target behavior either
when they were observed by other parents or whenwere not told they were being
observed (in the case of sun protection) or whémgoabserved was not mentioned (in
the case of obesity.) For each of the four scesabioth observable and non-observable
intention measures were created and participants ka@domized to one of the eight

conditions below (see Table 2.2):
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Table 2.2
Intention measures (behavioral scenarios) — Pilotisdy, July 2009

Group Behaviortype  Description Observable / Not
1. Sun protection Scenario 1. Playground scenario  Observable
2. Sun protection Scenario 1. Playground scenario Not-observable
3. Sun protection  Scenario 2. Beach scenario e@hbble

4. Sun protection  Scenario 2. Beach scenario t-oservable
5. Nutrition Scenario 3. Play date scenario éDmble

6. Nutrition Scenario 3. Play date scenario -blagervable
7. Nutrition Scenario 4. Picnic outing scenaridbservable

8. Nutrition Scenario 4. Picnic outing scenario tdbservable

Once they had responded to questions measuringfioieelated to the
behavioral scenario (i.e. the outcome measure$ualects were given a manipulation
check for the observability manipulation. All suitfethen responded to questions about
attitudes, injunctive and descriptive norms anétsticacy beliefs relating to providing
healthy foods to or engaging in sun-protection lbaira for their child. A table
describing the procedures for the pilot study espnted below (see Table 2.3). The

complete questionnaire for the pilot study is pded in Appendix (see Appendix G).
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Table 2.3 Procedures for the pilot study (July 2000

Questionnaire items Description

1 Demographic Subjects responded to questions about personal and
questions family characteristics as well as other variables aire

expected to be related to the outcome.

2 Traits and moderators| ¢ Other directedness scale
* Private Self-consciousness scale

» Group identity

3 Intention measure Participants received one of eight behavioral scesa
(behavioral scenario) | and asked to note whether they intended to perform

sun-protection or nutrition behaviors for theirldhi

4 | Manipulation check All subjects responded to aimalation check for

observability

5 Integrative Model Subjects answered questions about attitudes, itnyenc
measures and descriptive norms and self-efficacy beliefatiah

to the behavior.

2.3.4 Measures

2.3.4.1 Personality traits

Below are descriptions of the personality trait swras. Information about these
measures, their internal consistency, and theirilligion is listed after the description of

these measures (see Table 2.4).
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Other-directedness

The other-directedness measure is an 11-item salb-stthe 25-item Self-

Monitoring Scale (Snyder, 1974). In a confirmattagtor analysis of the Self-

Monitoring scale (Snyder, 1974), Briggs, Cheek, Bads (1980) propose that this sub-

scale, which forms one factor, should be used tasune Other-directedness. Subjects

were asked to indicate the strength of their agezgiwith each of the eleven statements

(below), using a 5-point Likert scale in which Strongly agree; 4 = Agree; 3 = Neither

agree nor disagree; 2 = Disagree; and 1 = Straftighgree.

1.

In different situations and with different peogleften act like very different
persons

In order to get along and be liked, | tend to beatybeople expect me to be rather
than anything else

| am not always the person | appear to be

| guess | put on a show to impress or entertairppeo

Even if | am not enjoying myself, | often pretemtd¢ having a good time

I may deceive people by being friendly when | yedi$like them

I would not change my opinions (or the way | dodis) in order to please
someone or win their favor (Reverse coded)

| feel a bit awkward in company and do not showguipe as well as | should

(Reverse coded)
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9. When | am uncertain how to act in social situatidisok to the behavior of
others for cues

10. My behavior is usually an expression of my truesirfeelings, attitudes, and
beliefs (Reverse coded)

11. At parties and social gatherings, | do not attengptio or say things that other

will like (Reverse coded)

Responses to the other-directedness scale wereedimhen a higher score
indicates higher reported other-directedness. 3d¢a¢e was also mean centered to reduce
multicollinearity in the regression analysis. Besamoderated regression analyses
include multiplicative terms that could be highynielated with their constituents, it is
advisable to center the terms prior to estimategyession coefficients (Cohen & Cohen,

1983, Yi, 1989).

Private Self-consciousness

The Private Self-Consciousness scale (Scheier &e€at985) is a revised version of
the 23-item Self-Consciousness scale devised bygstem, Scheier, & Buss (1975).
Scheier & Carver (1985)’s 9-item Private Self-Coossness scale was adapted for use
among non-college populations. Subjects were agkédicate the extent to which the
following statements are accurate descriptiondefmselves on a scale in which 3 = ‘A
lot like me’; 2 = ‘Somewhat like me’; 1 = ‘A littleke me’; and O = ‘Not at all like me’.
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1. I'm always trying to figure myself out

2. | never take a hard look at myself (Reverse coded)

3. | often daydream about myself

4. I'm constantly thinking about my reasons for doihimgs

5. | generally pay attention to my inner feelings

6. | sometimes step back (in my mind) in order to examyself from a distance
7. I'm quick to notice changes in my mood

8. | know the way my mind works when | work througinablem

9. | think about myself a lot

Responses to the private self-consciousness seaesummed when a higher
score indicates higher reported self-consciousn€ks scale was also mean centered to

reduce multicollinearity in the regression analysis

Perceived group identification

A measure of group identification with other paseot young children was based
on scales used by Terry, Hogg, and Duck (1999) g-Ggoper-Shaw, and Holzworth
(1993), and by Brown, Condor, Mathews, Wade, antliaifis (1986). Previously
employed measures of perceived group identificatiere designed to assess strength of
identification with the reference group (e.g. théeat to which being a psychology
student or a university student was a relativelyearenduring component of subjects’ self
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concepts). The items in the measure of group iileation in the current study assess
strength of identification with other parents oyg children. Subjects were asked to
indicate the strength of their agreement with estatement (below), using a using a 5-
point Likert scale in which 5 = “To a very greatemxt”, and 1 = “Not at all”.
1. How much do you identify with most of the otherep#s of young children that
you know?
2. How much do you feel yourself as belonging to toeg of people who are
parents of young children?
3. How much do you get along with most of the otheemia of young children
that you know?
4. How much do you feel strong ties with most of thergparents of young
children that you know?
5. How attached do you feel to most of the other parefiyoung children that
you know?
6. How similar do you feel in terms of general attésdand opinions to most of

the other parents of young children that you know?

Responses to the 6-item scale were summed whegharhscore indicates higher
reported identification with other parents. Thiale was also mean centered to reduce
multicollinearity in the regression analysis. TaBl4 (below) provides information
about the distribution and internal consistenctheftrait measures described above.
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Table 2.4 Trait measures (N=319

Other Directed scale
Range (12-43)

Other Directed
scale

N Percent

Mean (SD) 28.81 (5.6) Inner directed 148 46.4

Cronbach’s Alpha 0.78 Outer directed 171 53.6

Median 29.00

Skewness -0.24

Std. error skewness 0.14

Kurtosis -0.12

Std. error kurtosis 0.27

Private Self-Consciousness Private Self-

Range (0-24) Consciousness N Percent
Low self-

Mean (SD) 12.46 (4.62) consciousness 164 514
High self-

Cronbach’s Alpha 0.75 consciousness 155 48.6

Median 12.00

Skewness -0.09

Std. error skewness 0.14

Kurtosis 0.06

Std. error kurtosis 0.27
Perceived

Perceived Group Identification Group

Range (6-30) Identification N Percent
Low

Mean (SD) 18.65 (5.2) identification 160 50.2
High

Cronbach’s Alpha 0.92 identification 159 49.8

Median 18.00

Skewness -0.12

Std. error skewness 0.14

Kurtosis 0.23

Std. error kurtosis 0.27
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2.3.4.2 Dependent variables

As the design of the study did not allow for theasw@e of actual behavior, the
primary dependent variables of interest were indestas described by the Integrative
Model (Fishbein, 2000; Fishbein et al., 2002; Fehtand Ajzen 2010). The intention
measure for the pilot study incorporated the oled@hty manipulation

Participants were asked to imagine themselvesaiséime scenario and then note
the extent to which they would be likely to perfotime sun-related or nutrition-related
health behaviors. For observable conditions, teaario included a sentence noting that
another parent of young children, such as themsebmild observe their behavior. For
the non-observable conditions the same scenaricékpnoted either that they were
alone (the implicit message was that they couldoeodbserved) or, in the case of the
play date scenario (nutrition), did not include amgntion of absence or presence of
another person. As the playdate scenario desaildesnestic (compared to a social)
setting in which the participants were unlikelyagsume that another parent was present,
the decision was made not to explicitly refer te #ibsence of another parent, as
participants in this condition might be alertedite manipulation.

As only one of the two scenarios for each behayioe (sun protection and
nutrition) was chosen for use in the subsequerst caltection, the measures below
describe the intention measures for only theseswwemarios. The other intention

measures (the beach scenario for groups 3 anth4 isun protection survey, and the

61



picnic outing scenario for groups 7 and 8 in th&ihon survey) are described in the
guestionnaire for the pilot study (see Appendix C).
Table 2.5 (below) shows the distribution of the Wependent variables and their

internal consistency.

Table 2.5 Dependent variables (intention measurggN=155)
Intention measure — Sun protection — Playground scario (n=70)

Cronbach's Alpha 0.83
Mean 6.19
Median 6.40
Std. Dev 2.00
Skewness 0.0

Kurtosis -.63
Range 1-10

Intention measure — Nutrition (healthy food) — Playdate scenario (n=85)

Cronbach's Alpha 0.74
Mean 6.91
Median 7.25
Std. Dev 1.78
Skewness -0.81
Kurtosis 0.37
Range 1-9

Descriptions of the dependent variables used ipillbe study are provided below:
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Nutrition
Dependent Variable: Intention to serve one’s chigglthy foods

To assess intention to perform nutrition behaveuisjects were randomized to
either the observable or the non-observable vedidime following scenario, as follows:
“Imagine you are home with your child (think of yoroungest child aged between 5 and
9) at 5pm on a typical Sunday evening. Your claisl & friend over for an afternoon play
date, and you are about to prepare dinner for thiddeen to eat. ”

For subjects assigned to the observable conditieméxt sentence was:

“As you begin preparing the meal, your child’s ficés parent arrives and you invite
him/her to join you in the kitchen and stay uritg children have had dinner”

For subjects assigned to the non-observable conditie text continues directly to the
guestion below:

“How likely are you to include the following foodslhe meal you serve your child and
his/her frien®”

Parents were presented with twelve different faechs and are asked to note the
likelihood of including each in the meal on a saaleging from 1 =Extremely unlikely’
to 10 = Extremely likely The food items were (1) Meat — grilled or bak@yl Fish (3)
Meat — fried or pre-cooked (4) Side dish (5) Pi@awater (7) Milk (8) Drinks other
than water or milk (9) Fruit/s (10) Vegetable/s)(Dessert (baked), and (12) Dessert

(frozen).
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As the nutrition items included both healthy opt@nd unhealthy options (and
some that were neutral, such as side dishes) rfastdysis was conducted to determine
how the items grouped into sub-components. Thenf&x) rotated component matrix
indicated that there were four principal componevtigch had eigenvalues greater than 1,
but one of the components included four foods ¢batd be considered healthy. As the
focus of the study was to predict intention to febddren healthy foods, the sub-
component which included only healthy foods waslusehe study — this component
included water, fruit, vegetables, and milk. Rew®s to these four items were averaged
to form a continuous measure for intention (Crottmalpha = 0.74). The intention

measure for nutrition ranged from 0 to 9 (Mean=6%1=1.78, Media=7.25).

Sun protection

Dependent Variable: Intention to practice sun potien behaviors for one’s child
Participants assigned to a sun protection behdwsoemario were asked to
imagine that they were in dotal park or playground with your child (think wbur
youngest child aged between 5 and 9) on a typicalnser (weekend) day at midday”.
Participants assigned to the observable behasoealario were then told that6u are
accompanied by friends - who are also parents ahgachildren like yourself In
contrast, participants who were assigned to theatmservable scenario were told that
“You are not accompanied by other family membefgends. For this behavioral
scenario, in the non-observable condition, pareete informed that they could not be
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observed by referent others. In contrast, in titeitton scenario (see above), parents in
the non-observable conditions were not provideth witormation as to the presence of
another parent.

The decision to use different means of manipulatiog-observable vs.
observable in the two behavioral scenarios (natriind sun protection) was based on
the presumption that parents in the playgroundatemvould be likely to assume that
theyare observable unless specifically informed that tiveye alone, given that the
setting itself is public. However, in the play €atenario in which they were in a private
setting (their own home), parents would be morelyiko assume that they wearet in
the company of other parents (unless they weretlaldanother parent was present). In
addition, the mention of another parent not beirggent might have also led to the
inadvertent priming of observability among pareantthe non-observable nutrition
groups, potentially undermining the manipulation.

All participants in the sun protection groupsgeitvable and not-observable)
were then asked to note on a 10-point Likert shale likely it would be that they
performed five sun protection behaviors when 1=&mely unlikely and 10=Extremely
likely: (1) Keep my child out of the sun durifgetmidday hours as much as possible
(i.e. seek out shade), (2) Apply sunscreen to niig e¥ith an SPF of 15 or more (and
reapply as necessary), (3) Make sure that my ¢hilearing a shirt that covers his/her
chest and arms, (4) Make sure that my child is iwgax hat, and (5) Make sure that my
child is wearing sunglasses. Respondents wergreeska mean score for all items
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measuring intention. Responses to these five itgars averaged to form a continuous
measure for intention to protect one’s child frdra sun (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.85). The
intention measure for sun protection ranged frotm 9 (Mean=6.08, SD=2.36,
Median=6.40).

For both the sun protection and nutrition surveyse subjects responded to the
intention measure they were asked to recall, irsttemario they had read earlier, whether
they were (a) alone (b) with their child only, o} (vith their child and another parent/s of
young children. (Results of the manipulation chedkbe presented later in this

chapter.)

2.3.4.3 Integrative Model variables

This section describes the measures of attituedssrightive and injunctive norms,
and self-efficacy for the nutrition survey and thm protection survey separately
Information about these measures and their digtabw@and internal consistency is

provided in Table 2.6 (below).

! All measures described here were mean centereditce multicollinearity in the regression analysis.
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Table 2.6 Integrative Model variables (N=319)

Descriptive norms Attitudes
Sun protection Sun protection
(Groups 1 and 2, n=70) (Groups 1 and 2, n=70)
Cronbach’s Alpha. 0.87 Cronbach’s Alpha. 0.92
Mean 0.54 Mean 1.17
Std. Dev 151 Std. Dev 1.62
Median 0.40 Median 1.66
Range -310 +3 Range -3t0 +3
Nutrition — healthy foods Nutrition — healthy foods
(Groups 5 and 6, n=85) (Groups 5 and 6, n=85)
Cronbach’s Alpha. 0.88 Cronbach’s Alpha. 0.80
Mean 1.15 Mean 2.10
Std. Dev 1.46 Std. Dev 0.95
Median 1.25 Median 2.42
Range -310 +3 Range -3to +3
Injunctive norms Self-Efficacy
Sun protection Sun protection
(Groups 1 and 2, n=70) (Groups 1 and 2, n=70)
Cronbach’s Alpha. 0.86 Cronbach’s Alpha. 0.90
Mean 0.42 Mean 1.48
Std. Dev 1.56 Std. Dev 1.71
Median 0.40 Median 2.00
Range -3to +3 Range -310 +3
Nutrition — healthy foods Nutrition — healthy foods
(Groups 5 and 6, n=85) (Groups 5 and 6, n=85)
Cronbach’s Alpha. 0.86 Cronbach’s Alpha. 0.83
Mean 1.63 Mean 2.20
Std. Dev 1.33 Std. Dev 1.09
Median 1.75 Median 2.25
Range -310 +3 Range -3 1o +3




A description of the Integrative Model measuregrsvided for the nutrition and

sun protection groups (separately) below:

Nutrition

A direct measure of parents’ attitudes toward fegdieir child each of these
four healthy food items (fruit, vegetables, watargd milk) for dinner on a typical
Sunday evening at home when the child has a feeedfor a play datewas measured
through a set of three semantic-differential typ@les. These were 7-point scales in
which 1=useless and 7=useful, 1=Unenjoyable andjéyable, and 1=foolish and
7=wise. Responses to each of these three sulrdagtve averaged for each food item
and responses to all four items were averagedaidr subject. The attitude measure
ranged from -3 to +3 (Cronbach’s alpha=0.80), M&ah&, SD=0.95, Median=2.42).

Parents’ descriptive norms regarding serving tbleild healthy food were
measured by asking subjects to indicate the stnesfgheir agreement with the statement
‘Most parents of a child aged 5 through 9 like miy&eho are important to me) will give
their child the following foods and drinks on aitgd Sunday evening at home when the
child has a friend over for a play dat®esponses to 7-point scales ranging from
1=Disagree and 7=agree were averaged across ahéalthy food items (fruit,
vegetables, water, and milk) to form a measureestdptive norms. The descriptive
norms measure was a continuous variable which chfigen -3 to +3 (Cronbach’s alpha
= 0.88, Mean=1.15, SD=1.46, Median=1.25).
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Parents’ injunctive norms regarding feeding thaitcchealthy foods were
measured by asking subjects to indicate the stnevfgheir agreement with the statement
‘Parents of a child aged five through 9 like myégtio are important to me) think |
should give my child the following foods and drifdesdinner on a typical Sunday
evening at home when the child has a friend ovea fulay daté Responses to 7-point
scales ranging from 1=Disagree and 7=agree werage®e across all four healthy food
items (fruit, vegetables, water, and milk) to foarmeasure of injunctive norms. The
injunctive norms measure ranged from -3 to +3 (Gewh’s alpha = 0.86, Mean=1.63,
SD=1.33, Median=1.75).

Finally, a measure of parents’ self-efficacy widlgard to serving their child
healthy foods was measured by asking parents tcataithe strength of their agreement
with the statementf | really wanted to, | could give the followingdds and drinks to my
child for dinner on a typical Sunday evening at rorhen the child has a friend over for
a playdate! Responses to 7-point scales ranging from 1=Désagnd 7=agree averaged
for each food item and responses to all four iterage averaged for each subject to form
a measure of self-efficacy. The measure was amtanis variable which ranged from -3

to +3 (Cronbach’s alpha=0.83, Mean=2.20, SD= IM¥dian=2.25).

Sun protection

A direct measure of parents’ attitudes toward potitg their child from the
effects of exposure to the suwiuring the midday hours at the local park or playgnd
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on a typical summer’s weekend day at riaees measured through a set of three
semantic-differential type scales. These wereitszales in which 1=useless and
7=useful, 1=Unenjoyable and 7=enjoyable, and 1i#dband 7=wise. Responses to
each of these three sub-factors were averagecbbr @& the five sun protection
behaviors and responses to all four items wereageelr for each subject. The attitude
measure was a continuous variable which ranged f8oim +3 (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.92,
Mean=1.17, SD=1.62, Median=1.66).

Parents’ descriptive norms regarding protecting tttald from the effects of
exposure to the sun were measured by asking sslfettdicate the strength of their
agreement with the statemeMmadst parents of a child aged 5 through 9 like miy&eho
are important to me) will do the following this suer at the local park or playground on
a typical summer’s weekend day at nooResponses to 7-point scales ranging from
1=Disagree and 7=agree were averaged acrossalbdivaviors to form a measure of
injunctive norms. The descriptive norms measure aveontinuous variable which
ranged from -3 to +3 (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.87, Me@s®4, SD= 1.51, Median=0.40).

Parents’ injunctive norms regarding protectingttictild from the effects of
exposure to the sun were measured by asking sslfettdicate the strength of their
agreement with the statemeR&rents of a child aged five through 9 like myéetio are
important to me) think | should do the followingsteummer at the local park or
playground on a typical summer’s weekend day abho@esponses to 7-point scales
ranging from 1=Disagree and 7=agree were averagedsaall five behaviors to form a
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measure of injunctive norms. The injunctive nomeasure was a continuous variable
which ranged from -3 to +3 (Cronbach’s alpha = QNd6an=0.42, SD=1.56, Median =
0.40).

Finally, a measure of parents’ self-efficacy wiggard to performing sun
protection behaviors for their child was measurgésking parents to indicate the
strength of their agreement with the statemHritreally wanted to, at a local park or
playground with my child on a typical summer weekeay at midday | could do the
following’. Responses to 7-point scales ranging from 1=Désagnd 7=agree were
averaged across all five behaviors to form a messtiself-efficacy. The measure was a
continuous variable which ranged from -3 to +3 (@rach’s alpha = 0.90, Mean=1.48,

SD=1.71, Median=2.0).

Other Measures

Below (see Table 2.7 and Table 2.8) are the digiohs of other health-related
measures for the pilot study (July 2009).

A measure of parent’s (own) nutritional behavioeswbtained by asking
subjects to indicate the strength of their agre¢mah each of four items, using a using
a 6-point Likert scale in which 6= Strongly agrae¢d 1=Strongly disagree. The items
included 1 eat a low fat diét ‘| eat a low sugar diet”| eat at least three servings of
fruit per day’, and 1 eat at least 3 servings of vegetables per.ddye mean response to

these four items was calculated to create a mea$y@ent’s nutritional behaviors
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(Mean=3.66, SD=1.27). Table 2.7 (below) providédigonal information about this

measure and other nutrition-related measures.

Table 2.7 Nutrition variables (n=163)

Variables N Percent
BMI

Underweight (BMI<18) 101 62.3
Normal (BMI = <25.0) 48 29.6
Overweight (BMI = >25 <=30) 10 6.2
Obese (BMI >30) 3 1.9
Parent's perception of child's weight

Very underweight 1 0.3
Underweight 25 7.8
About average weight 120 37.6
A little overweight 15 4.7
Very overweight 2 0.6
Perceived responsibility for child's nutrition Mean Std.DeV
Range (2-5) 4.16 0.88
Parent's nutrition behavior

(Cronbach’s alpha = 0.84)

Range (1 to 6)

Scale Mean= 3.66, SD=1.27 Mean Std.DeV
Low fat diet 3.54 1.62
Low sugar diet 3.55 151
Eat at least 3 servings of fruit per day 3.63 1.6
Eat at least 3 servings of vegetables per day 3.9 1.59

Similarly, among parents in the sun protection syya variable measuring

parent’s (own) reported sun protection behaviors al#ained by asking subjects to

indicate the strength of their agreement with ezfdive items, using a using a 6-point
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Likert scale in which 6= Strongly agree, and 1=68gig disagree. The items were
matched to the five sun protection behaviors usdtie intention measure (see above).
The mean response to these five items was caldulatereate a measure of parent’s own
sun protection behaviors (Mean=3.81, SD=1.12).|d2al8 (below) provides additional

information about this measure and other sun-ptiotecelated measures.

Table 2.8 Sun protection variables (n=156)

Variables N Percent
Child's skin type

Burns easily 18 5.6
Burns at first then tans 32 10
Burns occasionally and tans slowly 33 10.3
Rarely burns and always tans 47 14.7
Never burns and tans quickly 26 8.2
Perceived responsibility for child's sun Mean Std. Dev
protection

Range (0-5) 4.0 0.96

Parent's sun protection behavior
(Cronbach’s alpha = 0.68)

(Range =1 -6)
Scale Mean= 3.81, SD=1.12 Mean Std.Dev
» Apply sunscreen (SPF 15+) 6.36 2.95
» Seek shade during midday hours 7.46 2.73
* Wear protective clothing 6.69 291
* Wear a hat 4.7 3.07
* Wear sunglasses 4.43 2.92
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2.4 Results

2.4.1 Objective 1. Distribution of intention meges(poutcome)

The first objective of the pilot study was to editdbthat there was sufficient
variation across parents in intention to perforaagety of health behaviors (nutrition-
related and sun-protection behaviors). Sectiom23rovides information about how
each of the intention measures was created. Pablprovides descriptive statistics for

each of the intention measure as well as theirnateconsistency.

Below are histograms illustrating the distributmitesponses and statistics for
the continuous measures of intention to performsotection behaviors in groups 1 and
2 (i.e. the playground/park scenario) and groupad4 (i.e. the beach scenario).

For scenario 1 (playground scenario — sun protegtithe frequency distributions
for these intention measures shows sufficient tianan parents’ intention to perform
sun protection behaviors to allow for these meastode used as dependent variables in
analysis. The distribution of responses for titerition measure for scenario 1, the
playground scenario, (groups 1 and 2) is also climseormal (see Figure 2.1 below), and
is more symmetrical overall, compared with thatdoenario 2, the beach scenario

(groups 3 and 4) (see Figure 2.2 below).
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Figure 2.1

Histogram — Intention (Sun protection— Scenario 1)
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Figure 2.2

Histogram — Intention (Sun protection— Scenario 2)
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Nutrition - Scenario 3 (Groups 5 and 6):

As the nutrition items ranged from healthy optitmsinhealthy options (and
some that were neutral, such as side dishes) rfastdysis was conducted to determine
how the items grouped into sub-components. Thenf&x) rotated component matrix
indicated that there were four principal componentsur of which had eigenvalues
greater than 1. The first component included -ewanilk, fruit, and vegetables. The
second included fried meat, pizza, frozen desard,baked dessert. The third included
side-dishes and ‘drinks other than milk or waterd ahe fourth included fish. However,
the third and fourth components had relatively Eigenvalues and were negatively
correlated with the first two, so were not includedhe final intention measures.
Responses to the four items (water, milk, fruitd saegetables) in component 1 were
averaged to form a scale of ‘healthy foods’ (Craftsalpha = 0.74). Below is the

distribution for this measure.
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Figure 2.3
Histogram — Intention (Nutrition— Scenario 3)
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The distribution for intention to provide healthyofls is skewed to the left, with
many parents reporting extreme positive respormeahiése items (social desirability bias
might account for this). However, as the recomnadrokhavior is to provide healthy

foods it was hoped that this will not pose a sigaifit obstacle to subsequent analyses.

Nutrition - Scenario 4 (Groups 7 and 8):

The (varimax) rotated component matrix for grou@d 8, the picnic scenario,
indicated that there were four principal componemiswever, in contrast to groups 5
and 6, the components included inconsistent angpawted groupings of food items.

For example, fruit and vegetables loaded onto sé@a@omponents, contrary to
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expectations, and vegetables, milk, side dishgls,a@nd grilled meat loaded onto a single
component. In addition, the internal consistenicthe food groupings for scenario 4 was
lower than for scenario 3. Cronbach’s alpha w@& @r the ‘healthy foods’ index

(vegetables, milk, fish and grilled meat).

Integrative Model Variables

A description of the Integrative Model measuregrsvided in the measures
section (see section 2.3.4.3). Table 2.6 (in 8e@i3.4.3) and Table 2.21 (in section

2.6.3) show the distribution of these measurestlagid internal consistency.

2.4.2 Objective 2. Evaluation of scenarios fodst@

In order to choose the scenario that worked besstampilot study for use in additional
data collection for study 1 and the major dissemastudy (study 2), a set of criteria were
determined for purposes of comparison. For allntibé measures, criteria for the
evaluation of measures included:

1. Normality and lack of skewness of distribution

2. Internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha of 0.70ighér)

For scenarios 3 and 4 (nutrition):
3. Principal component analysis should show that fiterds that should reasonably
group together (for example, fruits with vegetapasd milk with water) do load
onto the same factor.
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As the intention measure for scenario 1 (groupsdlZy was more normally and
symmetrically distributed, and had a higher intéowasistency than for scenario 2
(groups 3 and 4), scenario 1 was the sun protestienario chosen for use in the second
stage of data collection for study 1 and for st@dyhe intention measures for healthy
foods and unhealthy foods for scenario 3 and (gg&uand 6) had greater internal
consistency than the same measures for scenagiodps 7 and 8). In addition, the
results of the principal component factor analgdighe nutritional items for scenario 3
were more consistent with expectations than thaltefor scenario 4. As a result,
scenario 3 was chosen to be employed as a deperatatile in subsequent data
collection for the dissertation. The analysishdf pilot study data presented below will
also focus on these scenarios.

There are a number of possible explanations faetlodserved differences across
scenarios. For the beach scenario, there waseralbtendency for parents to report
high intention to perform sun protection behaviavkich limited the effects of
observability on the outcome. For the (picnic)iiogiiscenario, the behavior itself was
problematic. In contrast to the playground scenariwhich the parent was asked to
picture themselves in a situation in which theinda&or was observable at the same time,
in scenario 4, parents were asked to imagine thgesspreparing food in the present for
a later event that will be observable. This timeskis likely to have confused

participants.
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2.4.3 Objective 3. Applying the IM to predictimgventive health behaviors

This section describes the results of models whi@mine the extent to which
the two preventive health behavior types are drivethe underlying IM constructs — by
norms, attitudes, or self-efficacy. It should lmed that, given the fact that these models
were run on small samples (between 70 and 85 dsbjec the two scenarios described,
the results were considered a preliminary exanonatnly. The distribution and

internal consistency of the IM constructs is preddarlier (see Table 2.6).

Scenario 1 — Sun protection in playground scenafByoups 1 and 2

In an OLS regression model (n=70) applying the d\ptedict intentions to
protect one’s child from the sun (in the specifiersario described), attitudes were
significantly associated with intentiof%£-0.428, p < 0.01). Injunctive norms were also
positively associated with intention although tlssaxiation was not significary£0.283,
p < 0.11). Self-efficacy and descriptive normsewveot significantly associated with the
outcome. The IM factors accounted for 49% (adaif® square) of the variance in

intention (R=0.72).

Scenario 3 — Nutrition in play date scenario — @& and 6

In an OLS model (n=85) predicting intention to pow/healthyfoods (a mean
scale including fruit, vegetables, milk and watatjitudes toward the behavi@=0.56,
p <0.001) were significantly associated with intemt Descriptive norms were also

associated with intentions although the associatias only marginally significant
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(B=0.18, p=0.07). Injunctive norms and self-efficaggre not significantly associated
with the outcome (p>0.05). Integrative Model comguats accounted for 46% (R=0.71)
of the variance in intention to provide healthydeo

Overall, the Integrative Model accounted for a saal portion of the variance
in intention for scenarios 1 and 3. Both attituded norms were shown to be associated
with intention. This finding was important, givémat interactions between attitudes and

norms and other factors in their joint effects mt@ntion are tested in study 2.

2.4.4 Objective 4 —Internal consistency and dstiion of trait measures

Another objective of the pilot study was to exantine internal consistency and
distributions of the trait measures prior to themployment in study 2. The correlations
between these measures are also provided. Thales sce derived from existing
research and are discussed in the theoreticalweggiee Chapter 1). Below is a
description of the scales based on responses tulléom the pilot study. Additional
information about the distribution and internal sistency of these scales is provided in

Table 2.6 (in section 2.3.4.1, following the degtians of the scales).

Other—Directedness scale (Briggs, Cheek, & Bus3019

Responses to the 11-item Other-Directedness $Belggé, Cheek, & Buss, 1980)
were summed, and four items were recoded in tleetiton of high self-monitoring (i.e.
high other directedness). This scale was then roeatered to reduce multicollinearity in
the regression analysis. The Other-directedresdes showed a reasonable internal
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consistency when 2 items were remdvironbach’s alpha was 0.78). Previous studies
have used a median split for this scale, so a tiichous version of inner- vs. other-
directed subjects was created, using a median(aplite value of 29). 148 subjects
(46.4%) are categorized as ‘Inner directed’ and dutfjects (53.6%) as ‘Other directed’.

Below (see Figure 2.4) is the distribution for titeer-directedness scale.

Figure 2.4
Other-Directedness scale (Study 1)
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2 These two items were reverse coded and had negatigretotal correlations with the other nine
items. They werel feel a bit awkward in company and do not shovguipe as well as |
should‘ and ‘At parties and social gatherings, | do not attetgpdo or say things that others
will like’. When they were excluded Cronbach’s alpha weseased from 0.62 to 0.78.
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Private Self-Consciousness scale (Scheier & Cah885)

Responses to the 8-item Private Self-Consciousseads (Scheier & Carver,
1985) were summed and one item was recoded inithetidn of high self-consciousness.
The scale showed a reasonable internal consis{@ronpbach’s alpha was 0.70 for all 9
items). With one item (item 3) removed from ticale the internal consistency was
improved (Cronbach’s alpha=0.75)The final scale includes 8 items from the suliesc
Previous studies have used a median split forstate, so for the current study a
dichotomous version of high vs. low self-consciass) using a median split (at the
value of 12). 164 subjects (51.4%) are categorézeaving ‘Low self-consciousness and
155 (48.6%) as having High self-consciousness.\Bésee Figure 2.5) is the distribution

for the private self-consciousness scale.

® This item — | never take a hard look at mysaifas the only reverse coded item in the scale and
had an inter-item total correlation of 0.00 witle thther eight items.
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Figure 2.5
Self-consciousness scale (Study 1
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Identification with other parents

Responses to the 6-item scale measuring degreemtfication with other
parents of young children were summed when a higt@e indicates higher reported
identification with other parents. The scale shoadtgh internal consistency
(Cronbach’s alpha was 0.92 for all 6 items). Thal scale includes all 6 items. A
dichotomous version of this scale was also creatsidg a median split (at the value of
18). 160 subjects (50.2%) are categorized as pdewer identification with other

parents and 159 (49.8%) as having higher identiinavith other parents. All subjects
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are parents of children aged 5 through 9. Bel®e @&gure 2.6) is the distribution for

the perceived group identification scale.

Figure 2.6
Identification with other parents (Study 1)
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Overall, analysis of the pilot study data found lathree scales were well
distributed and had acceptable internal consist€@ognbach’s alpha ranged between

0.75 and 0.92 across scales).

Finally, the correlation between these trait measwas examined. Table 2.9
(below) shows the correlations between the thi@ertreasures used in the pilot study

(July 2009). None of these measures were sigmifig associated with the others.
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Table 2.9 Correlations between trait measures — Bt study (July)

1 2 3
1. Other-directed 1 .06 .04
2. Self-conscious .06 1 .08
3. Identification with other parents .04 .08 1

*p < .05, *p < .01, **p < .001

2.4.5 Secondary objectives of the Pilot Study.

In addition to the four primary objectives of théopstudy, described above, two
secondary objectives were also examined. Theviiastto determine whether
observability was associated with intention to perf health behaviors. The second was

to evaluate the results for the manipulation cHeclobservability.

Association between observability and intention

The pilot study manipulated the observability ofexal behavioral scenarios by
adding a sentence to the same scenario indicadtaidgite behavior could be observed by
another parent of young children. While (in thgjon dissertation study) the effects of
observability are tested in relation to individledel trait measures and exposure to
attitudinal vs. normative messages, the pilot gata examined to determine whether
observability was associated with intention. TahiE) (below) shows the distribution of

participants in the observability conditions.
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Table 2.10
Observability conditions - Study 1 part 1 (N=319)

N %

Sun protection
Observable 66 20.7
Not observable a0 28.2

156
Nutrition
Observable 77 24.1
Not observable 86 29.9

163

Total 319

Below are the preliminary results for scenario d 38n

Scenario 1 — Groups 1 and 2 (Playground scenario)

A Univariate ANOVA was conducted predicting diffages in mean for intention
to perform sun protection behaviors for one’s greldummary of results are presented
below (see Table 2.11). Levene’s test for homoiggnévariance was not significant (p
>0.05). Main effects reveal that intention was gigantly different among parents who
received an observable compared with a non-obslerbahavioral scenari®,(3,67) =
4.30,p<0.05, partiah?=0.06. Intention was significantly higher amongguas who
received an observable scenario. Estimates oftediee revealed low strength in

association.

87



Table 2.11 Group Means for Intention by Observabilly (Scenario 1)

Mean SD N
Not observable 1.85 0.79 37
Observable 2.18 0.85 33
Total 2.01 0.83 70

Scenario 3 — Groups 5 and 6 (Play date scenario)

A Univariate ANOVA was conducted predicting diffages in mean for intention
to provide children with healthy food and for unlieyfoods. There was no significant
difference in intention among observable and noseokable groups for healthy food.
However, there was a significant difference foemntton to serve unhealthy foods; a
summary of results are presented below (see Tab®).2Levene’s test for homogeneity
of variance was not significant (p >0.05). Maineet reveal that intention was
significantly different among parents who receiaedobservable compared with a non-
observable behavioral scenarfig2,83) =5.58p<0.05, partiah?=0.06. Intention to
serve unhealthy food was significantly lower ampagents who received an observable

scenario. Estimates of effect size revealed loangth in association.
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Table 2.12 Group Means for Observability (Scenari@®)

Mean SD N
Observable 4.66 2.08 38
Not observable 571 2.00 47
Total 5.24 2.09 85

Manipulation Check

Another secondary objective of the analysis ofgdifat study was to evaluate the
results for the manipulation check for observapiliTable 2.13 (below) shows the
proportion of respondents in each of the eight gsowmho correctly recalled whether, in
the scenario that they received, their behavior etservable by other parents or not
(please refer to the questionnaire in the Appefalixjuestion wording). The results of
the manipulation check show substantial variaticnoss groups. Correct recall of
observability of the behavioral scenario was higioag the ‘non-observable’ groups
(groups 2,4,6,8 in Table 1) while recall was a gkl lower among ‘observable’

groups.
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Table 2.13
Manipulation Check for observability (Pilot study — July 2009)

GROUP N % correct

1 33 45.5
3 33 47.5
5 38 52.6
7 39 35.9
2 37 85.4
4 34 85.7
6 47 76.6
8 39 87.2

64.55

It was speculated that the variation in accuratallef observability may have

been, in part, an artifact of the complexity to thanipulation check question and would

be improved by simplifying the manipulation chetke version used in the pilot study

(below) includes a wide range of options that apgaailar to one another and might

have been confusing for some subjects.

“Please think back to the scenario you read eadist choose the option that most

accurately describes who was (said to be) presetitis scenarid

o

| was alone

| was with my child only

I was with my child and other friends who are p#sest young children

I was with my child and my partner

| was with my child and other family members

ol o] ol o| ©

| don't recall
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Following the pilot study the manipulation checlegtion was reworded to
remove confusing options so that participants vasied to choose from (the response
options) ‘lwas along ‘1 was with my child only’or ‘I was with my child and another

parent/s of young children
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ADDITIONAL DATA COLLECTION (SEPTEMBER 2009)
OBSERVABILITY MANIPULATION IN TWO
HEALTH BEHAVIOR CONTEXTS

2.5 Study purpose

The pilot study was productive, in part becauseiped differentiate potential
scenarios for the projected major study. Alsohwiite exception of the need for a
modified manipulation check it was possible to awm with the rest of the instrument.
However, given that only two scenarios were ch@sesuitable and only 70 and 85
respondents were exposed to those scenarios ther povest hypotheses of interest was
limited. Thus the usable subsample from the pést was retained and joined with a
new sample to become the sample for study 1.

In September 2009, additional data was colleaieadlow further examination of
the distribution of the intention measures and ety traits, as well as preliminary
testing of hypotheses relating to observability aadial norms. As mentioned earlier,
scenario 1 (playground) was chosen for the sureption survey and scenario 3 (play

date) was chosen for the nutrition survey.

2.6 Methods
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2.6.1 Sample

Two hundred and twenty-six parents of childrendag¢hrough 9 participated in
the second stage of (what was now) study 1 in &dpee 2009. Participants were
recruited through Survey Sampling Internationdhe participants ranged in age from 18
to 50 and above (most parents were aged 30-3%.n&jority of participants were white
(85.8%). The sample was 84.5% female. 80.5%es#mple were currently married or
living with a partner. Table 2.14 and 2.15 (bel@rgvide further information as to the
demographic characteristics of these participamisheealth-related variables.

The combined sample of parents for analysis in@&8l parents, including 155
subjects (who were randomized to scenario 1 orassaeB) from the previous data
collection for the pilot study (July 2009) who wereoled together with the additional
sample of 226 parents from September 2009. Thesamwples were combined in order
to provide additional statistical power. It waspible to combine these samples since
the study instrument used in July and Septembe® g@Dnot undergo significant

changes.
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Table 2.14 Demographic characteristics of sampl@=226

Demographic Characteristics N Percent
Gender

Male 35 15.5
Female 191 84.5
Education

Some high school but did not graduate 9 4.0
High school diploma / GED 53 23.5
Some college / 2-year degree 98 434
4-year college graduate 51 22.6
More than 4-year college degree 15 6.6
Employment status

Employed 97 42.9
Not employed 129 57.1
Marital status

Married or cohabiting 182 80.5
Single 44 19.5
Race/ethnicity

White 194 85.8
Hispanic / Latino 29 12.8
African-American / Black 17 7.5
Asian American 5 2.2
Age

18-29 34 15.0
30-39 84 37.2
40-49 75 33.2
50 or older 33 14.6
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Children (living at home)
One

Two

Three

Four

Five or more

Child's gender (child aged 5-9)
Male
Female

Child's age
Five

Six

Seven
Eight

Nine

Child's birth order (child aged 5-9)

Oldest or only child

A younger child with at least one olde

sibling
A twin or multiple

Child's health
Poor or fair

Good
Very good

57
83
44
31
11

109
117

54
58
43

38
33

82

139

51
167

25.2
36.7
19.5
13.7
4.9

48.2
51.8

23.9
25.7
19.0

16.8
14.6

36.3

61.5
2.2

3.5
22.6
73.9
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Table 2.15 Health related variables for sample (N226)

Nutrition variables (n=117) n Percent
Parent's perception of child's weight
Underweight 12 11.0
About average weight 83 76.2
Overweight 14 12.8
Parent's nutrition behavior
(Cronbach’s alpha=0.85) Mean Std.Dev
3.5 1.27
Range (1 to 6) (scale) (scale)
0 Low fat diet 3.32 1.48
o Low sugar diet 3.35 1.57
o Eat at least 3 servings of fruit per day 3.61 91.4
o Eat at least 3 servings of vegetables per d 3.72 1.56
Sun protection variables (n=109) n Percent
Reaction of child’s skin to sun exposure
Tends to burn easily 17 14.5
Tends to burn at first but then tan 23 19.7
Tends to burn occasionally and tans slowly 19 16.1
Rarely burns and always tans 46 39.3
Never burns and tans quickly 12 10.3
Parent's sun protection behavior
(Cronbach’s alpha = 0.68 Mean Std.Dev
3.76 1.09
Range (1 through 6) (scale) (scale)
0 Regularly applies sunscreen with SPF 15 o
higher 3.70 1.76
0 Seeks shade 4.50 1.52
0 Wears protective clothing 2.94 1.74
o0 Wear a hat 2.67 1.74
0 Wears sunglasses 4.97 1.38
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2.6.2 Procedure

The procedures for this stage of study 1 were didestical to those described

earlier in this chapter for the pilot stifdyAn online experiment was conducted

employing a 2 (behavior type —

sun protection dritian) x 1 (behavioral scenario —

playground for sun protection — play date for riign) x 2 (observable / non-observable

behavior) between-subjects design. Behavior tgpbavioral scenario and observability

of the behavior were experimentally varied. (Ottlieectedness and group identification

were measured as individual difference variabl@hg focus outcome measure for each

of the experiments was intention to engage in #febior recommended by the message.

The procedures (below) were the same for parti¢goanall 4 conditions.

Table 2.16 Procedures for Pilot Study — Stage 2 (@ember 2009)

Questionnaire items

Description

1 Demographic questions

Subjects respond to questions about personal and
family characteristics as well as other variables t

are expected to be related to the outcome.

2 Traits and moderators

* Other directedness scale
* Private Self-consciousness scale

* Group identity

3 Intention measure

(behavioral scenario)

Participants received one of four behavioral sdesg
and asked to note whether they intended to perfor

sun-protection or nutrition behaviors for theirldhi

* The difference was that in this stage only on@age was used for each behavior type.
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4 Manipulation check All subjects responded to a manipulation check fo
observability

5 Integrative Model Subjects answer questions about attitudes, injpmc
measures and descriptive norms and self-efficacy beliefs
relating to the behavior.

2.6.3 Measures

For the second stage of the pilot study (Septer20®@@) the manipulation of
observability was conducted using four intentioraswees (2 behavior types x 1
scenarios x Observable / Not observable). Taldlé grovides the distribution of

participants within each of the observability cdruhs.

Table 2.17
Observability conditions — Pilot study -part 1, part 2 and combine:

Partl % Part 2 % Combined %
Sun protection
Observable 33 21.2 59 26.1 92 24.1
Not observable 37 23.9 58 25.7 95 24.9
70 117 187
Nutrition
Observable 38 24.5 56 24.8 94 24.7
Not observable 47 30.3 53 23.5 100 26.2
85 109 194
Total 155 226 381
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For each of the four scenarios, both observablenanebbservable intention
measures were created and participants were ramddrto one of the eight conditions

below (see Table 2.18):

Table 2.18 Intention measures (behavioral scenarips
Study 1, July 2009

Scenario Behavior type Description Observable / Not
1. Sun protection Playground scenario Obseevabl
2. Sun protection Playground scenario Not-olzse
3. Nutrition Play date scenario Observable
4. Nutrition Play date scenario Not-observable

The intention measures for the two scenarios, dsaw@uestions about
demographic characteristic, personality trait messand Integrative Model measures
are described in the questionnaire for the pilotgtin the Appendix (see Appendix C).
Additional information regarding the distributiondiinternal consistency of these
measures is provided (below) in Tables 2.19 (depein¢ariables), Table 2.20

(personality trait measures), and Table 2.21 aridleT222 (Integrative Model variables).
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Table 2.19

Distribution of dependent variables (intention meadres)
Pilot study - part 1, part 2 and combined

Intention measure — Sun protection — Playground scario

Part 1 Part 2 Combined

(n=70) (n=117) (n=187)
Cronbach's Alpha .83 .85 .82
Mean 6.19 6.08 6.15
Median 6.40 6.40 6.40
Std. Dev 2.00 2.36 2.19
Skewness 0.0 -.37 -.23
Kurtosis -63 -.66 -65
Range 1-10 1-10 1-10

Intention measure — Nutrition (healthy food) — Playdate scenario

Part 1 Part 2 Combined

(n=85) (n=109) (n=194)
Cronbach's Alpha 74 .82 .79
Mean 6.91 6.91 6.90
Median 7.25 7.25 7.25
Std. Dev 1.76 1.78 1.63
Skewness -0.81 -1.05 -61
Kurtosis 0.37 1.19 -.38
Range 1-9 1-9 1-9
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Table 2.20 Personality trait variables
Pilot study - part 1, part 2 and combined

Part 1 Part 2 Combined
Other-Directedness (n=319) (n=226) (n=381)
Cronbach’s Alpha .78 .80 .79
Mean 28.81 21.68 21.77
Median 29.00 22.00 22.00
Std. Deviation 5.60 6.34 6.22
Skewness -.24 .20 A1
Kurtosis -.12 -.56 -47
Range 9-38 9-38 9-38

Part 1 Part 2 Combined
Self-Consciousness (n=319) (n=226) (n=381)
Cronbach’s Alpha 75 75 .76
Mean 12.46 12.50 12.47
Median 12.00 12.50 12.50
Std. Deviation 4.62 4.56 4.67
Skewness -.09 .18 .07
Kurtosis .06 -.03 .06
Range 0-24 0-24 0-24
Perceived Group Part 1 Part 2 Combined
Identification (n=319) (n=226) (n=381)
Cronbach’s Alpha .92 .90 91
Mean 18.65 19.16 18.71
Median 18.00 19.00 18.00
Std. Deviation 5.20 471 4.90
Skewness -12 .06 -.05
Kurtosis .23 -.20 .06
Range 6-30 6-30 6-30




Table 2.21 Integrative Model variables

Pilot study — part 2 (N=226)

Descriptive norms Attitudes

Sun protection (n=117) Sun protection (n=117)
Cronbach’s Alpha. .92 Cronbach’s Alpha. .86
Mean .33 Mean 1.28
Std. Dev 1.71 Std. Dev 1.28
Median 40 Median 1.53
Range -310 +3 Range -3t0 3
Nutrition (n=109) Nutrition (n=109)

Cronbach’s Alpha. .86 Cronbach’s Alpha. .82
Mean 1.44 Mean 2.11
Std. Dev 1.31 Std. Dev .98
Median 1.75 Median 2.33
Range -310 +3 Range -3t03
Injunctive norms Self-Efficacy

Sun protection (n=117) Sun protection (n=117)
Cronbach’s Alpha. .89 Cronbach’s Alpha. .86
Mean .54 Mean 1.58
Std. Dev 1.64 Std. Dev 1.40
Median 40 Median 2.00
Range -3t0 +3 Range -3t03
Nutrition (n=109) Nutrition (n=109)

Cronbach’s Alpha. .79 Cronbach’s Alpha. .85
Mean 1.75 Mean 2.15
Std. Dev 1.02 Std. Dev 1.10
Median 1.75 Median 2.50
Range -310 +3 Range -3t0 3
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Table 2.22 Integrative Model variables
Pilot study — combined sample (N=381)

Descriptive norms Attitudes

Sun protection (n=187) Sun protection (n=187)
Cronbach’s Alpha. .90 Cronbach’s Alpha. .88
Mean 42 Mean 1.30
Std. Dev 1.60 Std. Dev 1.36
Median 40 Median 1.63
Range -310 +3 Range -3t0 3
Nutrition (n=194) Nutrition (n=194)

Cronbach’s Alpha. .87 Cronbach’s Alpha. .81
Mean 1.31 Mean 2.14
Std. Dev 1.38 Std. Dev .97
Median 1.50 Median 2.42
Range -310 +3 Range -3t03
Injunctive norms Self-Efficacy

Sun protection (n=187) Sun protection (n=187)
Cronbach’s Alpha. .87 Cronbach’s Alpha. .88
Mean .56 Mean 1.57
Std. Dev 1.57 Std. Dev 1.47
Median .60 Median 2.00
Range -3to +3 Range -3t03
Nutrition (n=194) Nutrition (n=194)

Cronbach’s Alpha. .83 Cronbach’s Alpha. .84
Mean 1.69 Mean 2.17
Std. Dev 1.16 Std. Dev 1.09
Median 1.75 Median 2.50
Range -310 +3 Range -3t0 3

Please note that the distribution for the IntegeatModel measures for the first

part of the pilot study (July 2009) is providedTiable 2.6 (section 2.3.4.3).
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2.6.4 Analytic approach

A preliminary test of hypotheses relating to theeiiaction between observability
and (descriptive and injunctive) social norms wasied out using the additional sample
of participants. The combined sample (N=381) idelli participants assigned to the
playground scenario (i.e. scenario 1) or the pktg dcenario (i.e. scenario 3) in the July
2009 pilot test (n=155), as well as the additigahple recruited in September 2009
(n=226). These tests were not intended to be itigériests of these hypotheses, but it
was hoped that the results would be in the antiegdirection.

Hypothesis 1a (see Chapter 1 for theoretical backgt related to these
hypotheses) was tested using an estimating equatiarh includes the main effects for
descriptive norms, main effects for observabilityoehavior, and the interactions
between descriptive norms and the observabilithefehavior, compared with the non-
observable condition. For hypothesis 1a to b@supd, the interaction between
descriptive norms and the observability of the bedral scenario had to be positive and
significant Descriptive norms*Observable)n addition, the interaction between
attitudes and the observable behavior scenAtiiti{des *Observabld)ad to be non-

significant:

> The conclusive tests of Hypothesis 1a and kthegsis 1b were carried out among the

sample of parents in the major study and will becdbed in Chapter 4 (study 2).
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Hypothesis 1a: Intention to perform health behavieos for one’s child should be
more associated with descriptive norms among parestwho are told that their

behavior is observable by other parents (vs. not @ervable).

Intentions= f(Descriptive norms, Attitudes, Obsehla vs. not, Descriptive

norms*Observable)

Similarly, Hypothesis 1b uses an estimating equatrbich includes the main
effects for injunctive norms, main effects for ohsbility of behavior, and the
interactions between injunctive norms and the otadmlity of the behavior, compared
with the non-observable condition. For hypothé$ito be supported, the interaction
between injunctive norms and the observabilityhef hehavioral scenario had to be
positive and significantiigjunctive norms*Observable)in addition, the interaction
between attitudes and the observable behavior sogAdtitudes *Observable)ad to be

non-significant:

Hypothesis 1b: Intention to perform health behavios for one’s child) should be
more associated with injunctive norms among parenta/ho are told that their

behavior is observable by other parents (vs. not @ervable).

Intentions= f(Injunctive norms, Attitudes, Obseriée vs. not, Injunctive

norms*Observable)
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2.7 Results

Sun protection (playground scenario)

Table 2.23 shows the results of an OLS regressimateirusing the sample of
parents who participated in the on-line surveytiegato sun protection (n=187). The
model predicts intention to practice sun protecbehaviors in the playground scenario
and tests the effects of observability and dedegptorms and the interaction between
these variables (H1a). The results show a positiam effect of descriptive norms for
sun protection on intention (B = .93~ .64, p<.001). There was a significant positive
main effect of the observability of behavior oreintion (B = .81 = .18, p<.01). The
results point to a negative joint effect of obséiliey of the behavioral scenario and self-
reported descriptive norms regarding sun protedboone’s child. However, the effect

size is modest and is not statistically significgt.362).
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Table 2.23 Results of OLS regression predicting iehtion to protect
one’s child from exposure to the sun (n=187)

Variable B SE B p value
Descriptive norms (sun protection) 91 12 64 <.001
Observable behavioral scenario (Yes=1, Nox0)-81 .28 18 .004
Descriptive norms * Observable -15 17 -08 362
R? (adj.) % 35.6%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefits standardized coefficient.

Table 2.24 shows the results of an OLS regressmateiramong parents in the
survey relating to sun protection (n=187). The slgutedicts intention to practice sun
protection behaviors in the playground scenariotasts the effects of observability and
injunctive norms and the interaction between thes@bles (H1b). The results show a
positive main effect of injunctive norms for suroaction on intention (B =1.08,=.72,
p<.001). There was a significant positive maireetfof the observability of behavior on
intention (B = .63 = .24, p<.05). The results did not show a sigaiii joint effect of
observability of the behavioral scenario and sefferted injunctive norms regarding sun

protection for one’s child (p=.784).

® A test of Hla among participants recruited inih 2009 sample (n=70) showed a
positive joint effect of descriptive norms and atvadility (B=.47, SE=.30p=.20,
p=.12). This effect was not significant but washa expected direction, in contrast to
the results observed for the pooled sample of @patnts from July who were
combined together with the additional sample réeclin September.
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Table 2.24 Results of OLS regression predicting iehtion to protect
one’s child from exposure to the sun (n=187)

Variable B SE B p value
Injunctive norms (sun protection) 1.04 .10 72 <.001
Observable behavioral scenario (Yes=1, No=0)63 .24 14 .010
Injunctive norms * Observable -.04 15 -.02 784
R? (adj.) % 51.9%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefits standardized coefficient.

Nutrition (play date scenario)

Table 2.25 shows the results of an OLS regressimateirusing the sample of
parents who participated in the on-line surveytimegato nutrition (n=194). The model
predicts intention to serve one’s child healthydao the play date scenario and tests the
effects of observability and descriptive norms #r&linteraction between these variables
(H1a). The results show a positive main effeaescriptive norms for healthy foods on
intention (B = .678 = .53, p<.001). There was no main effect of theeovability of

behavior on intention (p > .05). There was alsaigaificant joint effect of observability

" Atest of H1b among participants recruited inday 2009 sample (n=70) showed a
(positive joint effect of injunctive norms and obsability (B=.33, SE=.24(3=.16,
p=.17). This effect was not significant but washa expected direction, in contrast to
the results observed for the pooled sample of @patnts from July who were
combined together with the additional sample reéecuin September

108



of the behavioral scenario and self-reported desee norms regarding healthy nutrition

for one’s child.

Table 2.25 Results of OLS regression predicting iettion to serve one’s
child healthy food (n=194)

Variable B SE B p value

Descriptive norms (nutrition) .67 12 53 <.001
Observable behavioral scenario (Yes=1, No=0y-13 32 -04 .688

Descriptive norms * Observable -19 17 -12 270

R? (adj.) % 22.0%
Note B = unstandardized coefficiefits standardized coefficient.

Table 2.26 shows the results of an OLS regressimateiramong parents in the
survey relating to nutrition (n=194). The modegicts intention to serve one’s child
healthy food in the play date scenario and tegt®tfects of observability and injunctive
norms and the interaction between these variabléb)( The results show a positive
main effect of injunctive norms for healthy nuwiti on intention (B = .4@ = .30, p
<.01). There was no significant main effect of trservability of behavior on intention
(p>.05). The results point to a negative joineetfof observability of the behavioral
scenario and self-reported injunctive norms regay tealthy nutrition for one’s child.

However, the effect size is modest, and not stedity significant (p=.087).
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Table 2.26 Results of OLS regression predicting iettion to serve one’s
child healthy food (n=194)

Variable B SE B p value

Injunctive norms (healthy food) 40 13 30 .001

Observable behavioral scenario (Yes=1, Nox0)-28 .27 -.08 .304

Injunctive norms * Observable -.32 .19 -.17 .087
R? (adj.) % 5.5%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefits standardized coefficient.

2.8 Conclusions

The results of the analysis of the additional daféected for the pilot study do
not provide evidence to support hypotheses la bndriterestingly, though, we do see
that observability does have a significant positivan effect on intention to practice sun
protection behaviors (but not nutrition) among p#sefter accounting for the effect of
perceived injunctive and descriptive norms. Al$oate is the fact that, among the
sample of participants recruited in July 2009, iprelary tests of these hypotheskd
show results that were in the expected directiompésticipants in the sun protection
survey. Taking into account the inconsistent tssofl the preliminary tests of these
hypotheses among the July 2009 and September 2008es it was decided that a
definitive test of Hla and H1b would be conductethag the participants recruited for
the major dissertation study in December 2009 andary 2010 (the results of this test

will be described in Chapter 4).
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Other results of the additional data collectiorsaptember indicate (see Tables
2.17, 2.18, and 2.19) that the measures for th@lgaracruited in September 2009 are
distributed in a very similar way to the measurethe pilot study (July 2009). In
particular the internal consistency of the persiby#iait scales and the Integrative Model
measures is high, and the primary measures which later used in the major study are

well distributed.
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CHAPTER 3:

STUDY 2. DECEMBER 2009 AND JANUARY 2010

3.1 Introduction and study purpose

This chapter begins with a description of the majgeriment (study 2):
procedures for pretesting messages among pareeatsample, the experimental
messages, the observability treatment, the mes$szggenent, the measures of the other
moderators, the organization of the experiment,thadssential analysis approach for
the primary hypotheses. The following chaptersjtér 4, 5, 6 and 7) will describe the
results of these tests as they relate to the ngagstions of the dissertation.

The major dissertation study was an online experime which parents of young
children were exposed to a visual plus text messtHgs either emphasized normative
justifications or personal benefit justificatiorts fa specific child protective behavior or
they were exposed to no relevant message on tie tdpe focus behaviors were either
sun protection or nutrition. The on-line experirmneras conducted in stages. Data
collection for study 2 was carried out in Decemtie2009 and January of 2010.

The focus of the second study is on the moderathrsh condition parents’
responses to the messages, as described in thinbgps above. One moderator,
observability, was experimentally varied; the oth@ther directedness and group
identification were measured as individual diffexewvariables. The focus outcome
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measure for each of the experiments was intenti@mgage in the behavior
recommended by the message. The purpose of thedsstudy was to conduct an
essential test of the major hypotheses which examhi@ interaction between message

type and moderators in their joint effects on ititars.

3.2 Pre-test of messages among parents of youidyahi

The message pre-testing stage was a multi-steggsac which the messages
were tested among small samples from the targatlatipn of parents of young children.
The pre-testing process applied pre-determinedrwmit for effectiveness in order to
evaluate whether the posters are working as expe®esults of the pre-test helped
shape the design of the message which were usatdigty 2 (December 2009 and

January of 2010).

Procedures — Pre-test

In October and November of 2009 a pre-test of ngessto be used in study 2
was carried out among parents of young childremdainic in Wynnewood, PA (with the
permission of the clinic director). Prior to tlsisge | had photographed two
acquaintances who were parents of a young chilee ifiages which were chosen for use
in the messages showed the parent demonstratingrstaction and healthy nutrition
behaviors for their child. In addition, a firstadirof the four messages was prepared at

this time (sun protection — attitudinal argument) protection — normative argument,
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nutrition — attitudinal argument, nutrition — nortiv@ argument). The messages
incorporated text and two images for each behdpilease see Appendix F for messages).

Interviews were conducted over several hours inthiéing room of the clinic
and structured around a questionnaire which indwpeestions which were designed to
help focus the parents’ responses on the messagets that were most critical for the
study (please see Appendix D for the pre-testirgstjonnaire). In total, 22 parents were
interviewed. Interviews were approximately fifte@mutes in duration.

Between each visit to the clinic (visits were appmaately two weeks apart) the
responses provided by parents were reviewed, anohéssages were revised to reflect
parents’ feedback (please see Appendix E for reguiltthe pre-test). Thus, the process
of pre-testing allowed me to improve the messages { using them in the on-line
survey. Once the messages were revised for trtettine | felt confident that they were

ready to use in the on-line survey, which was rubecember of 2009.

3.3 Methods — Study 2

3.3.1 Sample

Four hundred and ninety-eight parents of at leastahild who was between the
ages of five through nine were recruited by SurSaynpling International to participate
in an on-line survey during December of 2009 andidey of 2010. Of these, 467 were

retained for analysis. The parents ranged irfrage 18 to 50 and above (most parents
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were aged 30-39). The majority of participantsemghite (84.4 percent). The sample
was 61 percent female. 82.4 percent of the samgite currently married or living with

a partner. (Please refer to Table 3.1 and TaBleb&low, for the demographic and
health-related characteristics of the sample.)sthdy protocol was approved as exempt

from review by the University of Pennsylvania’stihgional review board.
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Table 3.1 Demographic characteristics of sample @dI67)

Demographic Characteristics n Percent
Gender

Female 285 61
Education

Some high school but did not graduate 14 3.0
High school diploma / GED 95 20.3
Some college / 2-year degree 193 41.3
4-year college graduate 112 24.0
More than 4-year college degree 53 11.3
Employment status

Employed 281 60.2
Not employed 186 39.8
Marital status

Married or cohabiting 385 82.4
Single 82 17.6
Race/ethnicity

White 394 84.4
Hispanic / Latino 66 14.1
African-American / Black 42 9
Asian American 18 3.9
Other 27 5.8
Age

18-29 71 15.2
30-39 164 35.1
40-49 156 334
50 or older 6 16.3
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Demographic Characteristics

Percent

Children (living at home)
One
Two

Three
Four
Five or more

Child's gender (child aged 5-9)
Male
Female

Child's age
Five

Six

Seven
Eight

Nine

Child's birth order (child aged 5-9)

Oldest or only child

A younger child with at least one older sibling

A twin or multiple

Child's health
Fair

Good

Very good

117
186

100
51
13

246
221

105
107
82
85
88

167
287

13

20
155
292

25.1
39.8

21.4
10.9
2.8

52.7
47.3

22.5
22.9
17.6
18.2
18.8

35.8
61.5

2.8

4.3
33.2
62.5
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Table 3.2 Health related variables for sample (N=@F)

Nutrition variables (n=242) n Percent
Body Mass Index of child
Underweight (BMI<18) 128 52.9
Normal (BMI = <25.0) 82 33.9
Overweight (BMI = >25 <=30) 23 9.5
Obese (BMI >30) 9 3.7
Parent's perception of child's weight
Underweight 30 12.4
About average weight 172 71.1
A little overweight 36 14.9
Very overweight 4 1.7
Parent's nutrition behavior Mean Std.Dev
1.22
Range (1 to 6), Median = 3.75 3.58 (scale) (scale)
0 Low fat diet 3.40 1.50
0 Low sugar diet 3.39 1.53
0 Eat at least 3 servings of fruit per day 3.64 1.48
0 Eat at least 3 servings of vegetables per day 3.87 1.49
Sun protection variables (n=225) n Percent
Reaction of child’s skin to sun exposure
Tends to burn easily 38 16.9
Tends to burn at first but then tan 46 20.4
Tends to burn occasionally and tans slowly 46 20.4
Rarely burns and always tans 75 33.3
Never burns and tans quickly 20 8.9
Parent's sun protection behavior Mean Std.Dev
1.11
Range (1 through 6), Median = 4 3.94 (scale) (scale)
0 Regularly applies sunscreen with SPF 15 or higher  3.64 1.71
0 Seeks shade 4.48 1.55
0 Wears protective clothing 3.44 1.69
0 Wear a hat 3.34 1.83
0 Wears sunglasses 4,76 1.55
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3.3.2 Design

Nutrition and sun protection studies are preseatetanalyzed as separate
studies, although they were undertaken at the siamee and respondents were randomly
assigned to one or the other study. Each onliperaxent was conducted employing a 2
(observable / non-observable behavior) x 3 (exposunormative argument / exposure
to attitudinal argument / no message exposure)detvgubjects design. Observability of
the behavior and message type was experimentailydval he focus outcome measure
for the experiments was intention to feed one’tddmealthy foods in the behavioral
scenario depicted (i.e. playdate at the parentsépand intention to protect one’s child

from (the effects of excessive) exposure to theisuhne sun protection condition.

3.3.3 Procedures

After responding to questions about demographicatheristics and personality
traits, subjects were either not exposed to a gessaexposed to a message which
either emphasized a normative justification forehdwvior or an attitude-relevant
justification for the behavior. If they were imassage condition they were informed
that they were going to be shown a message abeumnibortance of ensuring proper
nutrition or adequate sun protection for childiéach message, which comprised two
screen images, included both written text and dagbba parent and child modeling
healthy nutrition behaviors or sun protection bebis/(a male parent with a child on one
screen and a female parent with a child on the)né&ubjects were only able to move
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from one screen to the next after a delay of 25ms@%, to ensure that they had enough
time to attend to all of the message elements.

All three groups, regardless of whether they resgti@ message, were then asked
about their behavioral intentions in a relevannse®. The intentions measure
incorporated the second randomized manipulationh-w@spondents being asked
whether or not they would engage in the target Wiehaither when they were observed
by other parents or when they were not told thegevbeing observed (in the case of sun
protection) or when being observed was not mentigimethe case of obesity.)

For each of the behavior types (nutrition and gatection) the normatively
focused message and attitudinally focused mess$egeslentical layout and images.
While much of the written text in each message type the same for each behavior type,
the messages varied in their emphasis on eithendbpectations by others of the parent to
perform the recommended healthy behavior (i.e. atikraly focused message) or on the
health benefits of performing the recommended behdve. attitudinally focused
message). Please see the messages in AppendiXpiseedix F).

Following exposure to the message, for each ob#mavior types (nutrition or
sun protection), participants in the message camdit(and subjects in the non-message
conditions who had completed the questions reldbrgersonality traits) were randomly
assigned to an intentions measure with either aerghble (others present) or a non-
observable (others not present) behavioral sceaar@escribed above matched to that
behavior type. Once they had responded to questi@asuring intention related to the
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behavioral scenario (i.e. the outcome measure$uallects were given a manipulation
check for the observability manipulation. All suitfethen responded to questions about
attitudes, injunctive and descriptive norms anétsticacy beliefs relating to providing
healthy foods to or engaging in sun-protection ladra for their child. Finally, subjects
in all of the groups who had been shown a message given a manipulation check for
the message type manipulation. The complete questire for Study 2 is provided in
Appendix (see Appendix G). Table 3.3 providesiimfation about the distribution of

participants in each of the message and obseryatdnditions for study 2.
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Table 3.3 Message conditions (N=467)
Message conditions n Percent

Sun protection

Attitudinal message 73 15.6

Normative message 77 16.5

No message 75 16.1
Nutrition:

Attitudinal message 79 16.9

Normative message 80 17.1

No message 83 17.8
Observability conditions n Percent

Sun protection (n=225)

Observable 113 24.2

Not observable 112 24.0
Nutrition (n=242):

Observable 124 25.6

Not observable 118 25.2

3.3.4 Measures

3.3.4.1 Measures: Personality traits

Below are descriptions of the personality trait mweas. These measures were
also used in the pilot study (see section 2.3@r. fuirther information about the trait

measures). The section below will describe thie tmaasures which were used in Study
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2. Information about the distribution and intdroansistency of these measures is

provided in Table 3.4 (after the descriptions bglow

Other-directedness
Subjects were asked to indicate the strength af éiggeement with each of the
eleven statements (below), using a 5-point Likealesin which 5 = Strongly agree; 4 =
Agree; 3 = Neither agree nor disagree; 2 = Disggree 1 = Strongly disagree.
1. In different situations and with different peodleften act like very different
persons
2. In order to get along and be liked, | tend to beatybeople expect me to be rather
than anything else
3. l'am not always the person | appear to be
4. 1guess | put on a show to impress or entertairpfeo
5. Even if | am not enjoying myself, | often pretamtd¢ having a good time
6. | may deceive people by being friendly when | yedi$like them
7. 1'would not change my opinions (or the way | dogs) in order to please
someone or win their favor (Reverse coded)
8. | feel a bit awkward in company and do not shovquipe as well as | should
(Reverse coded)
9. When | am uncertain how to act in social situatidrisok to the behavior of
others for cues
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10. My behavior is usually an expression of my trueeirfeelings, attitudes, and
beliefs (Reverse coded)
11. At parties and social gatherings, | do not attengptio or say things that other

will like (Reverse coded)

In an examination of the scale items used in sgjd/out of the 11 items in the
other-directedness scale were shown to have gaeadhai consistency with one another
(Cronbach’s alpha for these 8 items was 0.85)teBtents 7, 8, and 11 (see above) were
not included in the final scale for study 2 as thay poor internal consistency with the
other item& These three items were also reverse coded, witghsuggest that
participants did not pay close enough attentiatiéoitems and the response options.
Responses to the 8-item other-directedness scatesuenmed when a higher score
indicates higher other-directedness (Mean=20.18&lide=20, SD=6.58, range: 8-40).
This scale was then mean centered to reduce niliftezrity in the regression analysis.
A trichotomous version of this scale was also @eatith the goal of creating three equal
sized categories (low, moderate, and high leveth®frait).

Among parents in the sun protection group, 66 sbj29.3 percent) are
categorized as low in other-directedness, 83 amenate in other-directedness (36.9

percent), and 76 are high in other-directedness$ (@& cent). Among parents in the

8 The corrected item-total correlation was less tha&or these three items, but 0.5 or higher for
the other 8 items. Cronbach’s alpha also increfrsed .78 to .85 when these items were
excluded.
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nutrition sample, 82 subjects (33.9 percent) ategmized as low in other directedness,
88 are moderate in other-directedness (36.4 pgraadt72 are high in other-directedness

(29.8 percent).

Private Self-consciousness
Subjects were asked to indicate the extent to wkiehfollowing statements are
accurate descriptions of themselves on a scale hitchw3 = ‘A lot like me’; 2 =

‘Somewhat like me’; 1 = ‘A little like me’; and 0 ot at all like me’.

=

I’'m always trying to figure myself out

2. | never take a hard look at myself (Reverse coded)

3. | often daydream about myself

4. I'm constantly thinking about my reasons for doihimgs

5. | generally pay attention to my inner feelings

6. | sometimes step back (in my mind) in order to emamyself from a distance

7. I'm quick to notice changes in my mood

8. | know the way my mind works when | work througinablem

9. | think about myself a lot

8 out of the 9 items in the private self-conscia@ssnscale were shown to have

good internal consistency with one another (Crohisaalpha for these 8 items was 0.81).

Item 2 (see statement 2 above) was excluded frerfirtal scale as it showed poor
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internal consistency with the other 8 itétrResponses to the 8-item Private Self-
Consciousness scale were summed when a higherisdarates higher reported greater
self-consciousness (Mean=12.63, Median=12.0, SD+a&nbe: 0-24). This scale was
also mean centered to reduce multicollinearithhmriegression analysis. A trichotomous
version of this scale was also created with the gbereating three equal sized
categories (low, moderate, and high levels of thi)t

Among the sun protection group, 72 subjects (32gmdrare categorized as low in
self-consciousness, 69 are moderate in self-conseess (30.7 percent), and 84 are high
in self-consciousness (37.3 percent). Among thatrmut sample, 84 subjects (34.7
percent) are categorized as low in self-consciasné8 are moderate in self-

consciousness (32.2 percent), and 80 are highfie@esciousness (33.1 percent).

Perceived group identification

Responses to the 6-item perceived group identifinatcale were summed when
a higher score indicates higher reported identificawith other parents (Mean=18.77,
SD=5.02, Median=18, range: 6-30). The scale shawidh internal consistency
(Cronbach’s alpha was 0.91 for all 6 items). Tihal scale includes all 6 items. A
dichotomous version of this scale was also cre@tetdeate two equal sized categories,
using a median split (at the value of 18.5). Ampagents in the nutrition sample, 125

subjects (51.7 percent) were categorized as hdomddentification with other parents

° The corrected item-total correlation was -.03 far €xcluded item, but 0.36 or higher for the
other 8 items. Cronbach’s alpha also increased fii@to .81 when the item was excluded.
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and 117 (48.3 percent) as having high identificatiath other parents. Among parents
in the sun protection sample, 104 subjects (46r@2ent) were categorized as having low

identification and 121 subjects (53.8 percent) veategorized as having high

identification with other parents.

Information about the personality trait measuresirtinternal consistency, and

their distribution is provided below (see Table)3.4

Table 3.4 Personality trait variables (N=467)

Other-
Other-Directedness Mean Std.De Directedness n Percent
Range (8 - 40) 20.18 6.58 Low 148 31.7
Median 20.0 Moderate 171 36.6
Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.85 High 148 31.7
Skewness .33
Kurtosis -.32
Private Self- Private Self-
Consciousness Mean Std.De! Consciousness
Range (0 - 24) 12.63 5.1 Low 156 334
Median 12.0 Moderate 147 31.5
Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.81 High 164  35.1
Skewness .01
Kurtosis -.34
Perceived Group Perceived Grouf
Identification Mean Std.De Identification n Percent
Range (6 through 30) 18.77 5.02 Low 229 49.0
Median 18.0 High 238 51.0
Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.91
Skewness -11
Kurtosis -.22
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3.3.4.2 Measures: Dependent variables

The intention measure for study 1 and study 2 jpo@te the observability
manipulation. A description of the intention me@sus provided in the previous chapter
(see section 2.3.4.2). The distribution and irdeoonsistency of the dependent variables
in Study 2 and the Integrative model variabledss &isted in Table 3.5 after the

description of the measures.

Nutrition
Dependent Variable: Intention to serve one’s chigglthy foods

Factor analysis of the nutrition items (pleasesssion 2.3.4.2 for details about
this measure) was conducted to determine how ¢nesigrouped into sub-components.
The (varimax) rotated component matrix indicateat there were three principal
components which had eigenvalues greater thant brieuof the components included
four foods that could be considered healthy. Thimgonent included water, fruit,
vegetables, and milk. Responses to these fousiteene averaged to form a continuous
measure for intention (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.60)e htention measure for nutrition

ranged from 3.75 to 9 (Mean=7.05, SD=1.47, Media5).
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Sun protection

Dependent Variable: Intention to practice sun potien behaviors for one’s child
Participants assigned to the sun protection suwarg asked about five sun
protection behaviors (please see section 2.3.4.2 fiescription of this measure).
Responses to these five items were averaged todaromtinuous measure for intention
to protect one’s child from the sun (Cronbach’shalg 0.89). The intention measure for

sun protection ranged from 1 to 10 (Mean=6.96, SBE1IMedian= 7.0).

Table 3.5 (below) provides additional informatidsoat the distribution and

internal consistency of the dependent variablesudy 2.

Table 3.5 Dependent variables (Behavioral Intentio) Study 2 (N=467)

Sun protection (n=225) Nutrition (n=242)
Mean 6.96 Mean 7.05
Std. Dev 191 Std. Dev 1.47
Median 7.0 Median 7.25
Cronbach’s Alpha. 0.89 Cronbach’s Alphi 0.60
Skewness -.20 Skewness -31
Kurtosis -.78 Kurtosis -1.0
Range 2.6-10.0 Range 3.75-9.0
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3.3.4.3 Measures: Integrative Model variables

A description of the measures of attitudes, deieg@nd injunctive norms, and
self-efficacy for the nutrition survey and the gaurotection survey separately is provided
in section 2.3.43. Information about these measures and theirilligiton is also listed

in Table 3.6 (below).

10 All measures described here were mean centereditce multicollinearity in the regression

analysis.
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Table 3.6 Integrative Model variables (N=467)

Descriptive norms Descriptive norms

Sun protection Sun protection

(n=225) Range =-3t0 3 (n=225) n Percent
Mean 0.81 Low 75 33.3
Std. Dev 1.46 Moderate 72 32.0
Median 1.00 High 78 34.7
Cronbach’s Alpha.  0.89

Nutrition (n=242) Range =-3t0 3 Nutrition (n=242) n Percent
Mean 1.49 Low 70 28.9
Std. Dev 1.15 Moderate 93 38.4
Median 1.50 High 79 32.6
Cronbach’s Alpha. 0.77

Injunctive norms Injunctive norms

Sun protection Sun protection

(n=225) Range =-3t0 3 (n=225) n Percent
Mean 1.04 Low 68 30.2
Std. Dev 135 Moderate 78 34.7
Median 1.00 High 79 35.1
Cronbach’s Alpha. 0.86

Nutrition (n=242) Range =-3t0 3 Nutrition (n=242) n Percent
Mean 1.73 Low 76 314
Std. Dev 1.19 Moderate 78 32.2
Median 2.00 High 88 36.4
Cronbach’s Alpha. 0.82
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Attitudes Attitudes
Sun protection

Sun protection (n=225) Range =-31t0 3 (n=225) n Percent
Mean 1.55 Low 74 32.9
Std. Dev 1.05 Moderate 68 30.2
Median 1.73 High 83 36.9
Cronbach’s Alpha. 0.81

Nutrition (n=242) Range =-3t0 3 Nutrition (n=242) n Percent
Mean 1.80 Low 74 30.6
Std. Dev 0.97 Moderate 80 33.1
Median 2.00 High 88 36.3
Cronbach’s Alpha. 0.67

Self-Efficacy Self-Efficacy

Sun protection

Sun protection (n=225) Range =-3t0 3 (n=225) n Percent
Mean 1.70 Low 77 34.2
Std. Dev 1.21 Moderate 73 32.4
Median 2.00 High 75 33.3
Cronbach’s Alpha. 0.83

Nutrition (n=242) Range =-3t0 3 Nutrition (n=242) n Percent
Mean 2.25 Low 69 28.5
Std. Dev 0.94 Moderate 66 27.3
Median 2.63 High 107 44.2
Cronbach’s Alpha. 0.79
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3.3.4.4 Other measures

The measures below were included as covariatesia 6f the hypotheses to be
described in the next chapters.

A measure of parent’s (own) nutritional behavioeswbtained by asking
subjects to indicate the strength of their agreemth each of four items, using a using
a 6-point Likert scale in which 6= Strongly agraed 1=Strongly disagree. The items
included 1 eat a low fat diét ‘| eat a low sugar diet”| eat at least three servings of
fruit per day’, and 1 eat at least 3 servings of vegetables per.ddye mean response to
these four items was calculated to create a mea$ya@ent’s nutritional behaviors
(Mean=3.58, SD=1.22), which was included as a cateam analysis. Table 3.2
provides additional information about this measure.

Similarly, a variable measuring parent’s (own) né@o sun protection behaviors
was obtained by asking subjects to indicate tlength of their agreement with each of
five items, using a using a 6-point Likert scalevimich 6= Strongly agree, and
1=Strongly disagree. The items were matched tditkesun protection behaviors used in
the intention measure (see above). The mean resporhese five items was calculated
to create a measure of parent’s own sun protebgblaviors (Mean=3.94, SD=1.11).
Table 3.2 provides additional information abous timeasure.

In addition, other covariates in analyses includespts’ race (White vs. Other),

and the number of children living at the subjebitene (1= one child; 2= 2 children; 3 =
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3 or more children). Table 3.1 provides additian&rmation about the distribution of

these variables.

3.4 Analytic approach

In study 2 the hypotheses outlined in chapter lewested using estimating
equations (see hypotheses for equations). Eatttea@stimating equations includes main
effects for norms and attitudes, main effects ay of the three message conditions
(norm and attitude), main effects for observabitityoehavior, and interactions specific
to each hypothesis.

The hypothesis are considered to be supporte@ i€defficients for the
interaction terms of interest are significantlyfelient (and in the expected direction)
from the control group (no message condition). FEagpothesis also specifies
interactions which were expected to be non-sigaificcompared with the control group.
In each case the objective was to test the difterdretween the interaction of focus in
the hypothesis and the interaction between no rgessad the third factor. Tests of

these hypotheses and the results are describédjmess 4, 5, 6, and 7.
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CHAPTER 4:

OBSERVABILITY OF BEHAVIOR AND THE NORMATIVE

ROUTE TO INTENTION

4.1 Introduction

This chapter applies the Integrative Model of Beba€hange (Fishbein, 2000;
Fishbein et al., 2002; Fishbein and Ajzen 201Q)rexict two types of health behaviors
among parents of young children — nutritional cbksiand sun protection. The objective
is to demonstrate the extent to which the modebaats for variation in intention.
Following this, the next step describes a teshefibfluence of the public/private nature
of the behavior on the effects of social normsrgantion. This stage aims to
demonstrate whether the presence of another partreg same behavioral scenario
influences the norm-intention association (i.eotlgh priming the effect of social norms

on intention).
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Application of the Integrative Model of Behavioladge

To predicting sun protection and nutrition behagi@mong parents of young children

4.2 Introduction

This section describes the results of OLS regrassiodels which apply the
Integrative Model of Behavior Change (Fishbein, @08ishbein et al., 2002; Fishbein
and Ajzen 2010) to predict intention to performlbieaehaviors (sun protection and
nutrition) among parents of young children. Thedeldhas been described previously
(please refer to Chapter 1). In accordance wighntibdel, analyses presented here will
illustrate the extent to which attitudes, normsgufiictive and descriptive) and self-

efficacy account for variance in behavioral intentamong parents of young children.

4.3 Method

4.3.1 Sample

Four hundred and ninety-eight parents of at leastahild who was between the
ages of five through nine were recruited by SurSaypling International to participate
in an on-line survey during December of 2009 anmdidey of 2010. Of these, 467 were
retained for analysis. The unweighted demographéracteristics of the sample were

presented in Table 3.1
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4.3.2 Design and procedures

Nutrition and sun protection studies are preseatetlanalyzed as separate
studies, although they were undertaken at the siamee and respondents were randomly
assigned to one or the other study. Please @fdrapter 3 for details regarding the

design (3.3.2) of the studies, the procedures3B.a8nd the measures (3.3.4).

4.3.3 Analytic approach

The application of the Integrative model was coted@mong parents in the
nutrition-related and the sun protection-relatedesys (separately) using ordinary least
squares regression analysis to predict intentidre first models include the main effects
for descriptive norms, main effects for injunctiverms, main effects for attitudes, and

main effects for self-efficacy

4.4 Results

The results are organized in terms of two sectidriee first section describes the
application of the Integrative Model (IM) among gais who were surveyed about sun
protection for their child (n=225), and the secgedtion describes its application among
parents who were surveyed about nutrition behavyartheir child (n=242).

Table 4.1 shows the results of an OLS regressiatengsing the sample of
parents who patrticipated in the on-line surveytimeato sun protection (n=225). The
results show a significant positive main effectrg@inctive norms (B =.643=.45,
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p<0.001) and attitudes toward sun protection (B/736.37, p<0.001) on intention.
Descriptive norms and self-efficacy were not assted with intention (p>.05). In this
model, IM factors accounted for 57.8% (adjustedjBase) of the variance in intention to

perform sun protection behaviors among parent®ohg children.

Table 4.1 Results of OLS regression predicting intdion to protect
one’s child from exposure to the sun (n=225)

Variable B SE B
Injunctive norms (sun protection) .64 .09 AGEx
Descriptive norms (sun protection) .00 .08 .00
Attitudes (sun protection) 67 11 37
Self-Efficacy (sun protection) .09 .09 .06
R? (adj.) % 57.8%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefits standardized coefficient.
* p<.05 *p<.01. ***p<.001
Table 4.2 (below) shows the results of the same @b8el using the stepwise
procedure. In this model, descriptive norms anidesBcacy are excluded. Injunctive
norms remain a significant predictor of intenti@=<.65,3=.46, p<0.001) as do attitudes
toward sun protection (B =.787.40, p<0.001). When the non-significant predistare
excluded from the model the total variance explibgthe IM is almost identical to the

full model — 58% (adjusted R square).
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Table 4.2 Results of OLS regression (stepwise) prieting intention to
protect one’s child from exposure to the sun (=225

Variable B SE B

Injunctive norms (sun protection) 65 .08 A6

Attitudes (sun protection) 73 10 10k
R® (adj) % 58.0%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefits standardized coefficient.
* p<.05 *p<.0l. **p<.001

A secondary analysis was run to test whether abkriwhich averages the mean
scores for descriptive and injunctive norms mighelstronger predictor of behavioral
intention than the separate measures. In receseptumalization of the reasoned action
framework, it was suggested (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2ahét perceived normative
influence might best be captured through an agteegfahe two underlying type of
norms. In the current study, there was, in fatiiga correlation between descriptive
norms and injunctive norms for sun protection (R+p<.001), which would suggest that,
among this population, there may be substantiallagdetween the two types of
perceived norms. Consequently, it might be seasdbtombine injunctive and
descriptive norms to form an overall measure of@eed normative influence.
However, it should be noted, that Fishbein & Ajz(2010) suggestion to create a

combined measure of normative influence is opptsédat taken by theorists such as

139



Cialdini (1990), who argue for a separation of ngtive and descriptive norms, as each
capture a distinct form of normative influence.

Table 4.3 shows the results of an OLS model usiagtepwise procedure which
includes a combined measure of perceived normgesdictor of intention. In this
model we see that the effect of the combined nan@asure on intention is positive, but
smaller in size than for injunctive norms alone<B4,3=.36, p<0.001). The positive
effect of attitudes on intention is increased, cared to the effect in the previous model
(B =.86,3=.47, p<0.001). Also of note is the reductiovamiance in intention
accounted for by this model (52.7%), compared wWithmodels which used the norm

variables separately.

Table 4.3 Results of OLS regression (stepwise) prieting intention to
protect one’s child from exposure to the sun (n=225

Variable B SE B

Overall perceived norms (sun protection) 34 .05 -36™*

Attitudes (sun protection) .86 .10 AT
R® (adj.) % 52.7%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefits standardized coefficient.
* p<.05 *p<.01l. **p<.001
Table 4.4 ( below) shows the result of a modelyapg the IM to predicting
behavioral intention to provide healtfpods among parents who were surveyed about
nutrition behaviors for their child (n=242). Thesults show a significant positive main

effect of descriptive norms (B =.587.45, p<0.001) and attitudes toward healthy
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nutrition (B =.42,3=.28, p<0.001) on intention. Injunctive norms aetf-efficacy were
not associated with intention (p>.05). In this relpdiM factors accounted for 41.9%
(adjusted R square) of the variance in intentioprawide healthy foods for one’s child

among parents of young children.

Table 4.4 Results of OLS regression predicting intdion to serve one’s
child healthy foods among parents (n=242)

Variable B SE B
Injunctive norms (healthy food) .06 .08 .05
Descriptive norms (healthy food) 58 .08 45%
Attitudes (healthy food) 42 .10 28%**
Self-Efficacy (healthy foods) .04 .10 .03
R? (adj) % 41.9%

Note B = unstandardized coefficieffitz standardized coefficient.
* p<.05 *p<.01l. **p<.001

Table 4.5 shows the results of the same OLS maieguhe stepwise procedure.
In this model, injunctive norms and self-efficacg @xcluded from the model.
Descriptive norms remain a significant predictorméntion (B =.62p=.49, p<0.001) as
do attitudes toward sun protection (B =.85,0, p<0.001). When the non-significant
predictors from the IM are excluded from the matiel total variance explained by the

IM is almost identical to the full model (R squar42.2%).
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Table 4.5 Results of OLS regression (stepwise) prieting intention to
serve one’s child healthy foods among parents (n=2%

Variable B SE B

Descriptive norms (healthy food) 62 .07 4gH

Attitudes (healthy food) 45 .08 .30%**
R (adj) % 42.2%

Note B = unstandardized coefficieffts standardized coefficient.
* p<.05 *p<.0l. **p<.001

Table 4.6 shows the results of an OLS model priedjehtention to serve one’s
child healthy foods using the stepwise proceddit@s model includes a combined
measure of perceived norms as a predictor of ilnterisee above). In this model we see
that the effect of norms on intention is positibat smaller in size than for injunctive
norms alone (B =.443=.49, p<0.001). The magnitude of the associatawasalmost
identical to the model in which descriptive normaswhe only norm variable, which
suggests that injunctive norms do not have a nié#cteon intention among parents in

the nutrition sample.
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Table 4.6 Results of OLS regression (stepwise) prieting intention to
serve one’s child healthy foods among parents (n=2%

Variable B SE B
Overall perceived norms (healthy food) 44 .05 4G
Attitudes (healthy food) 43 .08 28xxx
R® (adj) % 41.4%

Note B = unstandardized coefficieffts standardized coefficient.

* p<.05. *p<.0l. **p<.001

Finally, a matrix of bivariate correlations betwebg Integrative Model elements

is displayed below. Table 4.7 presents the coroglatfor the sun protection survey and

Table 4.8 presents the correlations between thediidbles for the nutrition survey.

Table 4.7 Correlations between intentions, attitude, descriptive norms, injunctive

norms, and self-efficacy

Sun protection (n=225) 3 4 5
1. Intentions (sun protection) BO*F 52%FF | e9*FF* | K2R
2. Attitudes (sun protection) AT | BT 65
3. Descriptive norms (sun protection AT 1 A ekl IV
4. Injunctive norms (sun protection) A= ookl Y A1 Kl B | 50***
5. Self-efficacy (sun protection) F.65** | AZ* | BO*** | ]

*p < .05, **p < .01, **p < .001
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Table 4.8 Correlations between intentions, attitudg, descriptive norms,
injunctive norms, and self-efficacy

Nutrition (n=242) 1 2 3 4 5

1. Intentions (nutrition) 1 AB*F* | 5Ok | 468 | 3T
2. Attitudes (nutrition) AB*e 1 33%xx | ZTREE | Ghra
3. Descriptive norms (nutrition) D933 ] BE*F* | Zhrrk
4. Injunctive norms (nutrition) A6¥ 37| 66% | 1 JGrkk

5. Self-efficacy (nutrition) RC ol BT T e

*p < 05’ **p < 01’ ***p < Ool

4.5 Discussion

The Integrative Model accounted for over half o thtal variance in behavioral
intention in both of the health behaviors examirgrdyiding further support for its utility
in predicting behavior, and health behaviors irtipalar. Not all of the components in
the model, however, were predictive of intenti¢tarents’ attitudes toward the behavior,
and their perceived norms were strong predictoistefition. However, for both
behaviors self-efficacy was not shown to be assediaith intention. This is likely due
to the pattern of responses to the self-efficaciatée, which was highly skewed to the
left which might be due to the parents’ tendencguerestimate their ability to perform

these behaviors.
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Interestingly, the type of perceived norms whichrevghown to predict intention
differed across the two behavior types. For swbgation behaviors, injunctive norms
were strongly associated with intention. For Heattutrition behaviors, descriptive
norms were predictive of intention. This differemoight be due to the nature of the
behavior or of the specific scenario in which tleddvior was described as taking place.
For example, parents in the sun protection groue Wwad to imagine themselves in a
public setting (a park or playground), and so tkgeetations of other people in that
setting with regard to sun protection behaviorshhitave been granted greater weight in
forming intention. In contrast, in the nutritiocemario, unless they were specifically
informed that there was a non-family member indtenario (some parents were told this
in the observable condition), injunctive norms idya non-significant role in the
formation of intention, compared with descriptivams.

However, it is important to note that both typesiofms were highly correlated
with intention and with each other (please refefable 4.7 and Table 4.8 for bivariate
correlations). This likely result of this is higbllinearity between descriptive and
injunctive norms, which makes any conclusions abea differential normative effects
on intention less definite.

Finally, the combined measure of norms was not shiovbe a stronger predictor
of intention than the separate measures of injuadr descriptive norms. The
magnitude of association with intention and theralleariance explained by the models
with the separate norm measures was greater thte imodels which used a combined
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measure of norms. This would suggest that, foptirpose of applying the IM to
predicting these two health behaviors among thellatipn of parents of a young child, it
would be preferable to use separate measures wisnas suggested by Cialdini (1990)

and consistent with the current framework of the tdther than a combined meastre

1 Given the specific nature of these outcomes angdpelation, it is not possible to

generalize which approach would be preferable floeropopulations or outcomes.
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Examining the interaction between observability andhorms in

their effect on intention

4.6 Introduction

The previous section of this chapter establishatlibth descriptive and
injunctive norms play an important role in precigtitwo health behaviors among parents
of a young child — behaviors related to nutritiand to sun protection. This section
applies the Integrative Model of Behavior Changsf{bein, 2000; Fishbein et al., 2002;
Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010) to test whether the extenwhich the same health behavior is
enacted in an observable or non-observable setfihpad to variation in normative
influence on intention among parents. This prooégersuasive change is known as
priming, and is based on priming theory, which @s#s that persuasive effects can also
occur by changing the association between a pagdacid its outcome, even when the
mean for the predictor remains the same (e.g. DoRlkah, & Wackman, 1998; lyengar

& Kinder, 1987; Mendelsohn, 1996).

4.7 Hypothesis

It is proposed, based on research reviewed eésker Chapter 1), that the presence
of referent others (i.e. others parents) will pridescriptive and injunctive norms
associated with sun protection among parents afigahildren. Consequently, among
parents who are told that their behavior can bemesl by another parent, there should

be a greater influence of perceived norms on irdantParents who report higher levels
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of descriptive and injunctive norms are therefotpeeted to report greater intention to
perform health behaviors for their child in a setin which they are in the company of
referent others (i.e. other parents). Among tipesents, the observability of their
behavior should increase the extent to which tga tevels of perceived norms relating
to sun protection influence intention to practicede behaviors. For parents with low
levels of descriptive or injunctive norms, the gmese of another parent in the behavioral
scenario should not result in higher intention tactice sun protection behaviors for their

child than parents who receive a non-observableasie

That intention to perform preventive health beheviwill vary as a function of

observability and perceived norms.

Hypothesis 1a: Intention to perform health behavios for one’s child should be
more associated with descriptive norms among parestwho are told that their

behavior is observable by other parents (vs. not @ervable).

Hypothesis 1b: Intention to perform health behavios for one’s child) should be

more associated with injunctive norms among parenta/ho are told that their

behavior is observable by other parents (vs. not @ervable) .
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4.8 Method

4.8.1 Sample

The patrticipants of this study and their charastes are described in Chapter 3
(see Table 3.1 and Table 3.2). The sample ustdsianalysis included 467 parents of at
least one child who was between the ages of fiRaticipants were recruited by Survey
Sampling International to participate in an on-lgugvey during December of 2009 and

January of 2010.

4.8.2 Design and procedures

Nutrition and sun protection studies are preseatgtlanalyzed as separate
studies, although they were undertaken at the $iamee and respondents were randomly
assigned to one or the other study. Please @fdrapter 3 for details regarding the

design of the studies (3.3.2) and the procedur&s3)3

4.8.3 Measures

The analyses presented below used measures thagsanébed in detail in
Chapter 3 (see section 3.3.4). For each of thighhbahaviors, the focus outcome
measure was intention to feed one’s child healtlogl$ in the behavioral scenario
depicted (i.e. playdate at the parent’s house)tedtion to protect one’s child from (the

effects of excessive) exposure to the sun in thepsotection condition. The intentions
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measure incorporated the randomized observabibityipulation — with respondents
being asked whether or not they would engage itattget behavior either when they
were observed by other parents or when they wdreltbthey were being observed (in
the case of sun protection) or when being obsemasinot mentioned (in the case of
obesity.) Other measures include attitudes, dasogi norms, injunctive norms, and self-

efficacy relating to either sun protection or niin.

4.8.4 Analytic approach

Hypotheses 1la and 1b were tested among pareitts imutrition-related and the
sun protection-related surveys (separately) usioderated regression analysis to test an
estimating equation. Hypothesis la was testewuan estimating equation which
includes the main effects for descriptive normsimedifects for observability of behavior,
and the interactions between descriptive normslamadbservability of the behavior,
compared with the non-observable condition. Siryijadypothesis 1b uses an
estimating equation which includes the main efféatsnjunctive norms, main effects
for observability of behavior, and the interactidretween injunctive norms and the

observability of the behavior, compared with the+odservable condition.

For hypothesis 1a to be supported, the interatt&ween descriptive norms and
the observability of the behavioral scenario hableégositive and significanDéscriptive
norms*Observable) In addition, the interaction between attituded the observable

behavior scenaricAftitudes *Observable)ad to be non-significant:
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Intentions= f(Descriptive norms),Attitudes, Obsehla vs. not, Descriptive

norms*Observable

For hypothesis 1b to be supported, the interadi&ween injunctive norms and
the observability of the behavioral scenario hallégositive and significaninjunctive
norms*Observable) In addition, the interaction between attituded the observable

behavior scenaricAftitudes *Observabldé)ad to be non-significant:

Intentions= f(Injunctive norms),Attitudes, Obsertate vs. not, Injunctive

norms*Observable

4.9 Results

4.9.1 Manipulation check for observability

Two manipulation checks were conducted during these of the on-line survey,
one for the observability manipulation and onetha message type manipulation. The
manipulation check for the observability of the &ebral scenario is relevant for the
current study. Subjects in the nutrition sampleenssked whether, in the (play date)
scenario they had read, they were (a) alone (lt) thigir child only (c) accompanied by
another parent or parents. Subjects in the suegon sample were asked the same

guestion regarding the playground scenario theyreegived.
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Among parents in the nutrition sample, 64 percésubjects recalled the
observability manipulation correctly (66 percentludse in the non-observable condition
and 63 percent of those in the observable conditdamong parents in the sun protection
sample, 72 percent of subjects recalled the obbgityananipulation correctly (82.1
percent of those in the non-observable conditiah@hpercent of those in the observable
condition). Across both samples, 325 parents (f8réent of the total sample) correctly

recalled the observability manipulation.

4.9.2 Results of hypothesis tests

The results are organized in terms of two sectidigpotheses 1a and 1b were
tested separately among two groups — parents whe sueveyed about sun protection
for their child (n=225), and parents who were syegeabout nutrition behaviors for their
child (n=242).

Table 4.9 shows the results of an OLS regressiateingsing the sample of
parents who patrticipated in the on-line surveytmetpto sun protection (n=225). The
model predicts intention to practice sun protecbehaviors in the playground scenario
and tests the effects of observability and dedegptorms and the interaction between
these variables (H1a). The results show a signifipositive main effect of descriptive
norms for sun protection on intention (B = .85 .37, p<.001). There was no
significant main effect of the observability of laefor on intention (p>.05). Most central
to the purpose of this study was the observatian sthtistically significant interaction
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between observability of the behavioral scenarib selif-reported descriptive norms
regarding sun protection for one’s child. As poteld, there was a positive joint effect of
observability of the behavioral scenario and desiee norms on intention to practice
sun protection behaviors for one’s child (B = .83; .19, p<.05). Thus, Hla was

supported among the sample of parents in the sategtion group.

Table 4.9 Results of OLS regression predicting intgion to protect
one’s child from exposure to the sun (n=225)

Variable B SE B
Descriptive norms (sun protection) 48 12 37
Observable behavioral scenario (Yes=1, No=0) =17 .22 -.05
Descriptive norms * Observable .33 15 .19*
R? (adj.) % 27.2%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefits standardized coefficient.
* p<.05 *p<.0l. **p<.001

Figure 4.1 (below) illustrates the observed inteoacbetween descriptive norms
and observability. The association between detbeeiporms and behavioral intention is
stronger among parents in the observable conditompared with parents in the non-
observable condition. Specifically, parents whooréed low levels of descriptive norms
are shown to report reduced intention to perform@atection behaviors under
conditions of observability. In contrast, parentso report high levels of descriptive
norms report greater intention to practice thedebiers.
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Figure 4.1

Estimated marginal means (observed) — Intention tgrotect one’s
child from the effects of exposure to the sun x obsvability of
behavior x descriptive norms for sun protection (n225)

Mean intention to protect one’s child from the effets of
exposure to the sun
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Table 4.10 shows the results of an OLS regressmateiramong parents in the
survey relating to sun protection (n=225). The eigutedicts intention to practice sun
protection behaviors in the playground scenariotasts the effects of observability and
injunctive norms and the interaction between thes@ables (H1b). In this model we see
a strong positive main effect of injunctive norretated to sun protection on intention (B
= .88,B = .60, p<.001). There is no significant main efffef observability of behavior
on intention (p>.05). We do see a positive joifieelf of observability and injunctive

norms on intention, but this effect is not sigrafi¢ (B = .22 =.13, p>.05).

Table 4.10 Results of OLS regression predicting iehtion to protect
one’s child from exposure to the sun (n=225)

Variable B SE B
Injunctive norms (sun protection) .88 11 B0*
Observable behavioral scenario (Yes=1, Nox0) 48 24 -12
Injunctive norms * Observable .22 15 13
R? (adj.) % 47.5%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefits standardized coefficient.
* p<.05 *p<.0l. *p<.001

Table 4.11 shows the results of a post hoc exarmnimaft the H1lb among parents
in the sun protection survey using a categoricediva of the injunctive norm variable
(rather than the continuous version which was uséde previous model — see Table

4.10). The rationale for conducting this secopderalysis was to determine whether the
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effects of observability on intention might varytween parents who can be categorized
as low, moderate or high in self-reported injunetnorms related to sun protection. In
Table 4.11 we see positive and significant maiect# of moderate (B = 1.2f,= .30,
p<.01) and high (B = 2.4, = .61, p<.001) levels of injunctive norms on iriten,
compared with low levels of injunctive norms. Téés no significant main effect of
observability (p>.05). In this model we do seégaificant positive effect of high levels
of injunctive norms on intention, compared with lavels of injunctive norms (B = 1.11,
B =.23, p<.05). The joint effects of moderate Is\a injunctive norms and
observability of the behavioral scenario were mgi§icant (p>.05). Thus, the post hoc

analysis lends partial support to H1b among paiierttse sun protection survey.

Table 4.11 Results of OLS regression predicting iettion to protect
one’s child from exposure to the sun (n=225)

Variable B SE B

Injunctive norms (sun protection) — Moderate (vs. 1.21 .35 30%*
Low)
Injunctive norms (sun protection) — High (vs. Low) 243 .36 BLF
Observable behavioral scenario (Yes=1, No=0) -.58 .36 -.15
Injunctive norms — Moderate (vs. Low) * 11 48 .02
Observable
Injunctive norms — High (vs. Low) * Observable 111 .48 23*

R? (adj.) % 42.4%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefits standardized coefficient.
* p<.05 *p<.01l. ***p<.001
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Figure 4.2 illustrates the results of the post &oalyses testing H1lb among
parents in the sun protection survey. We see dasipattern to that observed in Figure
4.1 (Hla). Among parents who report high levelspfnctive norms observability of
their behavior increases intention, whereas amangnps with low levels of injunctive
norms observability decreases intention. Pareittemoderate levels of injunctive
norms do not show significant differences in ini@miacross observable and non-

observable conditions.
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Figure 4.2 Estimated marginal means (observed) - tantion to protect
one’s child from the effects of exposure to the sur observability of
behavior x injunctive norms for sun protection (n=225)

Mean intention to protect one’s child from the effets of exposure to the sun
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Table 4.12 shows the results of an OLS regressimateirusing the sample of
parents who were surveyed about nutrition behavartheir child (n=242). The model

examines the joint effects of observability and-sgported descriptive norms (H1la). We
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see a significant main effect of descriptive noonsntention (B = 0.643 = .51, p<.001).
There is no main effect of observability on intent{p>.05). The model does not show a
significant joint effect of descriptive norms anaservability of the behavioral scenario

on intention.

Table 4.12 Results of OLS regression predicting ietition to serve one’s
child healthy food among parents (n=242)

Variable B SE B
Descriptive norms (nutrition) .64 .09 DL
Observable behavioral scenario (Yes=1, No=p) ~-04 15 -.01
Descriptive norms * Observable .20 13 12
R? (adj.) % 34.4%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefits standardized coefficient.
* p<.05 *p<.01. ***p<.001

Results of a post hoc examination of Hla amongnpsiia the nutrition survey
using a categorical version of the descriptive neamable rather than the continuous
version which was used in the previous model aogvahin Table 4.13. As in the
previous secondary analysis, this step was undsrtekorder to determine whether the
effects of observability on intention might varytween parents who can be categorized
as low, moderate or high in self-reported desargtiorms related to nutrition. In Table
4.13 we do not see a significant effect of modelatels of self-reported descriptive

norms on intention, compared with low levels (p>.0Bowever, we do see a positive
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effect of high levels of descriptive norms (vs. Jamn intention (B = 2.043 = .65,

p<.001). There is no significant main effect otetvability (p>.05). The results show a

significant positive effect of moderate levels ekdriptive norms on intention, compared

with low levels of descriptive norms (B = 1.(5+ .28, p<.01). However, the joint

effects of high levels of descriptive norms andestability of the behavioral scenario

were not significant (p>.05). Thus, the post hoalysis lends partial support to Hla

among parents in the nutrition survey.

Table 4.13 Results of OLS regression predicting iettion to serve one’s

child healthy food among parents (n=242

Variable B SE ¢]

Descriptive norms (nutrition) — Moderate (vs. .33 .26 11
Low)
Descriptive norms (nutrition) — High (vs. Low) 2.04 27 65>
Observable behavioral scenario (Yes=1, No=0) ~-°3 .28 -.18
Descriptive norms — Moderate (vs. Low) 1.05 37 28"
*Observable
Descriptive norms — High (vs. Low) * Observable -38 .38 .10

R® (adj.) % 38.4%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefits standardized coefficient.

*  p<.05 *p<.0l. **p<.001

Figure 4.3 illustrates the results of the post &oalyses for Hla among parents in

the nutrition survey. Interestingly, in contrasthe post hoc results shown in Figure 4.2,
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the joint effects of observability and descriptn@ms are evident when comparing
parents who repotbw compared withmoderatdevels of descriptive norms. Among
parents who report moderate levels of descriptorens the observability of their

behavior increases intention, whereas among pangtitdow levels of descriptive norms
observability decreases intention. Parents wigh hevels of injunctive norms do not
show significant differences in intention acrosservable and non-observable conditions.
Figure 4.3

Estimated marginal means (observed) — Intention tserve one’s child
healthy foods x descriptive norms for nutrition (n=242)

Mean intention to serve one’s child healthy foods
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Table 4.14 shows the results of an OLS regressmmatehtesting H1b among
parents in the nutrition-related survey. We ssigaificant positive main effect of
injunctive norms on intention to serve one’s clh&hlthy food (B = 0.503 = .41,
p<.001). There is no significant main effect oketvability. There is also no joint effect
of observability and injunctive norms among thisugy (B = 0.13p = .08, p>.05). Thus,

H1b was not supported among parents in the nuirgiovey.

Table 4.14 Results of OLS regression predicting iention to serve one’s
child healthy food among parents (n=242)

Variable B SE B
Injunctive norms (nutrition) .50 .10 N R
Observable behavioral scenario (Yes=1, No=0) --01 17 .00
Injunctive norms * Observable 13 14 .08
R? (adj.) % 20.6%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefits standardized coefficient.
* p<.05 *p<.0l. ***p<.001

An additional test was carried out to determine tvbeobservability of the
behavioral scenario interacted with attitudes agifiedficacy related to the two health
behaviors. These variables represent factorsriymag behavioral intention which
shouldnot be expected to interact with the observabilityhef behavioral scenario,
unlike descriptive and injunctive norms. The jaffects of observability and attitudes

as well as observability and self-efficacy wererairged (in separate models) among the
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sun protection and nutrition groups. As expecémipong parents who received the sun
protection survey, there was no significant joiffée of observability and attitudes (B =
0.248,8 = .10, p >.05) or observability and self-efficad®= 0.248,3 = .10, p >.05) on
intention. Likewise, among parents assigned tathgtion survey, there were no
significant effects of the interaction betweentattes and observability (B = 0.13D,

= .06, p >.05) or self-efficacy and observabiliB/£ 0.09,8 = .04, p >.05) on intention.

It should also be noted that there were no ovditiirences in means for
descriptive norms or for injunctive norms amongepis in observable and non-

observable conditions (see Table 4.15 below foralvmeans for these variables).

Table 4.15 Means (observed) for Injunctive and Desptive Norms for
Observable / Not observable groups (N=467)

Observable | Not observable| p

Mean, (SD) Mean, (SD)
Descriptive norms- sun protection (n=225 .76 (1.5p .86 (1.32) >.05
Injunctive norms - sun protection (n=225) 99 (2.48 1.09(1.21) >.05
Descriptive norms — nutrition (n=242) 1.48 (1.15) .5QL(1.17) >.05
Injunctive norms — nutrition (n=242) 1.70(1.21) 74(1.17) >.05
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Consequently, in spite of the fact that norms weeasured after subjects had
received the behavioral scenario (i.e. intentiomsnee), observability did not have an
overall effect on norms. Therefore, the resultthefcurrent study are comparable to a

design in which norms had been measured prior &sarement of the intention measure

4.10 Discussion

The findings of this study contribute to researtio factors which promote the
influence of norms on health behavior, specifictily influence of descriptive norms.
Lapinski and Rimal (2005) have argued that behaVjmivacy — the extent to which a
behavior is enacted in a public or private settsiguld be a likely moderator of
normative influences (Bagozzi et al., 2000; Cialéinal., 1990). They suggest that
injunctive norms are less likely to influence belbavhat is performed in a private setting
than behavior in a public setting. However, th&idction is made with regard to
different behaviors, for example college studeatiedom use versus their alcohol
consumption. While the population is the same piteaviors are very different.
According to the reasoned action approach (Fishéteah. 2002) behaviors are
categorized according to target, action, contegttane. Any change to one or more of
these factors is likely to influence the underlyoamponents (attitudes, norms, self-
efficacy or other distal variables) influencingantion. This study furthers the literature
by comparing the same behavior and only varyingfaotr — the extent to which it
could be observed by another parent
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The findings of this study illustrate how a (faidybtle) manipulation of the
identical behavioral scenario — the presence cgratesof another parent who can
observe the subjects’ behavior— moderated thetsftédoth descriptive and injunctive
norms on intention to perform sun protection bebisri Importantly, it was also
illustrated that the priming effect was specifimtrms, as would be expected based on
the literature reviewed here, and that observahiid not prime attitudes or self-efficacy.
The effect of observability on intention was infheed by the extent to which the
parents’ felt that close others in their socialismvment performed the behaviors in
guestion (comparing parents with high or low lev@lslescriptive norms), or expected
them to do so (comparing parents with high or levels of injunctive norms). There
were differences in behavioral intention among ptr&vith high levels of descriptive
and injunctive norms, which were in the hypothesidiection. As predicted, the
mechanism of effect was typical of a priming effedinder conditions of observability,
priming increased the associations between perd@igems (descriptive and injunctive)
and behavioral intention. Priming normative infikge through observability increased
the relative importance of perceived norms in therall formation of behavioral
intention for the two behavioral scenarios tested.

Interestingly, but consistent with what one migkpect on the basis of priming
theory (see Fishbein & Cappella, 2006), the effe€tziming in the observable
condition had differing effects depending uponriéyaeorted levels of descriptive and
injunctive norms related to the behaviors examin@drents with low levels of self-
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reported injunctive and descriptive norms reporestlicedntention when they were told
that another parent was present, compared witmsavath high self reported injunctive
and descriptive norms who were told that they vedoae with their child (in the

identical scenario). For parents with low levelsiofms, the presence of another parent
had a dampening effect on intention. This findesgonsistent with priming theory— just
as the presence of another parent might increasasttociation between perceived
normative pressure and intention among parentsrefnarted high descriptive and
injunctive norms, the same element appears to phm@erceived normative pressure
notto perform these behaviors when observed by anptrent among parents with low
levels of descriptive and injunctive norms.

Taken together, these findings suggest that pexdesacial norms play an
important role in forming intention to perform sprotection behaviors among parents of
young children. The presence of another parenteaimoobserve the behavior performed
for one’s child appears to prime the individualgrds’ perceptions of normative practice
and expectations. Among parents who feel that gugial environment is likely to
perform these sun protection behaviors or whotfesl their close friends and family
expect them to do so, the presence of another {pau@nserve as a reinforcing agent or
cue to intention.

This could have useful implications for public ithgractitioners who are
targeting a population for which there is evidet@wsuggest that the prevailing social
norms favor the behavior in question. For thisydafion, a message which incorporates
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a textual or visual element of observability migetp increase or reinforce intention,
which may then lead to an increase in the perfoomaf the healthy behavior. However,
the findings also point to a disconcerting implicatwith regard to populations within
which the prevailing descriptive and injunctive mgrare dismissive, or even
discouraging, with regard to sun protection behavioMessages aimed at this
population should avoid incorporating cues to obeeility by other parents in messages,

as this could reduce intention or reinforce lovemtton among this population.

4.11 Conclusions

Future research could test the hypotheses expl@exivith a different population,
for example, parents of older children or populagiat higher risk for skin cancer or
obesity. It could also be worthwhile examine tffeas of messages in other formats
and with a range of manipulations of observabilitgth textual and/or visual, to
determine whether similar interactions are obsearadng parents from populations
which vary according to the descriptive and injireenorms surrounding the behavior of

interest.
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CHAPTER 5

EXAMINING THE INTERACTION BETWEEN EXPOSURE TO NORMA TIVE

MESSAGES AND THE OBSERVABILITY OF BEHAVIOR ON INTEN TION

5.1 Introduction

This chapter will build upon the previous chaptgrelamining the interaction
between the observability of the behavior and ngs$sge - exposure to normative
message type (vs. attitudinal message type or rssage). This stage aims to determine
whether a message which emphasizes the importdsoeial expectations has a greater

influence on intention under conditions of obseiligh

5.2 Hypothesis

This chapter will test the hypothesis, based oearesh reviewed earlier (see
Chapter 1), that the effect of priming observapitit the behavioral setting will lead to
greater intention to perform health behaviors wihenmessage type is normative (i.e.
describes normative pressure), compared with winemessage type is attitudinal (i.e.

describes health outcomes).
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H2: Parents of young children should report greateiintention to perform health
behaviors with a normative context (i.e. that are bservable) compared with
a non-normative context (i.e. not observable) whetihe message type is
normative compared with when the message type istatidinal (i.e. focuses

on health benefits for the child) or there is no mesage.

5.3 Method:

5.3.1 Sample

Four hundred and ninety-eight parents of at leastahild who was between the
ages of five through nine were recruited by SurSaynpling International to participate
in an on-line survey during December of 2009 amdidey of 2010. Of these, 467 were
retained for analysis. The unweighted demographéacteristics of the sample are

presented in Table 3.1.

5.3.2 Design and procedure

Nutrition and sun protection studies are preseatetanalyzed as separate
studies, although they were undertaken at the siamee and respondents were randomly
assigned to one or the other study. Please @fdrapter 3 for details regarding the

design of the studies and procedure.
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5.3.3 Measures

For each of the health behaviors, the focus outame@sure was intention to feed
one’s child healthy foods in the behavioral scemdapicted (i.e. playdate at the parent’s
house) and intention to protect one’s child frohe(effects of excessive) exposure to the
sun in the sun protection condition. The intamsioneasure incorporated the randomized
observability manipulation — with respondents beasged whether or not they would
engage in the target behavior either when they wieserved by other parents or when
they were not told they were being observed (inctee of sun protection) or when being
observed was not mentioned (in the case of obgdifessage type was randomized with
respondents being exposed to a message that eitipdrasized normative justifications
or personal benefit justifications for a specificld protective behavior or they were
exposed to no relevant messages on the topic. @ibasures include attitudes,
descriptive norms, injunctive norms, and self-eftig relating to either sun protection or

nutrition. Please refer to chapter 3 for detalgarding these measures.

5.3.4 Analytical approach

Hypothesis 2 was tested among parents in the iontrielated and the sun
protection-related surveys (separately) using matddrregression analysis to test an
estimating equation which includes the main effémtsiorms and attitudes, main effects
for two of the three message conditions (norm dtithde), main effects for
observability of behavior, and the interactionsAmsin the observability of the behavior
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and exposure to the normative and the attitudiredsage, compared with the control (no
message) condition.

For hypothesis 2 to be supported, the interacteiwéen the normative message
condition and the observability of the behavio@rsgario had to be positive and
significantly different from the no-message grobipi(mative Message*Observahlen
addition, the interaction between the attitudinalssage condition and the observable
behavior scenaricAftitudinal Message*Observablbad to be non-significant, compared

with the control group (no-message):

Intentions= f(Injunctive norms, Attitudes, Obsereas. not, Normative Message (vs. no
message), Attitudinal Message (vs. no messageh&live Message*Observable, -

Attitudinal Message*Observable).

5.4 Results

5.4.1 Manipulation check for message type

Two manipulation checks were conducted during these of the on-line survey.
The first was a manipulation check for the obseititglof the behavioral scenario to
which subjects had been randomly assigned. Resfultss manipulation check are
presented in the previous chapter (see sectioh)4.9.

The second manipulation check was for the type@gsage shown to the subjects

in the message exposure conditions. Subjectsintlrition sample were asked whether
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they recalled whether the message they had seksr @acluded “a statement about the
importance of setting a good example for othersi{ss family and friends) by feeding
your child healthy foods”. Similarly, subjectsthre sun protection sample were asked
whether they recalled whether the message thegdwuearlier included “a statement
about the importance of setting a good exampletleers (such as family and friends) by
protecting your child from the sun”. Subjects’aof the (normative) message type
was captured through a comparison of means foettvas items. For both behavior
types, this item was included in a list of four@titems which were common to both
message types (attitudinal and normative). Howegieen that only the normative
message type included a statement concerning sqaltations, participants in the
normative message groups should have recalledighdicantly higher rate than those in
the attitudinal message group.

Among parents in the nutrition group, a one-way parson of means for median
split item testing recall of normative componenthe message showed a significant
difference between the message conditions in thea®d direction (F = 6.74, df=164,
p=0.01). The mean recall among participants imitrenative message (about nutrition)
group was 63% (SE=0.06, CI (95%) 0.53-0.74) in cangon with the mean recall
among participants in the attitudinal message gradnich was 43 % (SE=0.05, CI
(95%) 0.32-0.54).

Among parents in the sun protection sample, a aaygasmparison of means for
median split item testing recall of normative comeot in the message showed a
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significant difference between the message conttin the expected direction (F = 6.4,
df =154, p=0.013). The mean recall that the messagphasized setting a good example
among subjects in the normative message grou(foprotection) was 61% (SE=0.06,
Cl1(95%) 0.50 - 0.72) in comparison with the mestaken) recall among participants
in the attitudinal message group, which was 41 &=(506, Cl (95%) 0.30-0.52).

Overall, across both samples, subjects assignachtomative message recalled the
normative component at a significantly higher thtn those in who received an
attitudinal message. However, in both groupsfith behaviors, there were a
substantial number of respondents who respondedrewtly; this may suggest that the
treatment distinctions, while in place, may haverbblurred. This may have made it

more difficult to detect effects.

5.4.2 Results of hypothesis tests

The results are organized in terms of two sectidriee first section describes a
test of hypothesis 2 among parents who were sudvalgeut nutrition behaviors for their
child (n=242) and the second section describestatdypothesis 2 among parents who
were surveyed about sun protection for their cfik225). Each of the models presented
includes the main effects for injunctive norms, meifects for attitudes, main effects for
observability of behavior, main effects for messpge, and the interactions between the
observability of the behavior and message typenfative message and attitudinal
message), compared with the no-message condition.
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Table 5.1 shows the results of an OLS regressiattehqredicting intention to
serve one’s child healthy foods, examining hypath2gn=242). The results show a
significant positive main effect of injunctive nosn(B =.41,3=.33, p< .001) and attitudes
toward sun protection (B =.587.34, p< .001) on intention. Observability of beloa
and message type (attitudinal or normative vs. aesage) did not have significant main
effects on intention (p >.05). Hypothesis 2 wassupported among parents in the
nutrition survey. There were no significant joaftects of the observability of behavior
and exposure to a normative message type (p>.0b)temtion to serve one’s child
healthy food. There was also no significant j@fiect of the observability of behavior

and exposure to an attitudinally focused messag®%).
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Table 5.1 Results of OLS regression predicting intdion to serve one’s
child healthy food among parents (n=242)

Variable B SE B

Injunctive norms (healthy food) 41 .07 33
Attitudes (healthy food) 52 .09 .34r%
Observable (Yes=1, No=0) 22 .28 .07
Normative message (vs. no message) .03 .28 .01
Attitudinal message (vs. no message) -07 .28 -.02
Observable * Normative message (Vs. no ~49 -39 -13
message)

Observable * Attitudinal message (vs. no -27 39 -.07
message)

R? (adj.) % 30.0%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefits standardized coefficient.
* p<.05 *p<.0l. ***p<.001

Table 5.2 shows the results of an OLS regressiatehqredicting intention to
practice sun protection behaviors for one’s chekhmining hypothesis 2 among parents
in the sun protection survey (n=225). The resshisw a significant positive main effect
of injunctive norms (B =.693=.46, p< .001) and attitudes toward sun protedi®r.76,
B=.42, p<.001) on intention. Observability of beloaand message type (attitudinal or
normative vs. no message) did not have signifiozaih effects on intention (p >.05).
Hypothesis 2 was not supported among parents isuhegrotection survey. There was

no significant joint effect of the observability b&éhavior and exposure to a normative
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message type (p>.05). There was also no significint effect of the observability of

behavior and exposure to an attitudinally focusedsage (p>.05).

Table 5.2 Results of OLS regression predicting intdion to protect
one’s child from exposure to the sun among paren{®=225)

Variable B SE B
Injunctive norms (sun protection) .65 .07 A6*
Attitudes (sun protection) 76 10 A2rHx
Observable (Yes=1, No=0) .06 29 .02
Normative message (vs. no message) 10 .28. .02
Attitudinal message (vs. no message) -.24 .28 -.06
Observable * Normative message (vs. no message) -.27 40 -.05
Observable * Attitudinal message (vs. no message) -.63 .40 -.13
R? (adj.) % 59.8%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefis= standardized coefficient.
* p<.05 *p<.01l. **p<.001

Figures 5.1 and 5.2 show parents’ reported meantion to perform health
behaviors (nutrition and sun protection respecyivatross the three message conditions
and across observable and non-observable groupse®@hat there are no significant
differences in intention across message conditiamd,(contrary to Hypothesis 2)
parents in the observable condition who were exppts@ normative message did not

report significantly greater intention than parentghe other message conditions.
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Figure 5.1

Mean intention (observed) to serve one’s child hethly food x Message
type x Observability of behavior (n=242)

Mean intention to serve one’s child healthy foods

Observability of
behavior

8.00

6.00]

4.00

2,00

0.00—

No
message

Attitudinal
message

Normative
message

Message type

Not
observable

Observable

Eror bars: 95% Cl
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Figure 5.2
Mean intention (observed) to practice sun-safe bekérs for one’s child
X Message type x Observability of behavior (n=225)

Mean intention to practice sun-safe behaviors forme’s

child (n=225) Observability of
behavior

10.00

- Not observable

8007 Observable

6.00-

4.00

2,007

0.00—

No message Attitudinal Normative

Error bars: 95% Cl

Message type

5.5 Discussion
The results of this chapter show that the hyposhaisout an interaction between

exposure to normatively focused messages and sexability of health behaviors was
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not supported. Among parents in both the nutritod sun protection groups, there were
no significant differences in responses to a nareahessage under conditions of
observability compared with an attitudinal messageo message (see Table 5.1 and 5.2
and figures 5.1 and 5.2). These findings suggest tontrary to expectations, the
normative message did not prime normative influehoeugh the manipulation of the
context (i.e. public vs. private) of the behavior.

Parents exposed to the normative message did syind in ways that were
significantly different from responses of parentp@sed to the attitudinal message. It
may be that parents’ paid insufficient attentionhi® message type manipulation, and the
sections of the message which focused on socia@atagpons of others to perform the
behavior (hormative) or the health benefits of daso (attitudinal). Another explanation
may be that the message type manipulation in themustudy was insufficiently
powerful to produce the hypothesized effects; gittenlack of any main effect of the
messages compared to the no message conditiors thsubstantial possibility.
Alternately, the results might accurately show thét hypothesis is not supported among
this population and for the particular behavioresgn for this study. If this hypothesis is
to be re-examined in future research it would besadble to incorporate a broader range
of pre-tested messages in varied formats (audigaViar interpersonal, for example),

alternative behavioral outcomes, and other popuiati
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CHAPTER 6:
THE EFFECTS OF MESSAGE TYPE ON THE NORMATIVE AND

ATTITUDINAL ROUTE TO INTENTION, AND ON PERSONALITY  TRAITS

6.1 Introduction

This chapter will again focus on the effects ofmative vs. attitudinal messages,
compared with a no-message condition. It will diésctests of several hypotheses
relating to this topic. The first of these hypaée relate to the influence of message
treatment on the normative and attitudinal routstention.

The second part of this chapter will focus on titeriactions between message
type and personality traits. The first interactiorbe tested will be the influence of
identification with other parents (i.e. the extemtvhich parents report that they identify
with other parents of young children) and messgge.t The interaction between
personality traits and message type will then beetewhen parents who are classified as
high in other-directedness (i.e. are more attunemthiers vs. self in forming intention)
are expected to report greater intention when eeghtis a normatively focused message.
In contrast, parents classified as low in otheectedness are expected to report greater

intention when exposed to an attitudinally focusesbsage.
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6.2 A comparison of mean intention for message (tyyen effects)

The hypotheses to be tested in this chapter (tienede for these hypotheses is
presented in Chapter 1) relate to the interactimt&een message treatment and other
factors, rather than to the main effects of messgge However, it is still worthwhile
examining the overall means for intention to p@tiealth behaviors across the three
message conditions. Below are the group meariatiEmtion for the message conditions

for sun protection and for nutrition.

Sun protection

A Univariate ANOVA was conducting predicting difegrces in mean for
intention to perform sun protection behaviors foe’'s child; a summary of results are
presented below (see Table 6.1 and Figure 6.1yeness test for homogeneity of
variance was not significant (p >.05). Main eféeaf message type revealed no
significant difference in mean intention among p#sevho received an attitudinal
message, a hormative message, or no message, (2,821, p>.05. Table 6.1

provides the group means for message conditiorghwdmie also shown in Figure 6.1.
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Table 6.1

Group means for Message Type (Sun protection)

Message type Mean SD N
No message 7.05 1.96 73
Attitudinal Message 6.91 1.81 77
Normative Message 6.93 1.97 75
Total 6.96 1.90 225
Figure 6.1

Mean (observed) intention to protect one’s child fom the sun among
parents (n=225)

8.007

6.00-

4.007

2.00

No message
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Normative

Message type
(Sun protectior
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Nutrition

A Univariate ANOVA was conducting predicting difesrces in mean for
intention to serve one’s child healthy food; a stamyrof results are presented below (see
Table 6.2 and Figure 6.2). Levene’s test for hoemegty of variance was not significant
(p >.05). Main effects of message type revealedigiificant difference in mean
intention among parents who received an attitudimedsage, a normative message, or no

message, F(2,239) = 0.51, p>.05.

Table 6.2 Group means for Message Type (Nutrition

Message type Mean SD N
No message 7.16 1.38 79
Attitudinal Message 7.07 1.44 80
Normative Message 6.93 1.57 83
Total 7.05 1.47 242
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Figure 6.2

Mean (observed) intention to serve one’s child hethly food among

parents (n=242)
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A test of the joint effects of exposure to normagiy and attitudinally focused messages
and injunctive norms and attitudes on intention peerform health behaviors
among parents of a young child

6.3 Introduction

This section will examine the effect of messageb wormative compared with
attitudinal arguments on the relative weight gitemttitudes and injunctive norms in
forming intention to perform preventive health bébas among parents of young
children. Based on research reviewed earlier@epter 1) it is hypothesized that
intention to perform health behaviors will be mbeavily influenced by injunctive
norms among parents who are exposed to a messdain( to the need to perform
preventive health behaviors for their child) thasa normative focus (i.e. stresses
injunctive norms). In contrast, among parents sgepdo a message that has an
attitudinal focus (i.e. stresses health benefithefoehavior) there will be a stronger
association between attitudes and intention tooperhealth behaviors than among

parents exposed to a normatively focused message message.

6.4 Methods

6.4.1 Sample

Four hundred and ninety-eight parents of at leastahild who was between the
ages of five through nine were recruited by SurSaynpling International to participate
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in an on-line survey during December of 2009 amdidey of 2010. Of these, 467 were
retained for analysis. The unweighted demographé&acteristics of the sample are

presented in Table 3.1 in Chapter 3).

6.4.2 Design and procedure

Nutrition and sun protection studies are preseatetanalyzed as separate
studies, although they were undertaken at the siamee and respondents were randomly
assigned to one or the other study. Please @fdrapter 3 for details regarding the

design of the studies and the procedure.

6.4.3 Measures

For each of the health behaviors, the focus outamm@sure was intention to feed
one’s child healthy foods in the behavioral scemdapicted (i.e. playdate at the parent’s
house) and intention to protect one’s child frohe(effects of excessive) exposure to the
sun in the sun protection condition. The intamtioneasure incorporated the randomized
observability manipulation — with respondents beasged whether or not they would
engage in the target behavior either when they wieserved by other parents or when
they were not told they were being observed (inctee of sun protection) or when being
observed was not mentioned (in the case of obgdifiessage type was randomized with
respondents being exposed to a message that eitipdrasized normative justifications
or personal benefit justifications for a specifitld protective behavior or they were
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exposed to no relevant messages on the topic. @ibasures include attitudes,
descriptive norms, injunctive norms, and self-eftig relating to either sun protection or

nutrition. Please refer to chapter 3 for detalgarding these measures.

6.4.4 Analytic approach

Hypotheses 3a and 3b were tested among pareitts imutrition-related and the
sun protection-related surveys (separately) usiodarated regression analysis to test an
estimating equation which includes the main effémtsiorms and attitudes, main effects
for two of the three message conditions (norm dtithde), main effects for
observability of behavior, and the interactionsAesn injunctive norms and exposure to
the normative and attitudinal messages (vs. no age3sand the interactions between
attitudes and exposure to the attitudes and expdsuhe normative and attitudinal
messages (vS. no message).

For hypothesis 3a to be supported, the interati&ween the normative message
condition and injunctive norms related to the Hehkhavior had to be positive and
significantly different from the no-message grolgunctive norms * Normative
Message) In addition, the interaction between injuncthems and the attitudinal
message conditionjunctive norms * Attitudinal Messagkad to be non-significant,

compared with the control group (no-message).
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H3a: Parents exposed to a normative message (vgitatlinal message or no
message) will have a greater association betweefunctive norms and intention to
perform health behaviors for their child than the association between injunctive

norms and intention among other parents.

For hypothesis 3b to be supported, the interadi@ween the attitudinal message
condition and attitudes related to the health bemdad to be positive and significantly
different from the no-message grout{tudes*Attitudinal Message)in addition, the
interaction between attitudes and exposure to thmatively focused message
(Attitudes*Normative Messaghad to be non-significant, compared with the cdntro

group (no-message):

Intentions= f(Injunctive norms, Attitudes, Obsereas. not, Normative Message (vs. no
message), Attitudinal Message (vs. no message),[lHRactive norms*Normative
Message,- Injunctive norms*Attitudinal Message] fHattitudes*Attitudinal Message, -

-Attitudes*Normative Message].

H3b: Parents exposed to an attitudinal message (ysormative message or no
message) will have a greater association betweeritatdes and intention to perform
health behaviors for their child than the associabn between attitudes and intention

among other parents.
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6.5 Results

The results are organized in terms of two sectidriee first section describes a
test of H3a and H3b among parents who were survalyedt nutrition behaviors for their
child (n=242) and the second section describestafdd3a and H3b among parents who
were surveyed about sun protection for their cfrikl225).

Table 6.3 (below) shows the results of an OLS &siom model predicting
intention to serve one’s child healthy foods, exdanmg H3a and H3b (n=242). The
results show a significant positive main effectrg@inctive norms (B =.613=.40,
p< .001) and attitudes toward nutrition (B =.83,10, p< .001) on intention.
Observability of behavior and message type (afti@icbr normative vs. no message) did
not have significant main effects on intention (p5). There was a significant positive
joint effect of injunctive norms and exposure tocimative message on intentions (B
=.32,8=.16, p< .05), which is consistent with H3a. Hoee\here was also a (stronger)
positive joint effect of injunctive norms and exposto an attitudinal message (B =.67,
=.28, p< .001), which does not support H3a. Addgily, H3b was not supported
among parents in the nutrition survey. There wapasitive joint effect of attitudes
toward nutrition and exposure to an attitudinal sage (p>.05). There was also no
interaction between attitudes toward nutrition ardosure to a normative message

(p>.05).
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Table 6.3 Results of OLS regression predicting intdion to serve one’s
child healthy foods among parents (n=242)

Variable B SE B

Injunctive norms (healthy food) 13 A2 10
Attitudes (healthy food) .61 14 AQ*r*
Observable (Yes=1, No=0) -.03 .16 -.01
Normative message (vs. no message) -.89 42 9* -2
Attitudinal message (vs. no message) -.67 43 .22 -
Injunctive norms * Normative message (vs. no .32 .16 23*
message)
Injunctive norms * Attitudinal message (vs. no .67 19 AOFH*
message)
Attitudes * Normative message (vs. no message) 5 .0 .21 .03
Attitudes * Attitudinal message (vs. no message) 42 -. 22 -.30

R? (adj.) % 33.3%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefits standardized coefficient.
p<.05. * p<.01. **p<.001.

Figures 6.3 and 6.4 (below) show parents’ repartedn intention to serve their
child healthy foods across the three message ¢onsliand across groups which vary by
level of injunctive norms (see Figure 6.3) anduadites (see Figure 6.4) related to healthy
nutrition. In Figure 6.3 we see a similar lineadgositive effect of injunctive norms on

intention across all message conditions. We d@eetan interaction between exposure
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to a normative message and parents’ injunctive adki3a). That is, parents exposed to
a normative message do not show a stronger effégjunctive norms on intention than

parents in the other message conditions.

Figure 6.3
Mean intention (observed) to serve one’s child hethly food x Message
type x Injunctive norms related to healthy food (n242)

Mean intention to serve one’s child healthy food Injunctive
norms —
10.00-] Low
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€T i
8007 | T 3 B -
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4.00
2.00
000 11| 58S R |
No message| | Attitudinal Normative

Enor bars: 95% Cl

Message type
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Figure 6.4 (below) shows the effects of attitudrsgard nutrition on intention
among parents in the nutrition survey. Parentieémormative message condition and
no message condition show similar linear positifects of attitudes on intention.
(Interestingly, among parents exposed to an aitiadanessage the effect of attitudes on
intention appears to be non-linear. Parents wigh kevels of attitudes report
significantly greater intention than parents witbdarate or low attitudes, who have
almost identical means for intention.) Howevercamtrast to expectations based on H3b,
we do not see a stronger effect of attitudes amiiin among parents exposed to an

attitudinal argument.
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Figure 6.4
Mean intention (observed) to serve one’s child hethly food x Message
type x Attitudes toward nutrition (n=242)

. . : . Attitudes
Mean intention to serve one’s child healthy foods (healthy food)
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S - l e 3:13:3
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4.007
2.007
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No message Attitudinal Normative
Message type Error bars: 95% Cl

Table 6.4 (below) shows the results of an OLS &siom model predicting
intention to practice sun protection behaviorsdiee’s child, examining H3a and H3b

among parents in the sun protection survey (n=2Z%g results show a significant
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positive main effect of injunctive norms (B =.95;.68, p< .001) and attitudes toward
sun protection (B =.43=.26, p< .01) on intention. Observability of beleand
exposure to a normative (vs. no message) did n@ significant main effects on
intention (p >.05). However, there was a signiftcaegative main effect of exposure to
an attitudinal message (vs. no message) on intetdgiperform sun protection behaviors
(B =-.52,=-.13, p< .05). H3b was not supported among paiarthe sun protection
survey; there was a significamegativejoint effect of injunctive norms and exposure to a
normative message on intentions (B = -#5-.20, p< .05). There was no significant
joint effect of injunctive norms and exposure toadtitudinal message. Additionally,
H3b was not supported among parents in this grdinere was no positive joint effect of
attitudes toward nutrition and exposure to anwatirtal message (p>.05). There was a
significant andpositiveinteraction between attitudes toward nutrition argosure to a

normative message, which was not consistent with (83=.56,4=.17, p< .05).
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Table 6.4 Results of OLS regression predicting intdion to protect
one’s child from exposure to the sun (n=225)

Variable B SE B
Injunctive norms (sun protection) .96 15 8*8
Attitudes (sun protection) A7 .18 26%**
Observable (Yes=1, No=0) -.27 A6 -.07
Normative message (vVs. n0 message) -.05 .20-.01
Attitudinal message (vs. no message) -.52 .20 -.13*
Injunctive norms * Normative message (vs. no -.45 19 -.20*
message)
Injunctive norms * Attitudinal message (vs. no -.38 19 -.14
message)
Attitudes * Normative message (vs. no message) 6 5 .24 A7
Attitudes * Attitudinal message (vs. no message) 19 24 .0t

R? (adj.) % 60.5%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefits standardized coefficient.
p<.05. * p<.01. ** p<.001.

Figures 6.5 and 6.6 show parents’ reported meantiioh to practice sun
protection behaviors across the three messagetmrsand across groups which vary
by level of injunctive norms (see Figure 6.5) attdwades (see Figure 6.6) related to sun
protection. In Figure 6.5 we see a similar linead positive effect of injunctive norms
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on intention across the attitudinal and normatiessage conditions. We do not see an
interaction between exposure to a normative messagi@arents’ injunctive norms
(H3a). Interestingly, parents who weret exposed to a message show a stronger effect
of injunctive norms on intention, compared withgras exposed to either an attitudinal
or a normatively focused message.

Figure 6.5

Mean intention (observed) to practice sun protectio behaviors x
Message type x Injunctive norms related to sun pretction (n=225)
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Figure 6.6 shows the effects of attitudes toward gotection on intention
among parents in the sun protection survey. Paiarall three message conditions show
similar linear positive effects of attitudes oneintion. We do not see an interaction
between attitudes and exposure to an attitudinasagge in their effects on intention. In
fact, when comparing parents with high levels tifsdes toward sun protection, those
who were exposed to a normatively focused messagetrgreater intention than parents

exposed to an attitudinal message.
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Figure 6.6
Mean intention (observed) to practice sun protectio behaviors x
Message type x Attitudes toward sun protection (n=25)
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6.6 Additional Analyses

One might be concerned that the analyses abovehwinglude all main effects
and a variety of interaction terms might be obswiresults because too many multi-
collinear predictors are included in each equatiddditional analyses are presented here
to show the main effects of the message treatntefitse the interactions between
message treatment and norms and attitudes wetgletin the model. In addition, these
analyses show the results for the interaction texapsrately for each of the hypotheses

tested.

Nutrition
Table 6.5 describes the results of a 5-step asaysidicting intention to serve one’s

child healthy foods (n=242), as follows:

Step1: Main effects of norms and attitudes

Step 2: Main effects of norms and attitudes argeplability

Step3: Main effects of norms and attitudes, olz®slity and message exposure
Step4: Main effects of norms and attitudes, olzghty and message exposure,

and interaction of norms and message exposure
Step5: Main effects of norms and attitudes, oksdg@hty and message exposure,

and interaction of attitudes and message exposure

Please note that the full model is shown in Talkde 6
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Table 6.5 Results of OLS regression predicting intdion to serve one’s

child healthy foods among parents (n=242)

Stepl | Step2 Step 3 Step 4 Step b

Variable B B B B B
Injunctive norms (healthy 34T 34T 33+ 13 33
food)
Attitudes (healthy food) 34T 34 35m 33 .33*
Observable (Yes=1, No=0) -01 -01 -01 -01
Normative message (vs. no -07 --26* -18
message)
Attitudinal message (vs. no -07 -36™ .00
message)
Injunctive norms * Normative 247
message (VS. Nno message)
Injunctive norms * Attitudinal .36*
message (Vs. N0 message)
Attitudes * Normative 12
message (VS. Nno message)
Attitudes * Attitudinal -08
message (VS. no message)

R? (adj.) % 30.5% | 30.3% 30.2% 32.3% 30.1¢

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefits standardized coefficient.

*p < .05.* p<.0l. ***p<.001

200



Sun protection

Table 6.6 describes the results of a 5-step asabyedicting intention to protect one’s

child from the sun (n=225), as follows:

Stepl: Main effects of norms and attitudes

Step 2: Main effects of norms and attitudes argkplability

Step3: Main effects of norms and attitudes, oladglity and message exposure
Step4: Main effects of norms and attitudes, oksdghty and message exposure,

and interaction of norms and message exposure
Step5: Main effects of norms and attitudes, olsdghty and message exposure,

and interaction of attitudes and message exposure

Please note that the full model is shown in Tabde 6
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Table 6.6 Results of OLS regression predicting intgion to protect
one’s child from exposure to the sun (n=225)

Step 1 Step2 Step3 Step4 Step5S

Variable B B B B B
Injunctive norms (sun 46*** AG** ATHRx B A6***
protection)

Attitudes (sun protection) A0*Fr 41 A2 AQFF* A0%**
Observable (Yes=1, No=0) -.06 -.06 -07 6-.0
Normative message (vs. no -.01 -.01 -.01
message)

Attitudinal message (vs. no -14*% - 13** -.13*
message)
Injunctive norms * Normative -.08
message (VS. N0 message)
Injunctive norms * Attitudinal -.09
message (VS. Nno message)
Attitudes * Normative message .06
(vs. no message)
Attitudes * Attitudinal message -.03
(vs. no message)
R? (adj.) % 58.0% 58.2%  59.7% 59.8% 59.7%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefits standardized coefficient.
*p <.05.* p<.01. **p<.001.

6.7 Discussion
The results of this section show that hypotheslasimg to interactions between

messages focused on normative vs. attitudinal aegtsrand parents’ self-reported
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norms and attitudes and their joint effects onntite to perform health behaviors were
not supported. Exposure to messages intendednie plormative beliefs or attitudes
associated with intention did not prime norms tituates related to the behavior. There
are a number of possible explanations for thesirfgs. The first is that the subjects’
exposure to the message, and the message typeuhadioip, was too brief to produce a
priming effect on norms or attitudes. Relatedhie point is the possibility that, given the
relatively brief exposure to the message, subjeetg have paid attention to other
elements in the message which were common to beisage types while paying less
attention to the manipulation. For example, theual images on each of the pages of the
message may have captured much of the subjecstiatt, at the expense of reading the
text boxes and phrases which contained the normatiattitudinal manipulation. This
possibility is born out by the disconcertingly higfoportion of subjects (around 40
percent) who were exposed to an attitudinally fedumessage but (incorrectly) recalled
having seen a normative argument in the messales, While the majority of subjects
seem to have attended (to some degree) to the geesgee manipulation, a substantial
proportion may not have done so, which would sigaiftly reduce the chance of
detecting priming effects in this study.

An alternative explanation for the results desdtilmethis section might be that
both the attitudinal and the normative messages perceived as not persuasive by
many subjects. Evidence to suggest that this niighe occurred is that neither message
type had a significantly greater overall effectomihavioral intention, compared with the
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no-message condition (see Table 6.1 and Tablelést)bjects did not respond positively
when exposed to the messages, this would redudietibood of detecting a priming
effect such as that hypothesized in this section.

Finally, it is worth noting that the measures déimtion for the two health
behaviors were fairly skewed. Social desirabifityty have led subjects in this study to
overestimate the intention to perform these hdadtaviors, when the true likelihood of
their performing these behaviors is significantdweér. Under conditions in which
outcomes are highly skewed, the likelihood of digdnteraction effects is reduced,
which may have occurred in this study. Perhap®eerabjective measure of behavioral
intention could have produced a more realistic messf the parents’ intention to

perform sun protection and nutrition behaviors.

6.8 Conclusions

Future research should re-examine the messagesuoegthat the manipulation is
sufficiently powerful to be correctly identified sybjects (as measured by a
manipulation check such as that used in the custenty) and to produce the
hypothesized effects. Alternately, it may be that messages used here and/or the
population in question will not produce the hypaiaed priming effects. If this
hypothesis is to be re-examined in future resesibuld be advisable to incorporate a
broader range of pre-tested messages in variedaferfaudio-visual or interpersonal, for
example), alternative behavioral outcomes, andrgibpulations.
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The effects of identification with other parents drmessage type
on intention to feed one’s child healthy foods apdactice sun protection among
parents

6.9 Introduction

On the basis of research outlined in Chapter ,d&ction will test a hypothesis
that parents who report high levels of identifioativith other parents and who are
exposed to a normatively focused message will tepeater intention to serve their
child healthy food compared with parents who refpmst levels of identification with
other parents who are exposed to the same norryatdeeised message. Among parents
exposed to an attitudinally focused message oregsage, it was expected that there
would be no differences in intention to feed ore¥igd healthy food for parents with

different levels of identification with other paterof young children

6.10 Methods

6.10.1 Sample

Four hundred and ninety-eight parents of at leastahild who was between the
ages of five through nine were recruited by SurSaynpling International to participate
in an on-line survey during December of 2009 andidey of 2010. Of these, 467 were
retained for analysis. The unweighted demographé&acteristics of the sample are
presented in Table 3.1 in Chapter 3).
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6.10.2 Design and procedure

Nutrition and sun protection studies are preseatetanalyzed as separate
studies, although they were undertaken at the siamee and respondents were randomly
assigned to one or the other study. Please @fdrapter 3 for details regarding the

design of the study.

6.10.3 Measures

For each of the health behaviors, the focus outame@sure was intention to feed
one’s child healthy foods in the behavioral scemdapicted (i.e. playdate at the parent’s
house) and intention to protect one’s child frohe(effects of excessive) exposure to the
sun in the sun protection condition. The intamtioneasure incorporated the randomized
observability manipulation — with respondents beasged whether or not they would
engage in the target behavior either when they whserved by other parents or when
they were not told they were being observed (incise of sun protection) or when being
observed was not mentioned (in the case of obgdilessage type was randomized with
respondents being exposed to a message that eitipdrasized normative justifications
or personal benefit justifications for a specifitld protective behavior or they were
exposed to no relevant messages on the topic. @tbasures include personality traits
(other-directedness and self-consciousness) asfutkscriptive norms, injunctive norms,
and self-efficacy relating to either sun protectowmutrition. Please refer to chapter 3
for details regarding these measures.
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6.10.4 Analytic approach

Hypotheses 4 was tested using an estimating equaticch includes the main
effects for norms and attitudes, main effects ay of the three message conditions
(norm and attitude), main effects for observabitifyoehavior, parent’s own nutrition/sun
protection behaviors, and the interactions betweentification with other parents and
exposure to the normative and the attitudinal ngesseompared with the control (no

message) condition (see below).

Intentions= f(Injunctive norms, Attitudes, Obsernealss. not, Parent’s own health
behaviors, Normative Message (vs. no messageydittal Message (vs. no message),

Identify with other parents, Normative Message*lifgn- Attitudinal Message*ldentify

For hypothesis 4 to be supported, the interacteiwéen the normative message
condition and identification with other parents tade positive and significantly
different from the no-message grolofmative Message*ldentify)in addition, the
interaction between the attitudinal message canmd@ind identification with other
parents Attitudinal Message*ldentifjhad to be non-significant, compared with the
control group (no-message). The hypothesis wasdegparately among two groups —
parents who were surveyed about nutrition behavartheir child (h=242) and parents

who were surveyed about sun protection behaviargh&r child (n=225).
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H4: Parents of young children who identity more stongly with other parents
should report higher intention to perform health behaviors when exposed to a
normative message type compared with parents whoeatify less strongly with
other parents. There should be no difference in tention for parents with high and
low levels of identification with other parents whoare exposed to an attitudinally

focused message or no message.

6.11 Results

Table 6.7 shows the results of an OLS regressiatengsing the sample of
parents who patrticipated in the on-line surveytmetgto nutrition (n=242). The model is
based on the estimating equation (above) and pisadiention to serve one’s child
healthy foods (in the play date scenario). Thesesvgignificant positive main effects of
injunctive norms (B=0.343=0.28, p<.001) and attitudes (B=0.480.30, p<.001) on
intention. There was no main effect of the obgeitity of the behavioral scenario on
intention (p> .05). Parent’s own intake of healtbhgd was positively associated with
intention (B=0.20$=0.16, p<.01). There was no main effect of norneathessage type
(p>.05) or attitudinal message type (p>.05) onntite, compared with the non-message
exposure condition. There was also no main etieitentification with other parents on
intention (p>.05). There was, however, a posiéind significant association between the
interaction between identification with other paseand normative message type and
intention to serve one’s child healthy foods (B8, [8=0.14, p<.05). Additionally, the
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interaction between identification with other paseand attitudinal message type was not
a significant predictor of intention (p>.05). Thtise results for the parents in the

nutrition group support Hypothesis 4.

Table 6.7 Results of OLS regression predicting intdion to serve one’s
child healthy foods among parents (n=242)

Variable B SE B
Injunctive norms (healthy food) 34 .07 28+
Attitudes (healthy food) 45 .09 30%**
Observable behavioral scenario (Yes=1, No=Q) 10 16 -.04
Parent’s intake of healthy foods .20 .07 16
Normatively focused message (Yes=1, No=0) -.25 19 -.08
Attitudinally focused message (Yes=1, No=0) | =20 19 -.07
Identification with other parents .00 .03 .00
Normative message * Identification with other .08 .04 14*
parents
Attitudinal message * Identification with other .04 .04 .06
parents

R? (adj) % 34.1%

Note B = unstandardized coefficieffits standardized coefficient.
*p <.05. ** p<.01. **p<.001 .
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The interaction between message type and idenidicavith other parents (low vs.

high) is also illustrated in Figure 6.7 (below)herfigure shows that the influence of

identification with other parents on intention regtest among parents who were

randomized to the normative message condition.

Figure 6.7
Mean intention (adjusted) to feed one’s child heatty food x
Identification with other parents x Message type (r242)

Identification
] with other
8.0C parents
Low
7.5C |7
High
7.0C |7
6.5C [
6.0C
No message Attitudinal Normative

Message type

Ermor bars: 95% CI
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An additional test was conducted to determine wéretiiie observed interaction
between identification with other parents and ndiveamessage type (vs. no-message)
in the nutrition sample was due to exposure tativenative message type, specifically,
and not simply a result of message exposure vs.AOtOLS regression model (see
Table 6.8) testing the main effect of message axgaws. no message exposure) and the
interaction between message exposure and idemiiicevith other parents showed no
significant effects of the interaction between (@@ message exposure and
identification (p>.05). These results suggest thatoint effects of identification and
exposure to the normative message type can bewéd to the normative type of the

message and not only to message exposure.

Table 6.8 Results of OLS regression predicting intgion to serve one’s
child healthy foods among parents (n=242)

Variable B SE B
Injunctive norms (healthy food) .35 .07 28*xx
Attitudes (healthy food) 45 .09 30**
Observable behavioral scenario (Yes=1, No=p) --09 15 -.03
Parent’s intake of healthy foods 19 .07 16**
Message exposure (Yes=1, No=0) .24 .16 .08
Identification with other parents .00 .03 .00
Message exposure (vs. not) * Identification .06 .03 15
R? (adj) % 34.4%

*p<.05.* p<.01. **p<.001.
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Table 6.9 shows the results of a second OLS regressodel using the sample of
all parents who participated in the on-line surkggting to sun protection (n=225). The
model is based on the same estimating equatiovéalamd predicts intention to practice
a range of sun safe behaviors for one’s childi@glayground / park scenario). There
were significant positive main effects of injun@imorms (B=0.543=0.38, p<.001) and
attitudes (B=0.633=0.35, p<.001) on intention. There was no mainatftd the
observability of the behavioral scenario on intemtfp> .05). Parent’s own sun
protection behaviors were positively associatedth witention (B=0.493=0.28, p<.001).
There was an (unexpected) negative (main) effeattifidinal message type (B=-.44,
B=-.10, p<.05) compared with the group who wereaxpiosed to a message. There was
no effect of exposure to the normatively focused mwtection message (p>.05) on
intention, compared with the non-message exposamditon. There was also no main
effect of identification with other parents on intien (p>.05). Contrary to expectations,
there is no significant effect of the interacticetweeen identification with other parents
and normative message type on intention to sere&saild healthy foods (p>.05). The
interaction between identification with other paseand attitudinal message type is also
not a significant predictor of intention (p>.03)lypothesis 4 was not supported among

the sample of parents in the sun protection survey.
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Table 6.9 Results of OLS regression predicting intdion to protect
one’s child from exposure to the sun (n=225)

kX

Variable B SE B

Injunctive norms (sun protection) o4 .07 3g**
Attitudes (sun protection) .63 .09 35+**
Observable behavioral scenario (Yes=1, No=0) 19 15 -.05
Parent’s own sun protection 49 .08 .28*
Normatively focused message (Yes=1, No=0) -.02 19 -.01
Attitudinally focused message (Yes=1, No=0) -44 19 -.10*
Identification with other parents .03 .03 .06
Normative message * Identification with other -01 .04 -.02
parents
Attitudinal message * Identification with other -.04 .04 -.05
parents

R? (adj.) % 65.8%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefits standardized coefficient.

*p<.05. % p<.0l. **p<.001.

6.12 Discussion

The results of this hypothesis test contributeessearch into factors which

moderate the effects of exposure to normativelysed messages on intention to

perform healthy behaviors. Among parents of &dcmged five through nine who were

exposed to a message which emphasized injunctiesn@lated to nutrition for their

child, intentions to serve their child healthy feadere influenced by reference group
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norms, but only for those parents for whom the grmembership was a salient basis for
self-definition.

These findings are consistent with research inttasalentity and self-
categorization theories described in Chapter 1 §@o& Ellemers, 1997; Terry, Hogg, &
Duck, 1999; Terry & Hogg, 1996). Among parentsydrom group membership with
other parents was salient, in accordance with ptiedis based on social categorization
theory (Turner & Onorato, 1999), the normative rageswas more likely to lead to
conformity to the expectations of the positive refeee group — other parents, in the form
of increased intention to perform the recommendsthbior. Among parents who did
not identify with other parents as a positive refexe group, exposure to the normative
message did not influence intention. It shoulashbted, however, that the hypothesis was
supported among parents in the groups surveyed albtrition but not among parents in
groups who were asked about sun protection betsavitie observed association
between identification with other parents and expe$o a normatively focused message
should therefore not be generalized to other tgbd®alth behaviors without further
testing.

It should also be noted that, among parents irstimeprotection group, there was
a significant negative main effect of exposureri@titudinal message type on intention
to perform sun protection behaviors for one’s chilthis unexpected boomerang effect

of exposure to the attitudinal message on intentiarrants further examination. In light
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of this result, it is advisable to revise and r&t-tbe attitudinal message among additional
groups of parents of young children, prior to udimg message in subsequent studies.

The findings described here contribute to resemtchfactors which may interact
with the effects of messages among particular sobgs in the population, who are,
according to a theoretical or empirical rationéh@ught to be more susceptible to effects
than other groups. In this case the message faetng tested was emphasis on
normative versus attitudinal motivations to perfarealthy behavior for one’s child, in
comparison with a control group which was not exgplo® any message. The individual-
level characteristic that was found to interactvmitessage type was the extent to which a
parent reported that they identified with othergmds of young children, a measure that
was shown to moderate parent’s responses to a heehlydocused message about
nutrition.

The implications of these findings for public héghiractitioners are that in
designing a persuasive message aimed at pareyasiof children, it is important to
match the message type to the audience characigristorder to maximize its
persuasive effect. A normatively focused messagyg Ime perceived as unpersuasive if a
large proportion of its audience do not identifgtwihe referent group (i.e. other parents).
For example, in individualistic and highly urbarppdations in which most individuals
tend to have weak social ties with other individuévels of identification with other
parents might be weaker. In contrast, in a cailtic society in which social ties
between parents (and other groups) tend to begarpparents might be more susceptible
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to persuasive messages about nutrition if expasadchbrmatively focused message
rather than an attitudinally focused message.

Consequently, in order to increase the likelihdwat & message will influence
behavioral intention among a target audience, ngesdasign should account for
variance in audience susceptibility to message, ypihis case, to a normatively focused
message compared with no message. If prelimiremgarch suggests that a high
proportion of parents in a particular target popalareport low levels of identification
with other parents, a normative message promotadftiny nutrition behaviors for
children may not be a good fit to that populatidm fact, among this kind of population,
exposure to a normative message such as the messtggkin the current study might be
more detrimental in terms of its effects on intentio perform healthy nutrition
behaviors for one’s child among parents than nosagsexposure at all. An alternative
approach, such as using a message which emph#szesalth benefits of the
recommended behavior, might work better. HoweWweesearch suggests that many
parents in the populatiaio identify with other parents, a normatively focuseessage
would be a good choice. Fitting the message typkd population at hand could be a
more time-consuming approach than a one-messagalfinodel of health
communication; however, it might also lead to imy@® outcomes of exposure to the

message in terms of intention, and eventually behahange.
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CHAPTER 7: THE EFFECTS OF MESSAGE TYPE AND OTHER-

DIRECTEDNESS ON INTENTION

7.1 Introduction

The central objective of this chapter is to testhlgpothesis that particular
personality traits will interact with injunctive mas and attitudes in their effects on
intention to practice healthy behaviors. Specificahe construct of interest is the
tendency to be influenced by others versus selfienwndividuals who have a greater
tendency to be influenced by others are differéedidrom those who are more
influenced by their own beliefs when forming intent Based on the research reviewed
earlier (see Chapter 1) it is hypothesized thaagepersonality traits will interact with
norms and attitudes in their effects on intenti@pecifically, it is proposed that
normative (vs. attitudinal) messages will intenaith other directed (versus inner-
directed) personality (defined by high other dieecor low private self-consciousness

versus others) in their effect on behavioral inters.

7.2 Methods

7.2.1 Sample

Four hundred and ninety-eight parents of at leastahild who was between the
ages of five through nine were recruited by SurSaynpling International to participate

in an on-line survey during December of 2009 anmdidey of 2010. Of these, 467 were
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retained for analysis. The unweighted demograghécacteristics of the sample are

presented in Table 3.1 in Chapter 3).

7.2.2 Design and procedures

Nutrition and sun protection studies are preseatetanalyzed as separate
studies, although they were undertaken at the siamee and respondents were randomly
assigned to one or the other study. Please @fdrapter 3 for details regarding the

design of the studies and the measures.

7.2.3 Measures

For each of the health behaviors, the focus outamm@sure was intention to feed
one’s child healthy foods in the behavioral scemdapicted (i.e. playdate at the parent’s
house) and intention to protect one’s child frohe(éffects of excessive) exposure to the
sun in the sun protection condition. The intamticneasure incorporated the randomized
observability manipulation — with respondents beasged whether or not they would
engage in the target behavior either when they whserved by other parents or when
they were not told they were being observed (inctee of sun protection) or when being
observed was not mentioned (in the case of obgdifiessage type was randomized with
respondents being exposed to a message that eitipdrasized normative justifications
or personal benefit justifications for a specifitld protective behavior or they were
exposed to no relevant messages on the topic. @tbasures include personality traits
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(other-directedness and self-consciousness),dgttudescriptive norms, injunctive
norms, and self-efficacy relating to either sunt@cton or nutrition. Please refer to

chapter 3 for details regarding these measures.

7.2.4 Analytic approach

Hypotheses 5a and 5b were tested among pareitts imutrition-related and the
sun protection-related surveys (separately) usiodarated regression analysis to test an
estimating equation which includes the main effémtsiorms and attitudes, main effects
for two of the three message conditions (norm dtithde), main effects for
observability of behavior, and the interactionsassn the personality traits of other-
directedness and self-consciousness and expostire tmrmative and the attitudinal
message, compared with the control (no message)tmmn(see below). The other-
directedness and self-consciousness scales watedras continuous variables. In
addition, analyses account for the effects of pzgeace on intention (White vs. OtH8r

and the number of children (aged up to eighteensyad) living at home.

12These demographic characteristics were signifigastsociated with the outcome variable,
unlike other demographic characteristics such asi@énot, employed/not, education levels
and parents’ or child’s gender. As the other attaréstics were not associated with intention
in all analyses they were not included in the fimaldels.
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Intentions= f(Injunctive norms, Attitudes, Obserneabs. not, Parent’s race
(White vs. Other), Number of children living at lgpnNormative Message (vs. no
message), Attitudinal Message (vs. no messagelifidevith other parents,H5A:
Normative Message*Other-directed, -Attitudinal Megs*Other-directed],H5B:,

Attitudinal Message*Self-Conscious, - Normative $&ge*Self-conscious] .

For hypothesis 5a to be supported, the interattgiween the other-directedness
and the normative message condition had to beiyp®sind significantly different from
the no-message groudgrmative Message*Other-directed)n addition, the interaction
between other-directedness and the attitudinal agesgroupAttitudinal
Message*Other-directedjad to be non-significant, compared with the cdrgroup

(no-message).

H5a: Parents of young children who are high in otar-directedness should report
higher intention to perform health behaviors when &posed to a normative
message type compared with parents who are low irleer-directedness.
There should be no difference in intention for parats with high and low
levels of other-directedness who are exposed to attitudinally focused

message or no0 message.
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For hypothesis 5b to be supported, the interadigiween self-consciousness and
the attitudinal message condition had to be pasdivd significantly different from the
no-message group\titudinal Message* Self-conscioudn addition, the interaction
between self-consciousness and the normative messaglition Normative
Message*Self-consciousad to be non-significant, compared with the cdrgroup (no-

message).

H5b: Parents of young children who are high inalf-consciousness should report
higher intention to perform health behaviors when &posed to an attitudinal
message type compared with parents who are low iel§-consciousness.
There should be no difference in intention for parats with high and low
levels of self-consciousness who are exposed tooammatively focused

message or no message.

7.3 Results

Hypotheses 5a and 5b were tested separately arneriggd groups — parents who
were surveyed about nutrition behaviors for thhitdc(n=242) and parents who were
surveyed about sun protection behaviors for thald¢n=225). Table 7.1 shows the
results of an OLS regression model using the sapfgarents who participated in the
on-line survey relating to nutrition. The modebesed on the estimating equation
(above) and predicts intention to predicting ini@mto serve one’s child healthy foods
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(in the play date scenario). There were signifigasitive main effects of injunctive
norms (3=0.28, p<.001) and attitude<0.31, p<.001) on intention. There was a
significant negative main effect of parents’ raé¢éh(te vs. other race) on intentio< -
0.11, p<.001). There was no main effect of the ntad®lity of the behavioral scenario on
intention (p>.05). There was also no main effecd@imative message type (p>.05) or
attitudinal message type (p>.05) on intention, careg with the no message condition.
There was also no main effect of other-directedegs$5) or self-consciousness (p>.05)
on intention. Results did not support predictiomsH5a: there were no significant effects
of the interactions between other-directednesseapdsure to the normative message (vs.
the control) (p>.05). There was also no signiftgamt effect of other-directedness and
exposure to the attitudinal message (p>.05). Redid support HSb among parents in
the nutrition-related sample. As predicted, theas a positive and significant joint
effect of self-consciousness and exposure to titadihally focused message (vs. no
message)3=0.15, p<.05). Additionally, as predicted, theenatction between self-

consciousness and normative message type on orteméis not significant (p>.05).
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Table 7.1 Results of OLS regression predicting intdgion to serve one’s

child healthy foods among parents (n=242)

Variable B SE B
Injunctive norms (healthy food) .34 .07 28*1*
Attitudes (healthy food) 48 .09 31
White (Yes=1, No=0) -45 22 -11*
Number of children at home 21 .09 A1
Other directed -.04 .02 -17
Self-conscious .03 .03 -11
Observable behavioral scenario (Yes=1, No=0) 3-0 .16 -.01
Normatively focused message (Yes=1, No=0) -.23 19 -.08
Attitudinally focused message (Yes=1, No=0) -.13 9.1 -.04
Normative message * Other directed .02 .03 04 .
Attitudinal message * Other directed .00 .03 .00
Normative message * Self-conscious .00 .04 .00
Attitudinal message * Self-conscious .08 .04 .15*

R? (adj) % 35%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefiiz standardized coefficient.

* p<.05. * p<.01. **p<.001
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The interaction between message type and self-muswess is also illustrated in
Figure 7.1 (below). Participants are divided intoups based on those who had scores
for self-consciousness which fell more than onaddad deviation from the scale mean,
those whose scores were greater than one stanelaetidn from the scale mean but less
than one standard deviation above the mean, ase thbose scores were greater than
one standard deviation above the mean. The fighuess that parents with lower levels
of self-consciousness showed significantly deciéasention in response to the

attitudinal message compared with the no-messaggitem
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Figure 7.1

Mean intention (adjusted) to feed one’s child hedhtty food x self-
consciousness x Message type (n=242)

Mean (predicted) intention to serve one’s child hdthy

foods (n=242)

6.C

5.C -+

Message type
(nutrition)

<=1SD
below mean

>==1 SD below
mean & <=1
SD above mea

=]

>=1SD
above mea

No messac

Normative

Attitudinal

Error bars: 95% Cl
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Table 7.2 shows the results of an OLS regressiattemgsing the same sample of
parents who patrticipated in the on-line surveytimeggato nutrition but testing hypotheses
5a and 5b separately. As other-directedness diidmsesciousness are meant to be
alternative ways of capturing the same underlyimgstruct (or very closely related
concepts) then putting them both in the same eguatiay undermines the likelihood of
both showing a significant effect. Therefore, itMgrthwhile examining the effects of
each trait and their interactions with message sgparately. The column showing
results for H5a includes the main effects of ottlieectedness and the interaction
between other-directedness and message type. olurarc showing results for H5b
includes the main effects of self-consciousnesstla@anteraction between self-
consciousness and message type. The results séplaeate hypotheses tests are parallel

to those shown in the combined model.

226



Table 7.2 Results of OLS regression (testing H5a drH5b separately)
predicting intention to serve one’s child healthy dods among parents

(n=242)
H5a H5b
Variable
B B
Injunctive norms (healthy food) 34 27
Attitudes (healthy food) 320 35r*
White (Yes=1, No=0) -10 -11%
Number of children living at home .08 A1*
Other directed -.14 -
Self-conscious - .08
Observable behavioral scenario (Yes=1, No=0) -.01 -.01
Normatively focused message (Yes=1, No=0) -.06 -.08
Attitudinally focused message (Yes=1, No=0) -.05 -.06
Normative message * Other directed .05 l
Attitudinal message * Other directed .06 )
Normative message * Self-conscious ) -.00
Attitudinal message * Self-conscious - 14
(p=0.05)
R? (adj) % 31.4% 33.9%
Note B = unstandardized coefficieffitz= standardized coefficient.
*p<.05. * p<.01. **p<.001

Table 7.3 shows the results of a second OLS regressodel using the sample of

all parents who patrticipated in the on-line surkggting to sun protection (n=225). The
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model is based on the same estimating equatioivéxlamd predicts intention to practice
a range of sun safe behaviors for one’s childi{@eglayground / park scenario). There
were significant positive main effects of injun@imorms $=0.43, p<.001) and attitudes
(B=0.47, p<.001) on intention. There was no mainctfté the observability of the
behavioral scenario (p> .05) or of parent’s race@p) on intention. There was no main
effect of normative message type (p>.05). There avaegative main effect of attitudinal
message type€ -.14, p>.01) on intention, compared with the moessage exposure
condition. There was no main effect of other-dieeoess (p>.05) or self-consciousness
(p>.05) on intention. Results summarized in Tab8did not support predictions for
H5a or H5b among parents in the sun-protectiontgélgroup. There were no significant
effects of the interactions between other-direatsdrand normative message type on
intention (p>.05) or of other-directedness anduwatinal message type on intention
(p>.05). There were also no significant effectshef interactions between self-
consciousness and attitudinal message type ortimrnep>.05) or self-consciousness

and normative message type on intention (p>.05).
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Table 7.3 Results of OLS regression predicting intdion to protect

one’s child from exposure to the sun (n=225)

Variable B SE B
Injunctive norms (sun protection) .63 .08 AR
Attitudes (sun protection) .84 .09 ATF**
White (Yes=1, No=0) 21 22 .04
Number of children living at home 15 12 .06
Other directed 01 .03 .03
Self-conscious -.01 .03 -.03
Observable behavioral scenario (Yes=1, No=0) --30 17 -.08
Normatively focused message (Yes=1, No=0)  --08 .20 -.02
Attitudinally focused message (Yes=1, No=0)|  ~-60 20 -.14%
Normative message * Other directed -.03 .03 -.05
Attitudinal message * Other directed .00 .03 .00
Normative message * Self-conscious .06 .04 10
Attitudinal message * Self-conscious .05 .04 .07

R® (adj) % 63%

Note B = unstandardized coefficieffitz standardized coefficient.

*p<.05. ** p<.0l. **p<.001

Table 7.4 shows the results of an OLS regressiattemgsing the same sample of

parents who participated in the on-line surveytmegpto nutrition but testing hypotheses

5a and 5b separately. The rationale for this Btepbeen outlined above. The column

showing results for H5a includes the main effeétstber-directedness and the
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interaction between other-directedness and mesgpge The column showing results

for H5b includes the main effects of self-conscimess and the interaction between self-

consciousness and message type. The results séplaeate hypotheses tests are parallel

to those shown in the combined model.

Table 7.4 Results of OLS regression (testing H5a drH5b separately)
predicting intention to protect one’s child from exposure to the sun

(n=225)
H5a H5b
Variable
B B
Injunctive norms (sun protection) A8rr* ABx**
Attitudes (sun protection) R Rl 3 i
White (Yes=1, No=0) .03 .05
Number of children living at home .05 .06
Other directed .02 -
Self-conscious - -.03
Observable behavioral scenario (Yes=1, No=0Q) -.07 -.06
Normatively focused message (Yes=1, No=0) -.00 1-0
Attitudinally focused message (Yes=1, No=0) -4~ -.14**
Normative message * Other directed -.02 -
Attitudinal message * Other directed .03 -
Normative message * Self-conscious - 10
Attitudinal message * Self-conscious - .08
R® (adj) % 59.3% 60.2%

Note B = unstandardized coefficieffts standardized coefficient.

* p<.05. * p<.0l. **p<.001
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7.4 Discussion

The results of this study show a positive effecaofattitudinal message (vs. no
message) among higher self-conscious people cothpathe effects of an attitude
message (vVs. no message) among less self-congaopke. Parents who were
categorized as having low levels of private selismousness reported significantly
lower intention to serve their child healthy foatan parents with higher levels of this
trait, following exposure to an attitudinally fo@gsmessage, compared with no message.

The (revised) private self-consciousness scalegi8cl Carver, 1985) measures
the extent to which individuals are attuned tortipersonal and privately held beliefs,
values and feelings when forming intention, in casit to individuals who are more
concerned with how their overt behavior might appeathers. In contrast, parents who
are low in this trait may be less likely to attengdand consequently less likely to be
influenced by, a message which describes the lisruéfa particular behavior, compared
with other message types. While this result wastefest and consistent with the
hypothesized direction, it was one significant feamong four that tested proposed
hypotheses in this section. The possibility thet is merely a chance result cannot be
discounted.

The results of this study did not support the higpsts that other directedness
would interact with exposure to a normative messagleeir joint effects on intention,
for either nutrition or sun protection messagekis Thight suggest that the responses of
the sample used in this study to this measure nareonsistent with responses of other
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samples in prior research. One indication that mhight be the case is that the two
measures of other directedness and self-conscissismerepositivelycorrelated (R=0.31,
p<.001), rather than negatively correlated, asroight expect. Perhaps an alternative
measure of normative susceptibility might have shogsults which were more
consistent with hypotheses proposed here.

The next section of this chapter will test the di&yi of the personality trait
measures used here by looking for evidence thangmawho were higher in other
directedness were also more responsive to subgectivms in developing intentions (i.e.
under conditions of observability), than those vitWwer other directedness. It will also
seek to validate the self-consciousness measusediing evidence that parents who are
high in this trait will be lessesponsive to subjective norms in developing inbes (i.e.
under conditions of observability), than those vitver self-consciousness.

Another limitation of the findings described hesdhat the observed effects of
private self-consciousness and exposure to andittally focused message were seen
only among parents in the sample surveyed aboutiootrelated behavior. The same
effect was not seen among the sample of parenite isun protection group. This would
suggest that the joint effects of private self-aamgsness and message type should not be
generalized to other behavioral domains withouthierrtesting. Finally, the major
dissertation study relied on self-report of intentto perform healthy behaviors for one’s

child. Intention and actual behavior may differ.

3 Interestingly, for the pilot study (July 2009), thveo scales were not correlated with each other
(R=0.06, p>.05), which is more consistent with etpgons.
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7.5 Conclusions

The analyses presented here represent a first@tteraxplore the joint effects of
private self-consciousness and other-directednesex@posure to messages about
healthy behaviors among parents of young childifeuture research should re-examine
this hypothesis among a wider sample of behaviodsneessages. These findings
contribute to the literature as it applies an expental design to the examination of the
joint effects of two personality traits and expa@stos messages. Previous studies have
explored the intersection between attitudes antha@nd these traits through
observational studies, and have not tested thetefté messages aimed at priming these
pathways to intention. Future research shouldstigate whether alternative traits might
more sensitively measure the concept of normatieadtitudinal susceptibility to

persuasion through exposure to normatively focasetattitudinally focused messages.
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A TEST OF THE JOINT EFFECTS OF PERSONALITY TRAITS AND THE

OBSERVABILITY OF HEALTH BEHAVIORS ON INTENTION TO P ERFORM

HEALTH BEHAVIORS AMONG PARENTS

7.6 Introduction

This section describes the results of OLS regrassiodels which examine the
interactions between personality traits and theeotability of sun protection and
nutrition behaviors among parents of young childréhese are hypotheses from the
field of social psychology (rather than communioatfocused hypotheses) which are
directly implied by the theoretical review outlinedrlier. Although these are not
primary communication theoretic hypotheses, theyadisubstantial psychological

interest.

7.7 Hypotheses

Based on the research reviewed in Chapter 1 rglagithe dispositional traits are
self-monitoring (Snyder, 1974) and private self$@ausness (Fenigstein, Scheier, &
Buss, 1975), it is proposed that parents who ame r@buned to the opinions of others
can be categorized as other-directed, and are &ptrbe more responsive to
observability cues in a scenario describing a hdahavior, compared with other

parents. In addition, the hypotheses in this seatan be used as a means of validating
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the personality trait measures used in the prewseasion of this chapter in the context of
the current study.

Among this group of parents the presence of aeatether who can observe
their behavior is expected to lead to higher bedravintention In contrast, parents who
are higher in private self-consciousness and meegeaof their own attitudes and beliefs
are expected to be less responsive to observatildgyg than parents who are low in this
trait. The (positive) effects of observability aftavior on intention to perform sun
protection and nutrition behaviors for one’s clgltbuld be greater among parents who
are less focused on their own attitudes, and #mgsiably, less attuned to other factors,

such as the presence of another parent.

7.8 Methods

7.8.1 Sample

Four hundred and ninety-eight parents of at leastahild who was between the
ages of five through nine were recruited by SurSaypling International to participate
in an on-line survey during December of 2009 anmdidey of 2010. Of these, 467 were
retained for analysis. The unweighted demographéacteristics of the sample are

presented in Table 3.1 in Chapter 3).
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7.8.2 Design and procedures

Nutrition and sun protection studies are preseatetlanalyzed as separate
studies, although they were undertaken at the siamee and respondents were randomly
assigned to one or the other study. Please @fdrapter 3 for details regarding the

design of the studies and the procedures.

7.8.3 Measures

For each of the health behaviors, the focus outame@sure was intention to feed
one’s child healthy foods in the behavioral scemdapicted (i.e. playdate at the parent’s
house) and intention to protect one’s child frohe(effects of excessive) exposure to the
sun in the sun protection condition. The intamtioneasure incorporated the randomized
observability manipulation — with respondents beasged whether or not they would
engage in the target behavior either when they whserved by other parents or when
they were not told they were being observed (incse of sun protection) or when being
observed was not mentioned (in the case of obgdilessage type was randomized with
respondents being exposed to a message that eitipdrasized normative justifications
or personal benefit justifications for a specifitld protective behavior or they were
exposed to no relevant messages on the topic. gesgae is not included in the
analyses which follow, however. Other measurelsidepersonality traits (other-

directedness and self-consciousness), attitudssrigéve norms, injunctive norms, and
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self-efficacy relating to either sun protectiomaitrition. Please refer to chapter 3 for

details regarding these measures.

7.8.4 Analytic approach

Hypotheses 6 and 7 were tested among parents imuthigon-related and the sun
protection-related surveys (separately) using matddrregression analysis to test an
estimating equation which includes the main effémtsiorms and attitudes, main effects
for observability of behavior, main effects for ebgability (H7), main effects for self-
consciousness (H8) and the interactions betweepdtsonality traits of other-
directedness and the observability of behaviore @bservability of behavior was
manipulated. The other-directedness and self-consicess scales were treated as

continuous variables.

H6: That intention will vary as a function of obsevability and other-directedness.

Parents high in other-directedness should be mordfacted by being observed than

parents who are low in other-directedness.

H6: Intentions= f(Injunctive norms, Attitudes, OttHeirected, Observable vs. not,

Other-Directed*Observable
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For hypothesis 6 to be supported, the interacteiwéen other-directedness and
the observability of behavio©ther-Directed*Observab)ehad to be positivand

significant.

H7: That intention will vary as a function of obsevability and private self-
consciousness. Parents high in private self-consasness should be less affected by

being observed than parents who are low in privateelf-consciousness.

H7: Intentions= f(Injunctive norms, Attitudes, Setinscious, Observable vs. not, ,

Self-conscious *Observable)

For hypothesis 6 to be supported, the interacteiwéen self-consciousness and
the observability of behavioOther-Directed*Observab)ehad to be negativend

significant.

7.9 Results

The results are organized in terms of two sectidriee first section describes
tests of hypotheses 6 and 7 among parents whosuereyed about nutrition behaviors
for their child (n=242) and the second section dbss tests of hypotheses 6 and 7

among parents who were surveyed about sun protefctigheir child (n=225).
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Table 7.5 shows the results of an OLS regressiattehqredicting intention to

serve one’s child healthy foods, examining hypath@gn=242). The results show a

significant positive main effect of attitudes (B#,3=.31, p< .001) and injunctive norms

toward sun protection (B =.48+.36, p< .001) on intention. There was a signiftica

negative effect of other-directedness on intent®r -.04,5=.20, p< .05).

Observability of behavior did not have a signifitarain effect on intention (p >.05).

Consistent with hypothesis 7, there was a sigmtipasitive joint effect of observability

and other-directedness on intention to serve asteld healthy food among parents of

young children (B =.053=.15, p< .05).

Table 7.5 Results of OLS regression predicting intdgion to serve one’s

child healthy foods among parents (n=242)

Variable B SE B

Attitudes (healthy food) A7 .09 RCH R

Injunctive norms (healthy food) 44 .07 36%**

Other-directed -.04 .02 -.20*

Observable (Yes=1, No=0) -.02 16 -.01

Observable * Other Directed .05 .02 .15*
R? (adj.) % 31.6%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefits standardized coefficient.

* p<.05. * p<.0l.  **p<.001
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The interaction between observability of behaviwd ather-directedness is
illustrated in Figure 7.2. The figure shows thatgmts who are high in other directedness
report greater intention in the observable scerthaa in the non-observable scenario.
This pattern is reversed among parents who areri@ther directedness. Overall, there
is a negative effect of other-directedness on tiganbut this effect is mitigated
somewhat among parents in the nutrition-relatedesuwho are in the observable

condition, which is consistent with hypothesis 6.
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Figure 7.2

Mean intention (observed) to serve one’s child hetdly food x Other-

directedness x Observability of behavior (n=242)

Mean intention to serve one’s child healthy foods
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Table 7.6 shows the results of an OLS regressiatehqredicting intention to

serve one’s child healthy foods, examining hypath@gn=242). The results show a
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significant positive main effect of attitudes (B2, 3=.34, p< .001) and injunctive norms
(B =.37,$=.30, p< .001) on intention. There was no maieafbf private self-
consciousness on intention (p > 0.05). Obsenalof behavior did not have a
significant main effect on intention (p >.05). Tit@sults for parents in the nutrition-
related sample did not support hypothesis 7. Thaeno significant joint effect of
observability and private self-consciousness oenitibn to serve one’s child healthy

food among parents of young children (p > .05).

Table 7.6 Results of OLS regression predicting intdion to serve one’s
child healthy foods among parents (n=242)

Variable B SE B
Attitudes (healthy food) .52 .09 34rrx
Injunctive norms (healthy food) 37 .07 307+
Private self-consciousness .04 .02 12
Observable (Yes=1, No=0) -.05 16 -.02
Observable * Private self-consciousness .00 .03 .01
R? (adj.) % 31.2%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefits standardized coefficient.
*p<.05. * p<.0l. ***n<.001

Table 7.7 shows the results of an OLS model predjdiehavioral intention to
practice sun protection behaviors among parergsntehypothesis 6 (n=225). The
results show a significant positive main effecttiftudes (B =.473=.40, p<.001) and

injunctive norms toward sun protection (B =.85,46, p<.001) on intention. There was
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no main effect of other-directedness (p >.05) aolagervability of behavior (p >.05) on
intention. Hypothesis 6 was not supported amomgrs in the sun protection sample;
there was no significant joint effect of observpind other-directedness on intention

to practice sun protection behaviors among pa&ngsung children p> 0.05).

Table 7.7 Results of OLS regression predicting intgion to protect
one’s child from exposure to the sun (n=225)

Variable B SE B

Attitudes (sun protection) 74 10 A0***

Injunctive norms (sun protection) .65 .08 A6*

Other-directed .00 .02 .00

Observable (Yes=1, No=0) -.24 17 -.06

Observable * Other Directed .00 .03 .01
R? (adj.) % 57.9%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefitz standardized coefficient.
* p<.05 ** p<.01. ***n<.001
Table 7.8 shows the results of an OLS regressiattehqredicting intention to
practice sun protection behaviors among parentnaxng hypothesis 7 (n=225). The
results show a significant positive main effecttiftudes (B =.743=.40, p< .001) and
injunctive norms toward sun protection (B =.83,45, p< .001) on intention. There was
no main effect of private self-consciousness oention (p > .05). Observability of

behavior did not have a significant main effecimention (p >.05). The results for
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parents in the sun protection survey did not supmpygpothesis 7. There was no
significant joint effect of observability and prieaself-consciousness on intention to

practice sun protection behaviors among parengswfig children (p > .05).

Table 7.8 Results of OLS regression predicting intdion to protect
one’s child from exposure to the sun (n=225)

Variable B SE B
Attitudes (sun protection) 74 10 AOr*
Injunctive norms (sun protection) 63 .08 ABH**
Private Self-Consciousness .02 .03 .05
Observable (Yes=1, No=0) -.24 17 -.06
Observable * Private Self-Consciousness .01 .03 .02
R? (adj.) % 58.3%

Note B = unstandardized coefficiefits standardized coefficient.
* p<.05. ** p<.0l. *** p <.001

7.10 Discussion

The results of this chapter show that, on the whojpotheses relating to
interactions between personality traits and theeotability of health behaviors were not
supported. Only partial support was found forhilgpothesis (hypothesis 6) that other-
directedness would interact with observabilityheit joint effects on intention. This
hypothesis was supported among parents in thesuelaging to nutrition but not among

parents in the sun protection survey.
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In contrast to expectations, the joint effects thieo-directedness and

observability of behavior were most evident in toe-observabléehavior condition

(see Figure 7.2). Among parents who weoktold that another parent could observe
them preparing food for their child, those withlnég levels of other-directedness were
lesslikely to serve their child healthy foods thangas with lower levels of this trait. In
contrast, under conditions in which paremntretold that another parent was present in
the play date scenario, there were no significéfégrénce in intention between parents
who had different levels of this trait.

An explanation for this result might be that otkdé@ected parents, who are more
attuned to the influence of others in forming ititem, might also be more motivated to
perform recommended health behaviors (i.e. serathhefoods) when they have the
incentive of being observed by another parent whigperceive them in a positive light
for doing so. When this incentive is not presest (n the non-observable condition),
parents who are highly other-directed might, conset]y, be less motivated to perform
these health behaviors than parents who are leseowed with how they are perceived
by others. For parents who are low in other-dedoess the presence of another parent
should not increase the likelihood of performing tecommended behavior.

However, it is worth pointing out that the inteiaat(see Figure 5.9) between
other-directedness and the observability of belvan@y not reflect a truly robust
phenomenon. Taking into account the fact that onky of the four tests of these
hypotheses was supported, together with the madeghitude of the observed
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interaction and its significance (beneath the i@BiScance level but close to that value)
the significant result of the test of hypothesi®dy have been due to chance. Only
further testing would reveal whether this interactbetween other-directedness and the
observability of behavior can be replicated amotigiosamples, or in studies which
explore other health behaviors. The finding dbesyever, provide some support for
continued research into the interaction betweesqmality traits which might interact
with the effects of messages promoting healthy Wehson intention. Future research
should look at health behaviors not studied hererey different populations, and

explore the effects of a variety of message cues.
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CHAPTER 8

DISCUSSION AND LIMITATIONS

8.1 Discussion

The studies described in the previous chapters séfeeral preliminary findings
on the effects of observability on the effectsadial norms on intention and the
interaction between exposure to normative anduditially focused messages and
personality traits.

* The findings indicate that the manipulation of fhublic or private nature
of the identical behavioral scenario — that is, rtiention of the presence
or absence of another parent who can observe Hjecssi behavior —
influences the effects of descriptive and injunetinorms on intention to
perform sun protection behaviors. This primingeffwas also shown to
be specific to norms (rather than to attitudesetirefficacy).

» There is evidence that the effects of normativetguted messages about
nutrition are moderated by the extent to which prélentify with other
parents of young children. Among parents with Heglels of this trait,
responses to a normative message led to signifychigher intention to
perform healthy nutrition behaviors for their chilmpared with parents

with low levels of this trait.
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* There is some evidence for the effects of an ditiml message (vs. no
message) among higher self-conscious people conhpatbe effects of
an attitude message (vs. no message) among lés®sstious people.
Parents who were categorized as having low leVigisivate self-
consciousness reported significantly lower intamtm serve their child
healthy foods than parents with higher levels &f trait, following

exposure to an attitudinally focused message, coedpaith no message.

The findings of the studies described here profudiner support for the notion
that social norms play an important role with reg@rintention to perform healthful
behaviors, which is consistent with previous resedsee Finlay, Traffimow, & Villereal,
2002, Terry & Hogg, 1996, Fishbein, Trafimow, Friznet al. 1993; Fishbein, Trafimow,
Middlestadt et al., 1995). In addition, the scakeated to measure perceived group
identification among parents was shown to modedheeffects of exposure to a message
emphasizing normative motivations. This scale app® operate well as a measure of
the salience of social identity among this popalati The study also contributes to the
literature by providing empirical support for thetion that the public/private nature of a
health behavior (sun protection) can prime theugrilce of social norms on intention
among parents.

However, the studies did not show support for almemof hypotheses. For
example, the findings did not show a significaréraction between observability and

248



exposure to a normatively focused message. Irtiaddmessages emphasizing health
outcomes (i.e. attitudinally focused) did not priatBtudes and messages emphasizing
social expectations of others (i.e. normativelyufgexd) did not prime social norms. There
was also no evidence of an interaction betweernr-atinectedness and exposure to a
normatively focused message.

An evaluation of the results of the pilot study @he message-testing study,
which were conducted in summer of 2009 and dutegainter of 2009/2010, reveals a
number of apparent inconsistencies, which warnarhér consideration. First, the
results of the pilot study showed robust supparttie effects of the manipulation of
observability of the behavioral scenario on intemtfboth for the main effects of
observability, as well as the joint effects of atvadility and social norms on intention).
This effect was seen across both the sun proteatidmutrition groups. (The effects
were somewhat stronger among participants recrintddly than among the combined
sample which also included participants recruite@eptember.) However, in the second
study, while support was found for a hypothesizgdraction between observability and
norms, there was no overall main effect of thisdgcand no interaction between
observability and message treatments. Secondpéissage-testing study showed some
support for message-related hypotheses among panethie nutrition groups, but there
was a uniform lack of support for hypotheses relatethe message manipulation for

participants in the sun protection group.
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There are a number of possible explanations fsehnconsistencies. One factor
which might account for the differences observetheresults of the nutrition and sun
protection studies relates to the timing of thetstudy and the message-testing study
and the effect of this on the two behaviors. Suntgetion and nutrition behaviors are
both preventive health behaviors which have a dayaty characteristic with a long-term
health impact. However, in contrast to nutritieghlviors, sun protection behaviors are
more frequently performed in the summer monthsthadaliency of this topic to parents
is consequently likely to vary with the season.isTactor might account, in part, for the
lack of support for hypotheses related to the ¢&$fe€ message treatments in the
message-testing study among parents exposed tagessabout sun protection. Among
this group, the message may have been perceiedsaselevant, given the frigid
temperatures at the time, and consequently, paatits may have been less engaged with
processing the message and attended less to thpuiadion. Messages about nutrition
are not likely to be similarly affected by the tirgiof the second study. Participants in
the nutrition survey did respond to messages irsvagt were (for some hypotheses)
consistent with expectations. If the second stwdy to be replicated in July, it might be
probable that similar results would be observedsgboth behaviors.

Another factor which might help account for thednsistent findings across the
two studies relates to the study design. Whilélstddies used similar questionnaires,
among two-thirds of the participants in the secsiudly, the survey included exposure to
a two-part message prior to the observability malaijion (and to items measuring
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Integrative Model constructs). Participants whd hest been asked to carefully review
the message slides may have been distracted asltsref processing the messages, and
may not have paid sufficient attention to the ititsmmeasure which followed this stage
(and included the observability manipulation). isTimight account, in part, for the

differences in the effects of the observability ipakation across the two studies.

8.2 Limitations

The methods utilized in these studies enjoy thefisrof traditional
experimental methods. Specifically, the randonmzadf participants to condition
allows for confidence in the effects of the obsbeily manipulation and the message
type manipulation. An additional strength is ttieg studies focused on a non-college
aged population of parents whose age ranged frota 80er 50 years old, which is a
population less frequently studied in the healtimownication literature. The study also
uses a control group, which allows the comparidah@two message treatments to the
control rather than to each other. Lastly, theafsen on-line sample allowed for a larger
sample than would have been feasible in a laboratody.

With these strengths in mind, some limitations beantion, as well. For
example, the outcomes of focus are restricted ngosotection and nutrition behaviors
only, so that the findings presented here may aajdneralizable to other health
behaviors. Additionally, the measures here aredbapon self-report and may not
accurately represent parents’ true intention tetpgra sun protection behaviors. The
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measurement of self-reported intention regardiradthg behaviors is also likely to have
been affected by social desirability, a problemdspof studies focusing on these
outcomes. The measure of intention to serve heiy, for example, was highly
skewed, and is likely to reflect an overestimatiyrparents of their actual behavior in
the scenario depicted.

As outlined by Gaines, Kuklinski and Quirk (200fHe on-line survey method
suffers from a number of drawbacks, some of whiebugl be noted here. The use of a
‘one-shot treatment’ such as the single messagesexg that was carried out here
reduces the likelihood of finding message effe®esearchers often compensate for this
factor by using a strong treatment, arguing thest the approximate equivalent of over-
time exposure to a weaker stimulus in real lifie.the case of the current study the
manipulations used were fairly subtle, which mayeheeduced the likelihood of finding
the interaction effects that were hypothesizedctmuo

An additional drawback of on-line survey methodhis potential bleed-over of
effects from prior studies into the current stugitjich may occur as the result of the
(potentially high) number of studies completed lang participants recruited by survey
sampling companies. Participants who receive tlestipnnaire described here after
having completed several studies may be insuffityeaitentive to the messages shown
and to the other question items, which would afteetresults of hypothesis tests.

Another limitation common to experimental studyiges such as the design of
this study is that the effects are likely to bershiged. However, as the goal of this study
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is to provide new information about the effectsnaorporating an observability cue in
messages relating to healthy behaviors aimed ahfsof young children rather than
bring about a change in behavior among this pojuathis does not represent a serious
limitation.

Other limitations of the study are related to thenipulations of observability and
message type. As reported earlier (see Chaptand 8), the results of the manipulation
checks for these factors did show significant défeces between groups in the expected
direction and yet a substantial proportion of ggpants incorrectly recalled each of these
manipulations. It is likely that some of the pasein these studies did not pay close
enough attention to the intention measure or tartessages, which would reduce the
likelihood of detecting the hypothesized interagtio Evidence to suggest that this may
have occurred is the notably short duration timsavhe of the sample for the study
(particularly in study 2). 4.6 percent of the sagnpkre reported as having completed the
entire survey module, which was expected to tak®ub minutes, in 5 minutes or less
(the mean completion time was around 12 minut&bese subjects were not retained for
analysis as a result of this factor, but this deese questions as to the validity of
responses among some participants in the on-linegypanel.

An additional limitation of the study was that tikegrative model measures used
were global measures of attitudes, norms and ffiataey rather than specific beliefs.

The accepted procedure for applying this moded isohduct an elicitation study, which
was not carried out in this study, due to the higiecific nature of the behavioral
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scenario (i.e. intention measure). The use ofajlofeasures may have reduced the
likelihood of detecting the influence of observédpibnd message type on norms and

attitudes.

8.3 Directions for future research

The most intriguing finding of the research preedrttere relates to the effects of
the public/private nature of a health behaviorlmrormative route to intention.
Researchers such as Lapinski and Rimal (2005) &apesd that behavioral privacy
should be a likely moderator of normative influesi¢gee also Bagozzi et al., 2000;
Cialdini et al., 1990). However, this is the fisstidy to experimentally manipulate this
factor in the context of health behaviors amongmcollege aged population. It will be
important to attempt to replicate the effects ajwh here will among alternative
populations and predicting other behaviors of edeto public health practitioners. This
line of research could contribute to existing reske@xamining the role of norms in
shaping intention to perform health behaviors, al as guide practitioners who design
messages promoting these behaviors.

Future research could employ different messagedtso test the effects of
observability. It might be that the effects of ebability vary according to the type of
message. For example, it may be possible to exteadine of research by carrying out
a similar experiment but testing the effects ofsamial manipulation of observability.
This would make it possible to compare the effeti@s message featuring a model
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demonstrating a health behavior alone to the sagssage featuring the model alongside
a companion who was observing the behavior.

Another possibility would be to create a publicvgee announcement promoting
a particular health behavior, or persuading theesognot to perform a behavior
(smoking, drugs, alcohol use) in which a similamipalation of observability was
employed. For example, among an adolescent popnlatiwould be interesting to
investigate whether exposure to a public serviceancement aimed at reducing
intention to smoke in which the behavior being mled€for example, smoking) was
shown in a public context (i.e. observable by aapteenager) reinforces intention not to
smoke among teens whose norms are opposed to ggnbkinprimes intention among
teens whose norms are already predisposed towiarbehavior.

With regard to studying the effects of persondligjts on the normative and
attitudinal routes to intention, the findings refear here are less robust than those for the
observability manipulation. It may be that an @i&give population might show different
effects than those found among parents. Anothssiptity is that the on-line survey
method led to panel fatigue among some participaviigh is likely to affect responses
to measures such as those used here to meastgéwtach include a long list of
response items and require close attention anddsyasion.) It may also be that an
alternative measure of normative susceptibilitymigave been preferable than the

measures chosen for these studies.
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Finally, one of the more important priorities fottending this line of research
should be to address some of the limitations diesdrearlier. Care should be taken to
try to reduce the impact of social desirabilityresponses to questions about health
behaviors. A wider range of messages should be arse pre-testing of these messages
should be more extensive than the methods used h&deitional demographics and
individual level characteristics could be exploesdpossible additional moderators of the

normative route to intention.

8.4 Conclusions

If the public/private nature of a behavior represem influential cue in messages
promoting healthy behaviors among parents of yamigren, the findings of this study
may be an important first step in examining théfie@s. Health promoters may need to
carefully consider the implications of creating seges in which the recommended
behavior is portrayed in a public context amonéedént populations to ensure that it
does not have adverse effects on intention. Mesearch is needed to test the effects of

this factor in the health domain.
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APPENDIX A

JUNE 2009 PRE-TEST QUESTIONNAIRE

Below is the letter that was sent to participantthe pre-test of intention measures that

was carried out in June, 2009:

Hi,

| am preparing a survey for my dissertation thesid would be very grateful to
you if you could respond to some questions (it Eimiutake more than 5 minutes to fill
in). My survey is about what parents of childrédmovare (currently) aged five through
nine years old (up to 10) do with regard to suntpation and nutrition, and how they

might respond to different messages about this.

We know that some parents do these behaviors rarehpot at all, while other
parents do them more frequently. | am interestedhether you intend to do the
following behaviors for your child during the cuntesummer. Your answers will be kept
strictly confidential so please be as honest asibbs (note — there is no need to put your

name on the forms — your response alone will & fin

Your response will assist in the process of checthiat the measures will work

well among parents like yourselves when | run theesy in August.

Thank you for your assistance,
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Please think of your child who is aged 5 through &hen you answer the guestions.

Scenario 1
Imagine you are in a local park or playground witkur child (think of your child aged
between 5 and 9, at their current age) on a tygadmer (weekend) day at noon.

You and your child are not accompanied by otheilfamembers or friends.

How likely are you that you would do the following?

Keep my child out of the sun as much as possibly.€i seek out shade)
Extremely unlikely Extremely
likely

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Apply sunscreen to my child with an SPF of 15 or nte (and reapply as necessary)
Extremely unlikely Extremely
likely

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Make sure that my child is wearing a shirt that coers his/her chest and arms
Extremely unlikely Extremely
likely

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Make sure that my child is wearing a hat
Extremely unlikely Extremely
likely

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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Make sure that my child is wearing sunglasses

Extremely unlikely Extremely
likely

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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Scenario

Imagine you are home with your child (think of yainild aged between 5 and 9) at 5pm
on a typical Sunday evening. Your child (the clagged five through nine, at their current
age) has a friend over for an afternoon play datd,you are about to prepare an evening

meal for the children to eat.

As you begin preparing the meal, your child’s fdenparent arrives and you invite

him/her to join you in the kitchen and stay urtig tchildren have had dinner.

Please list foods that you are likely (you canristre than one option — think of foods
you might choose from in this particular scenarm3erve your child and his/her friend
for their meal?

Meat / Main dish
1.
2.
3.

Side dishes / snacks
1.
2.
3.

Drinks
1.
2.

Dessert / other
1.
2

4 This sentence was included for approximately thefparents surveyed for this stage.
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APPENDIX B

RESULTS OF PRE-TEST WITH PARENTS (JUNE 2009)

Sun Protection

Scenario 1 — Playground/park — Not observable (N=8)

Behavior No. Mean response SDEV
responses | 1 = Extremely unlikely
10 = Extremely likely
Keep child out of the sun 8 5.50 2.93
Sunscreen 8 5.38 2.77
Shirt that covers chest and arms 8 6.63 3.58
Hat 8 5.50 3.89
Sunglasses 8 3.13 1.89
Nutrition

Scenario 3 — Sunday- evening meal — Observable (r8)1

Meat / Main dish

No. times listed

Chicken / Ham / Turkey (includes lunchmeat, meds¢bateatloaf) 7
Hot dogs / Burgers 4
Pizza 2
Fish sticks / Chicken nuggets 2
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Side dishes / snacks

No. times listed

Fruit (e.g. grapes, apples, etc.) 5
Vegetables or salad (e.g. carrots, broccoli etc.) 7
Potatoes / Corn 1
Pasta / Macaroni and cheese 4
Rice 2
Cheese / cheese sticks 4

Drinks No. times listed
Water (tap or bottled) 7
Milk (whole/ skim /organic) 2
Juice 3
Lemonade (or other soda) 3

Dessert / Other No. times listed
Cookies /brownies / cake 5
Crackers 1
Popsicles 2
Ice-cream 5
Fruit roll ups / granola or energy bar 2
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APPENDIX C

PILOT STUDY
STUDY INSTRUMENT (JULY 2009)

ORDER OF SURVEY QUESTIONS
1. Demographic questions

2 Traits and moderators

3 Scenario (intention measure)

4 Manipulation check

5 Integrative Model questions

GROUPS

1. SUN PROTECTION — PLAYGROUND/PARK — OBSERVABLE

2. SUN PROTECTION — PLAYGROUND/PARK — NOT OBSERVABLE
3. SUN PROTECTION — BEACH — OBSERVABLE

4. SUN PROTECTION — BEACH — NOT OBSERVABLE

5. NUTRITION — PLAYDATE — OBSERVABLE

6. NUTRITION — PLAYDATE — NOT OBSERVABLE

7. NUTRITION — OUTING — OBSERVABLE

8. NUTRITION — OUTING — NOT OBSERVABLE
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[Introduction: SUN PROTECTION (groups 1, 2, 3, & 4)]

“Please help us learn more about sun protection.

As you may know, sun protection behaviors vary lwid8ome parents engage in
sun protection behaviors for their children rarety, not at all, while other parents do
these behaviors more frequently. The present gusveart of a study that tries to
discover some of the reasons why parents do ootlemgage in sun protection
behaviors for their child.

Specifically, we are interested in whether youndte do perform a range of sun
protection behaviors for your child during the caigrisummer and your personal
opinions about these behaviors.

Please read each question carefully and answertihé best of your ability.
There are no correct or incorrect responses; weraegely interested in your point of
view. Your answers to the questions in this suaveycompletely confidential and will

never be shared with anyone. Your name cannobiveected to your survey response.

Thank you for participating!”
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[Introduction: NUTRITION (Groups 5, 6, 7, & 8)]

“Please help us learn more about nutrition.

As you may know, nutrition behaviors vary widelyarents vary widely in the
guantity and type of foods and drinks that theyediv their children at home and outside
of the home. The present survey is part of a sthditries to discover some of the
reasons why parents provide the types of foodsdainéls that they do for their child.

Specifically, we are interested in whether youndtéo give your child a range of
foods and drinks at home or outside of the home ,yanir personal opinions about the
nutrition you provide for your child.

Please read each question carefully and answethetbest of your ability.
There are no correct or incorrect responses; wenarely interested in your point of
view. Your answers to the questions in this sumaeycompletely confidential and will

never be shared with anyone. Your name cannobieected to your survey response.

Thank you for participating!”
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Demographic questions: All participants

These questions are about your personal and familsharacteristics. As with all the

guestions in this survey, your answers are compldieconfidential and will not be

shared with anyone.

Please answer every item.

How old are you?

18-29

30-39

40-49

50 or older

ol o| ©o| ©

Please note the highest level of education you haresached?

8" grade or less 0
Some high school, but did not graduate o)
High school diploma or GED 0
Some College or 2-year degree 0
4-year college graduate 0
More than 4-year college degree 0
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Are you currently ... choose only on@nswer:

Employed for wages

Self-employed

Out of work, but looking for work

A homemaker

A student

Retired

o] o] of ©o] o] ©o] ©

Unable to work

Do you consider yourself to be Hispanic or Latino?
No (o]

Yes 0

What is your race? Check all that apply

White / Caucasian 0
African American / Black 0
Asian American 0
Native American / Alaskan Native 0
Native Hawaiian / Pacific Islander 0
Other 0
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What is your current marital status?

Married o]
Unmarried couple, living 0
together
Separated 0
Divorced o]
Widowed 0
Never been married, not o
currently living with a partner
What is your gender?
Male 0
Female 0

How many children do you have (living at home and@ed up to 18)?

One (o]
Two 0
Three 0
Four (o]
Five or more 0
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How many of your children are aged 5 through 9 (inkuiding age 9)?

One (0]
Two o
Three 0
Four or more o
None 0

Please think of your_youngest child aged 5 throug for the purpose of responding

to this survey (for example if you have a five yeanld child and a seven year old

child please think of your five-year old child).

What is the gender of this child?

Male o]
Female o]
What is this child’s age?
Five 0]
Six 0]
Seven o]
Eight 0]
Nine o]
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Is this child

Your oldest or your only child 0
A younger child with at least one 0
older sibling

A twin or multiple 0

.How good would you say that this child’s health isgenerally?

Poor 0]
Fair 0]
Good o]
Very good o]
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[The question below is only for parents in groufs 3, & 4 (sun protection scenarios)]

Thinking back over previous years, how does this ¢ll’'s (think of your youngest
child aged 5 through 9) skin tend to react to expase to the sun?

tends to burn easily 0
tends to burn at first but then tan o]
tends to burn occasionally and tans slowly 0
rarely burns and always tans 0
never burns and tans quickly 0

[The questions below are only for parents in graayss7, & 8 (nutritional scenarios)]

What is this child’s height (approximate)?
Please write in the number of feet and inches sepately.

For example, if your child is 3'9” tall, write “3” in the feet space and “9” in the
inches space

feet

inches

What is this child’s weight? (approximate) Ibs
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Compared to other children who are the same age argkender as your child (think

of your youngest child aged 5 through 9), is yourlald

Very underweight o]
Underweight 0
About average weight 0]
A little overweight 0
Very overweight 0
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Trait Measures and Moderators: All participants

Other-Directedness

The following statements concern your perception at yourself in a variety of
situations. Please indicate the strength of your agement with each statement, using
a scale in which 1 indicates strong disagreement,idicates strong agreement, and
2, 3, and 4 represent intermediate judgments.

In the boxes after each statement, choose a (onlge) number from 1 to 5 from the

following scale:
Strongly disagree
Disagree

Agree
Strongly agree

Al A

Neither disagree nor agree

There are no "right" or "wrong" answers, so selectthe number that most closely
reflects you on each statement. Take your time antbnsider each statement

carefully.

 Be sure to answer all items

* Never choose more than one number on a single item

ltem Strongly | Disagree| Neither | Agree = | Strongly
disagree =2 disagree 4 agree =5
=1 nor agree
=3
In different situations and with o] o] o] o] o]
different people, | often act like
very different persons
In order to get along and be 0 0 0 0 0
liked, | tend to be what people
expect me to be rather than
anything else
| am not always the person | o] 0 0 0 0
appear to be
| guess | put on a show to 0 0 0 0 0
impress or entertain people
Even if | am not enjoying 0 0 0 0 0
myself, | often pretend to be
having a good time
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| may deceive people by being
friendly when | really dislike
them

| would not change my opinion
(or the way | do things) in orde
to please someone or win their
favor

U7

| feel a bit awkward in company
and do not show up quite as w
as | should

When | am uncertain how to ad
in social situations, | look to the
behavior of others for cues.

My behavior is usually an
expression of my true inner
feelings, attitudes, and beliefs

At parties and social gatherings

| do not attempt to do or say

A4

things that others will like
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Private Self-Consciousness

Please answer the following questions about your$ddy choosing the appropriate
circle. For each of the statements indicate how nath each statement is like you by

using the following scale:
3 =alot like me
2 = somewhat like me
1 = alittle like me
0 = not at all like me

Please be as honest as you can throughout, and trgt to let your responses to one
guestion influence your response to other questionsThere are no right and wrong

answers.
+ Be sure to answer all items

* Never choose more than one number on a single item

Item 0= 1= 2= 3=
Not at all | alittle somewhat | alot like
like me like me like me me

I’'m always trying to figure myself out 0 0 0 0

| often daydream about myself o] o] o] 0]

| never take a hard look at myself 0 0 0 o]

| generally pay attention to my inner o] o] 0] 0]

feelings

I’'m constantly thinking about my o] o] o] 0]

reasons for doing things

| sometimes step back (inmy mind)in o 0] o] 0]

order to examine myself from a

distance

I’'m quick to notice changes in my 0 0 0 o]

mood

| know the way my mind works when({l o o] 0] 0]

work through a problem

| think about myself a lot 0] o] o] o]
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Perceived group identification

The following statements concern your perception ajut yourself as a parent in
relation to other parents of young children. Pleasendicate the strength of your
agreement with each statement, using a scale in whil indicates ‘not at all’ and 7

indicates ‘to a very great extent’, and 2, 3, 4, ah5 represent intermediate

judgments.

In the boxes after each statement, choose a numbkieom 1 to 5 from the following

scale:
1 =not at all
2 = very little
3 = somewhat
4 =to a great extent
5 =to a very great extent

Please be as honest as you can, and try not to yelur responses to one question
influence your response to other questions. Thei@e no right and wrong answers.

+ Be sure to answer all items

* Never choose more than one number on a single item

Item 1= 2= 3= 4= =

not at| very |[somewhat| toa toa
all little great very
extent | great
extent

How much do you identify with most of the o 0] 0] 0] 0]

other parents of young children that you

know?

How much do you feel yourself as o] 0 0 o] o]

belonging to the group of people who are

parents of young children?

How much do you get along with most of 0 0] 0] 0] 0]

the other parents of young children that you

know?

How much do you feel strong ties with mast o 0 0 o] o]

of the other parents of young children that

you know?

How attached do you feel to most of the 0 0 0 o] o]

other parents of young children that you

know?

How similar do you feel in terms of general o 0 0 o] o]

attitudes and opinions to most of the other

parents of young children that you know?
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Other moderators and control variables

[THIS QUESTION IS ONLY FOR PARENTS RECEIVING THE NWRITION
INTENTION SCENARIO — GROUPS 5,6,7, & 8]

Please note the extent to which you agree or disagy with the following statements:
Item Never | Rarely | Half of | Most of | Always
the time | the time

When your child (think of your
youngest child aged 5 through 9) is at
home, how often are you responsible
for feeding him or her?

How often are you responsible for
deciding what your youngest child's
(think of your child aged 5 through 9
portion sizes are?

How often are you responsible for
deciding if your child (think of your
youngest child aged 5 through 9) ha
eaten the right kind of foods?

U7y
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[ONLY FOR PARENTS RECEIVING THE SUN PROTECTION INTHION

SCENARIO - GROUPS 1,2,3,4

5, & 6]

Please note the extent to which you agree or disag with the following statements

Item

Never

Rarely

Half of
the time

Most of
the time

Always

When your child (think of your
youngest child aged 5 through 9)
outdoors, how often are you
responsible for protecting him or
her from the sun (i.e. seeking
shade)?

S

How often are you responsible for

deciding whether your child (think
of your youngest child aged 5
through 9) should wear a hat or
other protective clothing when
outdoors and exposed to the sun

NJ

How often are you responsible for

deciding if your child (think of
your youngest child aged 5 throug
9) should wear sunscreen when

jh

outdoors and exposed to the sun

~NJ
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ONLY FOR PARENTS RECEIVING THE NUTRITION INTENTION
SCENARIO — GROUPS 5,6,7, & 8

Please note the extent to which you agree or disag with the following statements

Strongly
Disagree

Moderately
Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Moderately
agree

Strongly
Agree

| eat a low fat
diet

| eat a low suga
diet

| eat at least
three servings of
fruit per day

| eat at least
three servings of
vegetables per
day
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[ONLY FOR PARENTS RECEIVING THE SUN PROTECTION INTE NTION
SCENARIO — GROUPS 1,2,3, & 4]

Please note the extent to which you agree or disagr with the following statements

Strongly
Disagree

Moderately
Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Moderately
agree

Strongly
Agree

When out in the
sun | regularly
apply sunscreen
with an SPF of 15
or more on myself

When outside in
summer | try to
seek shade during
the midday hours.

When outside in
summer | usually
wear protective
clothing (i.e. a shirt
with sleeves)

When outside in
summer | usually
wear a hat

When outside in
summer | usually
wear sunglasses
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Behavioral Scenario — Intention Measure

[INTRODUCTION: (FOR ALL GROUPS)]

“We know that some parents do these behaviorsyravehot at all, while other parents
do them more frequently. We are interested in idretn the scenario you will read,
you would be likely to do the following behavio fyour child. Think of your youngest

child who is aged 5 through 9 when you answer thestions.

Please take time to read the scenario carefullyt@imdagine yourself in the specific

situation described.

Your answers are completely confidential. We apjate your honesty and

cooperation.”
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SUN PROTECTION - SCENARIO 1
GROUPS 1 AND 2

Imagine you are in a local park or playground withyour child (think of your

youngest child aged between 5 and 9) on a typicalramer (weekend) day at midday.

[OBSERVABLE]
You are accompanied by friends - who are also parésmof young children like

yourself .

[NOT-OBSERVABLE] You are not accompanied by other family members or

friends.

How likely are you that you would do the following?(answer every question)

Keep my child out of the sun during the midday hous as much as possible (i.e. seek
out shade)

Extremely unlikely Extremékely

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Apply sunscreen to my child with an SPF of 15 or nte (and reapply as necessary)

Extremely unlikely Extremékely

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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Make sure that my child is wearing a shirt that coers his/her chest and arms

Extremely unlikely

Extremely likely

1 2 3 9 10
Make sure that my child is wearing a hat

Extremely unlikely Extremékely

1 2 3 9 10
Make sure that my child is wearing sunglasses

Extremely unlikely Extremékely

1 2 3 9 10
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SUN PROTECTION - SCENARIO 2
GROUPS 3 AND 4

Imagine you are at the beach with your child (thinkof your youngest child aged

between 5 and 9) on a typical summer’s day on theegkend at noon.

[OBSERVABLE]
You are accompanied by friends - who are also parésmof young children like

yourself.

[NOT OBSERVABLE]
You are not accompanied by other family members ofriends.

How likely are you that you would do the following?(answer every question)

Keep my child out of the sun during the midday hous as much as possible (i.e. seek
out shade)

Extremely unlikely Extremékely

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Apply sunscreen to my child with an SPF of 15 or ntre (and reapply as necessary)

Extremely unlikely Extremely likely

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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Make sure that my child is wearing a shirt that coers his/her chest and arms

Extremely unlikely Extremékely

1 2 3 9 10
Make sure that my child is wearing a hat

Extremely unlikely Extremékely

1 2 3 9 10
Make sure that my child is wearing sunglasses

Extremely unlikely Extremékely

1 2 3 9 10
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SCENARIO 3 — NUTRITION
GROUPS 5 AND 6

Imagine you are home with your child (think of youryoungest child aged between 5
and 9) at 5pm on a typical Sunday evening. Your cld has a friend over for an

afternoon play date, and you are about to prepareidner for the children to eat.

[OBSERVABLE ONLY]
As you begin preparing the meal, your child’s friem’s parent arrives and you invite

him/her to join you in the kitchen and stay until the children have had dinner.

How likely are you to include the following foodsm the meal you serve your child

and his/her friend?

Extremely
Food item Unlikely Likely

1 |2 (3 |4 |5 |6 |78 ]9 |10

Meat (e.g. chicken / ham / beef

Fish (e.g. tuna, salmon, shellfish)

Hot dogs / hamburger / chicken
nuggets

Pasta / macaroni / rice / potatoes /
sandwiches
Pizza

Water (bottled or tap)

Milk (skim / soy / whole /
organic)
Lemonade / soda / juice

Fruit (at least one serving)

Vegetables (at least one serving)
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Cookies / brownies / Cake

Ice Cream / popsicle
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SCENARIO 4 — NUTRITION
GROUPS 7 AND 8

Imagine you and your child (think of your youngestchild aged between 5 and 9) are
preparing to go on an outing on a typical weekendal and you are packing food

and drinks to bring along for lunch.

[OBSERVABLE]
You will be accompanied on the outing by friends wb are also parents of young

children like yourself and will be eating lunch together.
[NOT OBSERVABLE]
You are not accompanied by other friends or familymembers and will eat lunch

with your child.

How likely are you to include the following foods ér your child to eat for lunch?

Extremely
Food item Unlikely Likely

1 |2 (3 |4 |5 |6 |78 ]9 |10

Meat — grilled or baked

(for example, chicken, ham, or
beef)

Fish (for example, tuna, salmon,
shellfish)

Meat — fried or pre-cooked

(for example, hot dogs,
hamburger, or lunchmeat)
Side dish (for example, pasta,
macaroni, rice, potatoes)
Sandwiches

Water (bottled or tap)

288



Milk (skim / soy / whole /
organic)

Drinks other than milk/water
(for example, lemonade, soda, @
juice)

Fruit (at least one serving)

Vegetables (at least one serving

Dessert — baked
(for example, cookies, brownies
or cake)

Dessert — frozen
(for example, ice Cream or

popsicle)
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Manipulation Check (observability)

[All participants]

Please think back to the scenario you read earlieand choose the option that most

accurately describes who was (said to be) presentthis scenario:

0 | was alone

| was with my child only

I was with my child and other friends who are p#&ei young children

| was with my child and my partner

I was with my child and other family members

Oo| ©O| ©| ©o| ©

| don’t recall
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TRA /INTEGRATIVE MODEL MEASURES

Injunctive norms

[Introduction]

Please answer the following questions by choosiegiimber that best describes your
opinion. Some of the questions may appear torb#éasi but they do address somewhat
different issues. Please read each question digrafhd think of your youngest child

aged 5 to 9 when you respond.

GROUPS 1 AND 2
Most parents of a child aged 5 to 9 like myself (whare important to me) think |
should do the following this summer at the local p& or playground on a typical

summer’s weekend day at noon.

Keep my child out of the sun during the midday hous as much as possible (i.e. seek
out shade
Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Apply sunscreen with an SPF of 15 or more to my chi (and reapply as necessary)
Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that my child is wearing a shirt that coers their chest and arms
Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that my child is wearing a hat
Disagree | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that my child is wearing sunglasses
Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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GROUPS 3 AND 4

Most parents of a child aged 5 to 9 like myself (whare important to me) think |
should do the following this summer at the beach oa typical summer’'s weekend

day at noon.

Keep my child out of the sun during the midday hous as much as possible (i.e. seek
out shade
Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Apply sunscreen with an SPF of 15 or more to my chi (and reapply as necessary)
Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that my child is wearing a shirt that coers their chest and arms
Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that my child is wearing a hat
Disagree | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that my child is wearing sunglasses
Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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GROUPS 5 AND 6

Most parents of a child aged 5 to 9 like myself (whare important to me) think |
should give my child the following foods and drinkdor dinner on a typical Sunday

evening at home when the child has a friend over f@ play date.

Meat — grilled or baked (for example, chicken, ham, or beef)
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Fish (for example, tuna, salmon, shellfish)
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Meat — fried or pre-cooked(for example, hot dogs, hamburger, or chicken ntgjge
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Side dish for example, pasta, macaroni, rice, potatoes)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Pizza
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Water (bottled or tap)
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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Milk (skim / soy / whole / organic)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Drinks other than milk/water (for example, lemonade, soda, or juice)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Fruit (at least one serving)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Vegetables(at least one serving)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Dessert — bakedfor example, cookies, brownies or cake)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Dessert — frozen(for example, ice Cream or popsicle)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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GROUPS 7 AND 8

Most parents of a child aged 5 to 9 like myself (whare important to me) think |
should give my child the following foods and drinkdor lunch when we are together

are on an outing on a typical weekend day.

Meat — grilled or baked (for example, chicken, ham, or beef)
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Fish (for example, tuna, salmon, shellfish)
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Meat — fried or pre-cooked(for example, hot dogs, hamburger, or lunchmeat)
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Side dish for example, pasta, macaroni, rice, potatoes)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Sandwiches
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Water (bottled or tap)
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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Milk (skim / soy / whole / organic)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Drinks other than milk/water (for example, lemonade, soda, or juice)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Fruit (at least one serving)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Vegetables(at least one serving)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Dessert — bakedfor example, cookies, brownies or cake)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Dessert — frozen(for example, ice Cream or Popsicle)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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Descriptive norms

GROUPS 1 AND 2

Most parents of a child aged 5 to 9 like myself (wdhare important to me) will do the
following this summer at the local park or playground on a typical summer’s

weekend day at noon.

Keep their child out of the sun during the midday fours as much as possible (i.e.
seek out shade)
Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Apply sunscreen with an SPF of 15 or more to theichild (and reapply as necessary)
Disagree | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that their child is wearing a shirt thatcovers their chest and arm
Disagree | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that their child is wearing a hat
Disagree | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that their child is wearing sunglasses
Disagree | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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GROUPS 3 AND 4

Most parents of a child aged 5 to 9 like myself (wdhare important to me) will do the

following this summer at the beach on a typical sumer’'s weekend day at noon.

Keep their child out of the sun during the midday fours as much as possible (i.e.
seek out shade)
Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Apply sunscreen with an SPF of 15 or more to theichild (and reapply as necessary)
Disagree | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that their child is wearing a shirt thatcovers their chest and arm
Disagree | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that their child is wearing a hat
Disagree | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that their child is wearing sunglasses
Disagree | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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GROUPS 5 AND 6

Most parents of a child aged 5 to 9 like myself (wthare important to me) will give
their child the following foods and drinks for dinner on a typical Sunday evening at

home when the child has a friend over for a play da.

Meat — grilled or baked (for example, chicken, ham, or beef)
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Fish (for example, tuna, salmon, shellfish)
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Meat — fried or pre-cooked(for example, hot dogs, hamburger, or chicken ntgjge
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Side dish for example, pasta, macaroni, rice, potatoes)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Pizza
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Water (bottled or tap)
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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Milk (skim / soy / whole / organic)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Drinks other than milk/water (for example, lemonade, soda, or juice)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Fruit (at least one serving)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Vegetables(at least one serving)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Dessert — bakedfor example, cookies, brownies or cake)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Dessert — frozen(for example, ice Cream or popsicle)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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GROUPS 7 AND 8

Most parents of a child aged 5 to 9 like myself (whare important to me) will give
their child the following foods and drinks for lunch when they are together are on

an outing on a typical weekend day.

Meat — grilled or baked (for example, chicken, ham, or beef)
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Fish (for example, tuna, salmon, shellfish)
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Meat — fried or pre-cooked(for example, hot dogs, hamburger, or lunchmeat)
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Side dish for example, pasta, macaroni, rice, potatoes)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Sandwiches
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Water (bottled or tap)
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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Milk (skim / soy / whole / organic)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Drinks other than milk/water (for example, lemonade, soda, or juice)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Fruit (at least one serving)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Vegetables(at least one serving)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Dessert — bakedfor example, cookies, brownies or cake)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Dessert — frozen(for example, ice Cream or Popsicle)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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Attitudes

Please read the following questions and circleramaber in each row for each item. .
GROUPS 1 AND 2
My keeping my child (think of your youngest child ayed 5 to 9) out of the sun during

the midday hours at the local park or playground typical summer’s weekend day at

noon would be.

Useless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Useful
Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

My applying sunscreen with an SPF of 15 or more tomy child (think of your
youngest child aged 5 to 9), and reapplying as nessary at the local park or

playground typical summer’s weekend day at noon wdd be.

Useless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Useful
Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise
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Making sure that my child (think of your youngest dild aged 5 to 9), is wearing a
shirt that covers their chest and arms at the locabark or playground typical

summer’s weekend day at noon would be.

Useless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Useful
Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

My making sure that my child (think of your child aged 5 to 9), is wearing a hat at

the local park or playground typical summer’s weekad day at noon would be.

Useless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Useful
Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

My making sure that my child (think of your younges child aged 5 to 9) is wearing

sunglassest the local park or playground typical summer’s weskend day at noon

would be.
Useless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Useful
Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise
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GROUPS 3 AND 4

My keeping my child (think of your youngest child ayed 5 to 9) out of the sun during

the midday hours at the beach on a typical summerweekend day would be.

Useless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Useful
Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

My applying sunscreen with an SPF of 15 or more tmy child (think of your
youngest child aged 5 to 9), and reapplying as nessary at the beach on a typical

summer’s weekend day would be.

Useless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Useful
Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

Making sure that my child (think of your youngest dild aged 5 to 9), is wearing a
shirt that covers their chest and arms at the beachn a typical summer’s weekend

day would be.

Useless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Useful
Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise
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My making sure that my child (think of your child aged 5 to 9), is wearing a hat at

the beach on a typical summer’s weekend day wouldceb

Useless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Useful
Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

My making sure that my child (think of your youngeg child aged 5 to 9), is wearing

sunglassest the beach on a typical summer’s weekend day walibe.

Useless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Useful
Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise
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GROUPS 5 AND 6

Please read the following questions and circle omeimber in each row for each

item. .

My giving the following foods and drinks to my chil (think of your youngest child

aged 5 to 9) for dinner on a typical Sunday eveningt home when the child has a

friend over for a play date would be.

Meat (e.g. Useless Useful
chicken / - -
ham / beef) Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise
Fish (e.qg. Useless Useful
tuna, . -
salmon, Unenjoyable Enjoyable
shellfish) Foolish Wise
Hot dogs / Useless Useful
hamburger / - -
chickeng Unenjoyable Enjoyable
nuggets Foolish Wise
Pasta / Useless Useful
macaroni / - -
rice / Unenjoyable Enjoyable
potatoes / Foolish Wise
sandwiches
Useless Useful
Pizza Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise
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Water Useless Useful

bottled or - -

Eap) Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

Milk Useless Useful

skim / soy / - -

\(Nhole/ y Unenjoyable Enjoyable

organic) Foolish Wise

Lemonade, | Useless Useful

soda or juice _ _
Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

Fruit Useless Useful

at least one - -

serving) Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

Vegetables | Useless Useful

(at least one _ _

serving) Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

Cookies / Useless Useful

brownies / i i

Cake Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

Ice Cream/ | Useless Useful

popsicle Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise
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GROUPS 7 AND 8

Please read the following questions and circle omaimber in each row for each item.

My giving the following foods and drinks to my chil (think of your youngest child

aged 5 to 9) for lunch when we are on an outing amtypical weekend day would be.

Meat — grilled or | Useless 1121|314 |5 Useful
baked Unenjoyable Enjoyable
(for example, _ _
chicken, ham, or | Foolish Wise
beef)
Fish (e.g. tuna, Useless 11213 (4|5 Useful
salmon, shellfish) Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise
Meat — fried or Useless 112 |3 |4 |5 Useful
pre-cooked - e
(for example, hot Unenjoyable Enjoyable
dogs, hamburger, | Foolish Wise
or lunchmeat)
Side dish Useless 112 |3 (4|5 Useful
(for example, Unenjoyable Enjoyable
pasta, macaroni, Foolish Wise
rice, potatoes)
Useless 11213 (4|5 Useful
Sandwiches Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise
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Water Useless Useful

(bottled or tap) Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

Milk Useless Useful

(skim / soy / - -

whole / organic) Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

Drinks other than | Useless Useful

milk . a
Unenjoyable Enjoyable

Iwater _J Y _J y

(for examp|e, Foolish Wise

lemonade, soda,

or juice)

Fruit Useless Useful

at Iegst one Unenjoyable Enjoyable

serving)
Foolish Wise

Vegetables Useless Useful

(at least one e e

serving) Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

Cookies / Useless Useful

brownies / Cake Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

Ice Cream / Useless Useful

popsicle Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise
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Self-efficacy

GROUPS 1 AND 2

If I really wanted to, at a local park or playground with my child (think of your
youngest child aged between 5 and 9) on a typicalramer (weekend) day at midday,

| could do the following:

Keep my child out of the sun during the midday hous as much as possible (i.e. seek
out shade)

Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Apply sunscreen to my child with an SPF of 15 or me (and reapply as necessary)
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that my child is wearing a shirt that coers his/her chest and arms
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that my child is wearing a hat
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that my child is wearing sunglasses
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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GROUPS 3 AND 4

If I really wanted to, at the beach with my child ¢hink of your youngest child aged
between 5 and 9) on a typical summer’s day on theagkend at noon, | could do the

following:

Keep my child out of the sun during the midday hous as much as possible (i.e. seek
out shade)

Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Apply sunscreen to my child with an SPF of 15 or nte (and reapply as necessary)
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that my child is wearing a shirt that coers his/her chest and arms
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that my child is wearing a hat
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that my child is wearing sunglasses
Disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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GROUPS 5 AND 6

If | really wanted to, | could give the following foods and drinks to my child for
dinner on a typical Sunday evening at home when thehild has a friend over for a

playdate:

Meat — grilled or baked (for example, chicken, ham, or beef)
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Fish (for example, tuna, salmon, shellfish)
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Meat — fried or pre-cooked(for example, hot dogs, hamburger, or chicken ntgjge
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Side dish for example, pasta, macaroni, rice, potatoes)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Pizza
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Water (bottled or tap)
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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Milk (skim / soy / whole / organic)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Drinks other than milk/water (for example, lemonade, soda, or juice)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Fruit (at least one serving)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Vegetables(at least one serving)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Dessert — bakedfor example, cookies, brownies or cake)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Dessert — frozen(for example, ice Cream or popsicle)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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GROUPS 7 AND 8

If I really wanted to, | could give the following foods and drinks to my child for

lunch on an outing on a typical weekend day:

Meat — grilled or baked (for example, chicken, ham, or beef)
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Fish (for example, tuna, salmon, shellfish)
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Meat — fried or pre-cooked(for example, hot dogs, hamburger, or lunchmeat)
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Side dish for example, pasta, macaroni, rice, potatoes)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Sandwiches
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Water (bottled or tap)
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Milk (skim / soy / whole / organic)
Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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Drinks other than milk/water (for example, lemonade, soda, or juice)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Fruit (at least one serving)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Vegetableg(at least one serving)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Dessert — bakedfor example, cookies, brownies or cake)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
Dessert — frozenfor example, ice Cream or Popsicle)

Disagree |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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APPENDIX D
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PRE-TEST OF MESSAGES WITH PARENTS

(OCTOBER AND NOVEMBER 2009)

Message typeAttitudinal / Normative / Both

Behavior: Nutrition / Sun

Respondent (initials):

Male / Female:

1. What did the message say?

2. What reasons were given for doing the behavior?

3. To what extent did the message describe the hieaitéfits of sun-safety / healthy

nutrition'> for your child

| don’t remember

The message didn’t mention this

A little

Somewhat

There was a strong emphasis on this aspect

PO TP

15 This varied according to the message shown tpaiicipant.
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4. To what extent did the message mention that, @senp there are expectations from
people around you to keep your child protected ftbensun / serve them healthy
food?

| don’t remember

The message didn’t mention this

A little

Somewhat

There was a strong emphasis on this aspect

PO T

5. Did you find the images appealing? If not, whyhot

6. Was this message persuasive? Did it change yout afiaut sun protection /

nutrition for children or reinforce your intentidhs

7. Did you relate to the people in the pictures? Howilar are they to you? How

similar are they to other people you know? Otheepis?

8. What would you change about the text if you could?

9. What would you change about the visual imagesuf gauld?

10. What did you like about the message?

11.What do you think you will remember about the mgesan hour from now?
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APPENDIX E

RESULTS OF PRE-TEST OF MESSAGES (OCTOBER AND NOVEMEBER 2009)

The responses to the pre-test carried out in Octaie November of 2009 among
parents were, for the most part, very positivem8garents provided very useful
feedback with regard to the wording of the texthiea messages and issues | should take
into account when revising them. Examples ofoesps to the messages included
statements regarding the need to acknowledge theutty that parents can face when
attempting to persuade children to comply with tiebEhaviors, which was then
reflected in changes to the text in the messagesther example of parent feedback was
to include specific examples of healthy foods rathan mentioning categories of
recommended foods. Parents found the images apgeaid identified the adults in the
images as ‘realistic looking’ parents.

Some respondents did note, overall, that they fahadttitudinally focused
messages to be more persuasive than the normafinoeiyed messages. Their response
was based on the expressed rationale that, foe thdssiduals, healthy behaviors such as
sun protection and nutrition were performed for¢héd’s benefit rather than to create a
positive impression on others. The reasoned aefppnoach recognizes that attitudes
and norms play a role in forming intention (and-efficacy) and that the relative weight
of each factor may vary across individuals and g However, in order to be able to
compare the effects of the two message types, ptsawere made, when revising the
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messages, to ensure that the normatively focusedages were as equivalent as possible
in perceived persuasiveness to the attitudinalty$ed messages. This was done in order
to reduce the risk that a difference in overalspasiveness of the two message types
would adversely affect tests of the study hypoteeddowever, this factor may have

adversely affected the outcomes of the study.
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APPENDIX F

STUDY 2 - MESSAGES

SUN PROTECTION - NORMATIVE MESSAGE
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Children and sun protection: Some important facts

Getting modest amounts of sun exposure can be beneficial for your
health. It can help your body make vitamin D, which is important to
keep your bones healthy and can prevent some cancers.

But too much sunlight can be harmful.

Too much sun is particularly harmful to very young children, who
should be kept out of direct sunlight. Protecting children from the
sun not only prevents painful sunburn, it also significantly reduces
the risk of developing skin cancer later in life.

Why protect against the
sun?

Like other parents of young
children, you want what’s
best for your child. You want
your child to grow up in a
healthy environment and
learn healthy habits for life.

Just as you would protect
your child from any danger or
harm, it is also your
responsibility to protect your
child from the damaging
effects of sun exposure.

Set a great example and
show your family and friends
how important sun
protection for your children
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How can you protect your child in the sun during the
coming summer?

* When possible, seek out
shade between 10am and
2pm, when the sun's rays are
at their strongest.

* Make sure your child wears a
hat, sunglasses and
protective clothing.

* Apply sunscreen with an SPF
of 15 or more and reapply
several times during a day in
the sun.

Sometimes it can be difficult
to get your young child to
cooperate with your efforts to
protect them in the sun, but
its worth making an effort.

Over time it will become
easier.

Show your family and friends that you are a sun-safe parent

Protect your child from the sun’s damaging rays when
outdoors
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SUN PROTECTION - ATTITUDINAL MESSAGE
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Children and sun protection: Some important facts

Getting modest amounts of sun exposure can be beneficial for your
health. It can help your body make vitamin D, which is important to
keep your bones healthy and can prevent some cancers.

But too much sunlight can be harmful.

Too much sun is particularly harmful to very young children, who
should be kept out of direct sunlight. Protecting children from the
sun not only prevents painful sunburn, it also significantly reduces
the risk of developing skin cancer later in life.

Why protect against the
sun?

As a parent of a young child
you know how important it is
to make sure that your child
grows up in a healthy
environment and learns
healthy habits for life.

Just as you would protect your
child from any danger or harm,
it is also your responsibility to
protect your child from the
damaging effects of sun
exposure.

Protecting your child from the
sun’s damaging rays will
benefit their health now and
in the future
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How can you protect your child in the sun during the
coming summer?

* When possible, seek out
shade between 10am and
2pm, when the sun's rays are
at their strongest.

* Make sure your child wears a
hat, sunglasses and
protective clothing.

* Apply sunscreen with an SPF
of 15 or more and reapply
several times during a day in
the sun.

Sometimes it can be difficult
to get your young child to
cooperate with your efforts to
protect them in the sun, but
its worth making an effort.

Over time it will become
easier.

Sun-safety is best for your child’s health

Protect your child from the sun’s damaging rays when
outdoors

326



NUTRITION - NORMATIVE MESSAGE
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Set a great example —

Show your family and
friends how important
feeding your child
healthy food

IS to you.

Children and nutrition:
Some important facts

Proper nutrition will help your
child's normal growth and
development. Your child’s
nutrition has a long-term impact
on their health and risk of
developing obesity and other
related health problems later in
life.

It is never too early to teach
children the value of avoiding high
fat and high sugar foods and the
importance of fiber, calcium, iron
and other minerals in the diet.
Understanding the value of and
adapting a well-balanced diet at
an early age has life-long
benefits.

Why is it important to
provide healthy food
choices for your child?

Like other parents of young
children, you want what'’s best for
your child. You want your child to
grow up in a healthy environment
and learn healthy habits for life.

Just as you would protect your
child from any danger or harm, it
is also your responsibility to help
reduce the amount of unhealthy
foods your child eats, and to
provide them with healthy and
nutritious food choices.
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Show your family and
friends how much you care
about your child’s

nutrition

How can you help your child
eat healthy foods?

* Increase your child’s intake of
whole-grain and fruits and
vegetablesinclude vegetablesin
cooked foods for meals, or add fruits
as atopping to food or as a snack.
Substitute whole grain breads, cereals
and pastafor refined grains, such as
white bread, and high-sugar breakfast
cereals.

* Reduce the amount of high-fat and
high-sugar foods your child eatgfor
example, sweets, sugary snacks, and
sodas). Check the nutritional labels to
help decide whether foods are healthy.

» Encourage healthy choices without
nagging Do not restrict food, but
make sure to praise healthy choices
your child makes.

» Keep a variety of healthy foods in
your home. Kidstend to eat what is
available. It isimportant to set an
example yourself and eat healthy foods
for your own snacks.

* Sit down to family dinners at night
as much as possibleTry to reduce the
amount of times you order take-out for
your family or eat at fast food
restaurants.

Sometimes it can be difficult to get
your young child to eat a healthy diet,
but it's worth making an effort.

Over time it will become easier.
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NUTRITION - ATTITUDINAL MESSAGE
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Children and nutrition:
Some important facts

Proper nutrition will help your
child's normal growth and
development. Your child’s nutrition
has a long-term impact on their
health and risk of developing
obesity and other related health
problems later in life.

It is never too early to teach
children the value of avoiding high
fat and high sugar foods and the
importance of fiber, calcium, iron
and other minerals in the diet.
Understanding the value of and
adapting a well-balanced diet at
an early age has life-long
benefits.

Feeding your child Why is it important to

. provide healthy food
healthy foods will choices for your child?

; : As a parent, you want what's best
benefit their health for your child. You want your

. child to grow up in a healthy
now and in the future environment and learn healthy

habits for life.

Just as you would protect your
child from any danger or harm, it
is also your responsibility to help
reduce the amount of unhealthy
foods your child eats, and to
provide them with healthy and
nutritious food choices.
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Feeding your child
nutritious foods will help

them grow up healthy

How can you help your child
eat healthy foods?

* Increase your child’s intake of
whole-grain and fruits and
vegetablesinclude vegetablesin
cooked foods for meals, or add fruits
as atopping to food or as a snack.
Substitute whole grain breads, cereals
and pastafor refined grains, such as
white bread, and high-sugar breakfast
cereals.

* Reduce the amount of high-fat and
high-sugar foods your child eatgfor
example, sweets, sugary snacks, and
sodas). Check the nutritional labels to
help decide whether foods are healthy.

» Encourage healthy choices without
nagging Do not restrict food, but
make sure to praise healthy choices
your child makes.

» Keep a variety of healthy foods in
your home. Kidstend to eat what is
available. It isimportant to set an
example yourself and eat healthy foods
for your own snacks.

* Sit down to family dinners at night
as much as possibleTry to reduce the
amount of times you order take-out for
your family or eat at fast food
restaurants.

Sometimes it can be difficult to get
your young child to eat a healthy diet,
but it's worth making an effort.

Over time it will become easier.

332



APPENDIX G
STUDY 2 - STUDY INSTRUMENT (DECEMBER 2009 AND JANUARY 2010)
[Introduction - SUN PROTECTION - GROUPS 1,2,3,4,5 AD 6 - General
information about the study]
“Please help us learn more about sun protection.

As you may know, sun protection behaviors vary Widé&Some parents engage in
sun protection behaviors for their children rarelynot at all, while other parents do
these behaviors more frequently. The present gusveart of a study that tries to
discover some of the reasons why parents do ootlengage in sun protection behaviors
for their child.

Specifically, we are interested in whether youndtéo do perform a range of sun
protection behaviors for your child during the cagnsummer and your personal
opinions about these behaviors.

Please read each question carefully and answethetbest of your ability.

There are no correct or incorrect responses; wenarely interested in your point of
view. Your answers to the questions in this surmeycompletely confidential and will

never be shared with anyone. Your name cannobieected to your survey response.

Thank you for participating!”
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[Introduction: NUTRITION — GROUPS 7,8,9,10,11 AND 12 - General information
about the study]
“Please help us learn more about nutrition.

As you may know, nutrition behaviors vary wideljarents vary widely in the
guantity and type of foods and drinks that theyediv their children at home and outside
of the home. The present survey is part of a stoditries to discover some of the
reasons why parents provide the types of foodslanéls that they do for their child.

Specifically, we are interested in whether yountéo give your child a range of
foods and drinks at home or outside of the home ,yanir personal opinions about the
nutrition you provide for your child.

Please read each question carefully and answethetbest of your ability.
There are no correct or incorrect responses; wenarely interested in your point of
view. Your answers to the questions in this sumaeycompletely confidential and will

never be shared with anyone. Your name cannobibeected to your survey response.

Thank you for participating!”
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Demographic questions: All participants

These questions are about your personal and familyharacteristics. As with all the

guestions in this survey, your answers are compldyeconfidential and will not be

shared with anyone.

Please answer every

How old are you?

item.

18-29

30-39

40-49

50 or older

o 0| ©o| ©

Please note the highest level of education you haseached?

8" grade or less

o

Some high school, but did not graduate

(@)

High school diploma

or GED

Some College or 2-y.

ear degree

4-year college gradu

ate

More than 4-year col

o| ol o] ©

lege degree

Are you currently ... choose only on@answer:

Employed for wages

Self-employed

Out of work, but looking for work

A homemaker

A student

Retired

[} e} I} el Nol o]
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Unable to work

Do you consider yourself to be Hispanic or

Latino?

No

Yes

What is your race? Check all that apply

White / Caucasian

African American / Black

Asian American

Native American / Alaskan Native

Native Hawaiian / Pacific Islander

Other

o|jOo|Oo|O|O|O

What is your current marital status?

Married

Unmarried couple, living together

o

Separated

Divorced

Widowed

partner

Never been married, not currently living with

a

o|O0|O|O

What is your gender?

Male

Female

How many children do you have (living at home andged up to

18)?

One

Two

Three

Four

Five or more

Oo|O|O| O
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How many of your children are aged 5 through 9 (inkuiding age 9)?

One (o]
Two o
Three 0
Four or more o

Please think of your_youngest child aged 5 throug for the purpose of responding

to this survey (for example if you have a five yeanld child and a seven year old

child please think of your five-year old child).

What is the gender of this child?

Male

Female

What is this child’'s age?

Five

Six

Seven

Eight

Nine

O]l O| O] O|O

Is this child

Your oldest or your only child

A younger child with at least one older sibling

A twin or multiple

How good would you say that this child’s health isgenerally?

Poor Y
Fair 0]
Good o]
Very good 0
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[THIS QUESTION IS ONLY FOR PARENTS RECEIVING THE S UN
PROTECTION INTENTION SCENARIO (GROUPS 1,2,3,4,5, & 6)]

Thinking back over previous years, how does this ¢ll’'s (think of your youngest
child aged 5 through 9) skin tend to react to expase to the sun?
tends to burn easily o]

tends to burn at first but then tan

tends to burn occasionally and tans slowly

rarely burns and always tans

O] ©o| ©of| ©

never burns and tans quickly

[THE NEXT 3 QUESTIONS ARE ONLY FOR PARENTS RECEIVI NG THE
NUTRITION INTENTION SCENARIO (i.e. GROUPS 7,8,9,10,11, & 12]
What is this child’s height (approximate)?

Please write in the number of feet and inches sepately.

For example, if your child is 3'9” tall, write “3” in the feet space and “9” in the
inches space

feet
inches

What is this child’s weight? (approximate) Ibs

Compared to other children who are the same age argender as your child (think

of your youngest child aged 5 through 9), is yourhsld

Very underweight

Underweight

About average weight

A little overweight

o|lolo|o] o

Very overweight
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Trait Measures and Moderators: All participants

Other-Directedness

The following statements concern your perception at yourself in a variety of
situations. Please indicate the strength of your agement with each statement, using
a scale in which 1 indicates strong disagreement,idicates strong agreement, and
2, 3, and 4 represent intermediate judgments.

In the boxes after each statement, choose a (onlge) number from 1 to 5 from the

following scale:
6. Strongly disagree
7. Disagree

8. Neither disagree nor agree

9. Agree
10. Strongly agree

There are no "right" or "wrong" answers, so selectthe number that most closely
reflects you on each statement. Take your time antbnsider each statement

carefully.

+ Be sure to answer all items

* Never choose more than one number on a single item

ltem Strongly | Disagree| Neither | Agree = | Strongly
disagree =2 disagree 4 agree =5
=1 nor agree
=3
In different situations and with o] o] o] o] o]
different people, | often act like
very different persons
In order to get along and be 0 0 0 0 0
liked, | tend to be what people
expect me to be rather than
anything else
| am not always the person | o] 0 0 0 0
appear to be
| guess | put on a show to 0 0 0 0 0
impress or entertain people
Even if | am not enjoying 0 0 0 0 0
myself, | often pretend to be
having a good time
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| may deceive people by being
friendly when | really dislike
them

| would not change my opinion
(or the way | do things) in orde
to please someone or win their
favor

U7

| feel a bit awkward in company
and do not show up quite as w
as | should

When | am uncertain how to ad
in social situations, | look to the
behavior of others for cues.

My behavior is usually an
expression of my true inner
feelings, attitudes, and beliefs

At parties and social gatherings

| do not attempt to do or say

A4

things that others will like
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Private Self-Consciousness

Please answer the following questions about your$ddy choosing the appropriate
circle. For each of the statements indicate how neth each statement is like you by

using the following scale:
3 =alot like me
2 = somewhat like me
1 = alittle like me
0 = not at all like me

Please be as honest as you can throughout, and trgt to let your responses to one
guestion influence your response to other questionsThere are no right and wrong

answers.
+ Be sure to answer all items

* Never choose more than one number on a single item

Item 0= 1= 2= 3=
Not at all a little somewhat | alot like
like me like me like me me

I’'m always trying to figure myself out 0 0] 0] 0

| often daydream about myself 0] o] o] 0]

| never take a hard look at myself 0 o] o] (o]

| generally pay attention to my inner 0 o] 0] (o]

feelings

I’'m constantly thinking about my 0 o] o] (o]

reasons for doing things

| sometimes step back (in my mind) in 0 0] o] 0

order to examine myself from a distance

I'm quick to notice changes in my mood o o] 0] 0

| know the way my mind works when | 0 0] 0] (o]

work through a problem

| think about myself a lot 0 o] o] 0
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Perceived group identification

The following statements concern your perception ajut yourself as a parent in
relation to other parents of young children. Pleasendicate the strength of your

agreement with each statement, using a scale in whil indicates ‘not at all’ and 7
indicates ‘to a very great extent’, and 2, 3, 4, ah5 represent intermediate

judgments.

In the boxes after each statement, choose a numbkieom 1 to 5 from the following

scale:
1 =not at all
2 = very little
3 = somewhat
4 =to a great extent
5 =to a very great extent

Please be as honest as you can, and try not to yeiur responses to one question

influence your response to other questions. Thei@e no right and wrong answers.
* Be sure to answer all items
* Never choose more than one number on a single item

with most of the other parents of
young children that you know?

Item 1= 2= 3= 4 = 5=
not at very |somewhat toa | toavery
all little great great
extent | extent
How much do you identify with 0 0 0 0 0
most of the other parents of yourlg
children that you know?
How much do you feel yourselfas o o] 0 o] 0
belonging to the group of people
who are parents of young
children?
How much do you get along with 0 o] 0 0] (o]
most of the other parents of young
children that you know?
How much do you feel strong ties 0 0 0 0 0
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How attached do you feel to most 0 0 0 0 0
of the other parents of young
children that you know?

How similar do you feel in terms 0 0 0 0 0
of general attitudes and opinions|to
most of the other parents of yourg
children that you know?

343



Other moderators and control variables

[ONLY FOR PARENTS RECEIVING THE NUTRITION INTENTION
SCENARIO — GROUPS 7,8,9,10,11 AND 12]

Please note the extent to which you agree or disagy with the following statements:
Item Never | Rarely | Half of | Mostof | Always
the time | the time

When your child (think of your
youngest child aged 5 through 9) i
at home, how often are you
responsible for feeding him or herf

(7]

How often are you responsible for
deciding what your youngest child/s
(think of your child aged 5 through
9) portion sizes are?

How often are you responsible for
deciding if your child (think of your
youngest child aged 5 through 9)

has eaten the right kind of foods?
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[ONLY FOR PARENTS RECEIVING THE SUN PROTECTION INTE NTION

SCENARIO — GROUPS 1,2,3,4,5, & 6]

Please note the extent to which you agree or disag with the followin

statements

Item

Never

Rarely

Half of
the time

Most of
the time

Always

When your child (think of your
youngest child aged 5 through 9
is outdoors, how often are you
responsible for protecting him or
her from the sun (i.e. seeking
shade)?

How often are you responsible fq
deciding whether your child (thin
of your youngest child aged 5
through 9) should wear a hat or
other protective clothing when
outdoors and exposed to the sun

=<

How often are you responsible fq
deciding if your child (think of
your youngest child aged 5
through 9) should wear sunscree
when outdoors and exposed to t
sun?

=
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[ONLY FOR PARENTS RECEIVING THE NUTRITION INTENTION
SCENARIO — GROUPS 7,8,9,10,11 AND 12]

Please note the extent to which you agree or disag with the following statements

Strongly
Disagree

Moderately
Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Moderately
agree

Strongly
Agree

| eat a low fat
diet

| eat a low suga
diet

| eat at least
three servings of
fruit per day

| eat at least
three servings of
vegetables per
day
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[ONLY FOR PARENTS RECEIVING THE SUN PROTECTION INT ENTION

SCENARIO — GROUPS 1,2,3,4,5, & 6]

Please note the extent to which you agree or disagr with the following statements

Strongly
Disagree

Moderately
Disagree

Slightly
Disagree

Slightly
Agree

Moderately
agree

Strongly
Agree

When out in the
sun | regularly
apply sunscreen
with an SPF of
15 or more on
myself

When outside
in summer | try
to seek shade
during the
midday hours.

When outside
in summer |
usually wear
protective
clothing (i.e. a
shirt with
sleeves)

When outside
in summer |
usually wear a
hat

When outside
in summer |
usually wear
sunglasses
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MESSAGE EXPOSURE
[INSTRUCTIONS TO PARTICIPANTS IN GROUPS 1 THROUGH 4 AND 7

THROUGH 10 PRIOR TO SEEING MESSAGES IN STEP 3 - ALL8 OF THESE
CONDITIONS SHOULD RECEIVE THESE INSTRUCTIONS]

“In the next two screens you will see a messadeadse pay close attention to all parts of
the message, including text and images.

In order for you to have enough time to look atitessage at both screens, this section
is set up so that the option of clicking to thetreteen will be delayed for about 20

seconds.

Thank you for your attention”
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[Following these instructions groups receive thessage type that is listed in the table

below:

Each message includes the two screens with imatjeeah— with the 25 second delay
for each screen before participants can move tinetoext. ]

GROUP # Behavior type Message Type Observable behavioral
scenario / Not observable

GROUP 1 Sun protection | Attitudinal Observable

GROUP 2 Sun protection | Attitudinal Not observable
GROUP 3 Sun protection Normative Observable

GROUP 4 Sun protection Normative Not observable
GROUP 5 Sun protection | No message Observable

GROUP 6 Sun protection | No message Not observable
GROUP 7 Nutrition Attitudinal Observable

GROUP 8 Nutrition Attitudinal Not observable
GROUP 9 Nutrition Normative Observable

GROUP 10 | Nutrition Normative Not observable
GROUP 11 | Nutrition No message Observable

GROUP 12 | Nutrition No message Not observable
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Behavioral Scenario — Intention Measure

[INTRODUCTION: All participants]

“We know that some parents do these behaviorsyrasehot at all, while other parents
do them more frequently. We are interested in idretin the scenario you will read,
you would be likely to do the following behaviow fyour child. Think of your youngest
child who is aged 5 through 9 when you answer thestions.

Please take time to read the scenario carefullyt@imdagine yourself in the specific
situation described.

Your answers are completely confidential. We apjate your honesty and
cooperation.”
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SUN PROTECTION - OBSERVABLE SCENARIO
[GROUPS 1, 3 AND 5]

Imagine you are in a local park or playground withyour child (think of your
youngest child aged between 5 and 9) on a typicalmmer (weekend) day at midday.

You are accompanied by friends - who are also parésmof young children like
yourself.

How likely are you that you would do the following?(answer every question)
Keep my child out of the sun during the midday hous as much as possible (i.e. seek

out shade)
Extremely unlikely Extremely likely

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Apply sunscreen to my child with an SPF of 15 or me (and reapply as necessary)
Extremely unlikely Extrdgnkkely

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Make sure that my child is wearing a shirt that coers his/her chest and arms
Extremely unlikely Extrdgnkkely

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Make sure that my child is wearing a hat
Extremely unlikely ExtrdgnBkely

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Make sure that my child is wearing sunglasses
Extremely unlikely Extrelymlikely

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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SUN PROTECTION — NOT OBSERVABLE SCENARIO
[GROUPS 2, 4 AND 6]

Imagine you are in a local park or playground withyour child (think of your
youngest child aged between 5 and 9) on a typicalmmer (weekend) day at midday.

You are not accompanied by other family members ofriends.
How likely are you that you would do the following?(answer every question)

Keep my child out of the sun during the midday hous as much as possible (i.e. seek

out shade)
Extremely unlikely Extremely likely
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Apply sunscreen to my child with an SPF of 15 or nte (and reapply as necessary)
Extremely unlikely tEemely likely

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Make sure that my child is wearing a shirt that coers his/her chest and arms
Extremely unlikely tEemely likely

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Make sure that my child is wearing a hat
Extremely unlikely xtEemely likely

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Make sure that my child is wearing sunglasses
Extremely unlikely Extremely likely

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
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NUTRITION - OBSERVABLE SCENARIO
[GROUPS 7, 9 AND 11]

Imagine you are home with your child (think of youryoungest child aged between 5
and 9) at 5pm on a typical Sunday evening. Your chli has a friend over for an
afternoon play date, and you are about to prepareidner for the children to eat.

As you begin preparing the meal, your child’s friem’s parent arrives and you invite
him/her to join you in the kitchen and stay until the children have had dinner.

How likely are you to include the following foodsm the meal you serve your child
and his/her friend?

Extremely
Food item Unlikely Likely

1 /2 (3 |4 |5 |6 |7 (8|9 |10

Meat (e.g. chicken / ham / beef

Fish (e.g. tuna, salmon, shellfish)

Hot dogs / hamburger / chicken
nuggets

Pasta / macaroni / rice / potatoes /
sandwiches
Pizza

Water (bottled or tap)

Milk (skim / soy / whole /
organic)
Lemonade / soda / juice

Fruit (at least one serving)

Vegetables (at least one serving)

Cookies / brownies / Cake

Ice Cream / popsicle
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NUTRITION — NOT OBSERVABLE SCENARIO
[GROUPS 8, 10 AND 12]

Imagine you are home with your child (think of youryoungest child aged between 5
and 9) at 5pm on a typical Sunday evening. Your chli has a friend over for an
afternoon play date, and you are about to prepareidner for the children to eat.

How likely are you to include the following foodsm the meal you serve your child
and his/her friend?

Extremely Extremely
Food item Unlikely Likely

1 /2 (3 |4 |5 |6 |7 |8 1]9 |10

Meat (e.g. chicken / ham / beef

Fish (e.g. tuna, salmon, shellfish)

Hot dogs / hamburger / chicken
nuggets

Pasta / macaroni / rice / potatoes /
sandwiches
Pizza

Water (bottled or tap)

Milk (skim / soy / whole /
organic)
Lemonade / soda / juice

Fruit (at least one serving)

Vegetables (at least one serving)

Cookies / brownies / Cake

Ice Cream / popsicle
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Manipulation Check (Observability)

[All participants]

Please think back to the scenario you read earlieand choose the option that most
accurately describes who was present in this scenar

o |l was alone
o | I was with my child only
o | I was with my child and other friends who are p&seaf young children
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TRA /INTEGRATIVE MODEL MEASURES

Injunctive norms

[Introduction: All participants]

“Please answer the following questions by choo#iieghumber that best describes your
opinion. Some of the questions may appear torbéasi but they do address somewhat
different issues. Please read each question digrafhd think of your youngest child
aged 5 to 9 when you respond.”

[GROUPS 1,2,3,4,5 AND 6]

Most parents of a child aged 5 to 9 like myself (whare important to me) think |
should do the following this summer at the local p& or playground typical
summer’s weekend day at noon

Keep my child out of the sun during the midday hous as much as possible (i.e. seek
out shade
Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Apply sunscreen with an SPF of 15 or more to my chi (and reapply as necessary)
Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that my child is wearing a shirt that coers their chest and arms
Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that my child is wearing a hat
Disagree | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that my child is wearing sunglasses
Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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[GROUPS 7,8,9,10,11 AND 12]

Most parents of a child aged 5 to 9 like myself (whare important to me) think |

should give my child the following foods and drinkdor dinner on a typical Sunday

evening at home when the child has a friend over if@ play date.

Meat (e.g. chicken / ham / beef)

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
Fish (e.g. tuna, salmon, shellfish)

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
Hot dogs / hamburger / chicken nuggets

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
Pasta / macaroni / rice / potatoes / sandwiches

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
Pizza

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
Water (bottled or tap)

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
Milk (skim / soy / whole / organic)

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
Lemonade / soda / juice

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
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Fruit (at least one serving)

Disagree| 1 2 3 Agree
Vegetables (at least one serving

Disagree| 1 2 3 Agree
Cookies / brownies / Cake

Disagree| 1 2 3 Agree
Ice Cream / popsicle

Disagree| 1 2 3 Agree
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Descriptive norms

[GROUPS 1,2,3,4,5 AND 6]

Most parents of a child aged 5 to 9 like myself (wdhare important to me) will do the
following this summer at the local park or playgrownd typical summer’s weekend
day at noon.

Keep their child out of the sun during the midday fours as much as possible (i.e.
seek out shade)
Disagree | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Apply sunscreen with an SPF of 15 or more to theichild (and reapply as necessary)
Disagree | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that their child is wearing a shirt thatcovers their chest and arms
Disagree | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that their child is wearing a hat
Disagree | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that their child is wearing sunglasses
Disagree | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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[GROUPS 7,8,9,10,11 AND 12]

Most parents of a child aged 5 to 9 like myself (whare important to me) will give
their child the following foods and drinks for dinner on a typical Sunday evening at

home when the child has a friend over for a play da.

Meat (e.g. chicken / ham / beef)

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
Fish (e.g. tuna, salmon, shellfish)

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
Hot dogs / hamburger / chicken nuggets

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
Pasta / macaroni / rice / potatoes / sandwiches

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
Pizza

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
Water (bottled or tap)

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
Milk (skim / soy / whole / organic)

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
Lemonade / soda / juice

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
Fruit (at least one serving)

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
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Vegetables (at least one serving)

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 Agree
Cookies / brownies / Cake

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 Agree
Ice Cream / popsicle

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 Agree
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Attitudes
[GROUPS 1,2,3,4,5 AND 6]
Please read the following questions and circle omeimber in each row for each
item. .
My keeping my child (think of your youngest child ayed 5 to 9) out of the sun during

the midday hours at the local park or playground typical summer’s weekend day at
noon would be.

Useless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Useful
Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

My applying sunscreen with an SPF of 15 or more tmy child (think of your
youngest child aged 5 to 9), and reapplying as nessary at the local park or
playground typical summer’s weekend day at noon wdd be.

Useless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Useful
Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

Making sure that my child (think of your youngest dild aged 5 to 9), is wearing a
shirt that covers their chest and arms at the locabark or playground typical
summer’s weekend day at noon would be.

Useless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Useful
Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise
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My making sure that my child (think of your child aged 5 to 9), is wearing a hat at
the local park or playground typical summer’s weekad day at noon would be.

Useless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Useful
Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

My making sure that my child (think of your youngeg child aged 5 to 9) is wearing
sunglassest the local park or playground typical summer’s weekend day at noon
would be.

Useless 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Useful
Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise
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[GROUPS 7,8,9,10,11 AND 12]

My giving the following foods and drinks to my chill (think of your youngest child
aged 5 to 9) for dinner on a typical Sunday eveningt home when the child has a

friend over for a play date would be.

(Please circle one number in every row for evemnjte

Meat (e.g. Useless 1 2 3 4 Useful
chicken / e -
ham / beef) Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise
Fish (e.qg. Useless 1 2 3 4 Useful
tuna, - .
salmon, Unenjoyable Enjoyable
shellfish) Foolish Wise
Hot dogs / Useless 1 2 3 4 Useful
hamburger / - .
chickeng Unenjoyable Enjoyable
nuggets Foolish Wise
Pasta / Useless 1 2 3 4 Useful
macaroni / - -
rice / Unenjoyable Enjoyable
potatoes / Foolish Wise
sandwiches
Useless 1 2 3 4 Useful
Pizza Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise
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Water Useless Useful

bottled or - .

Eap) Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

Milk Useless Useful

(skim / soy / - -

whole / Unenjoyable Enjoyable

organic) Foolish Wise

Lemonade, | Useless Useful

soda or juice Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

Fruit Useless Useful

at least one : -

serving) Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

Vegetables | Useless Useful

(at least one e e

serving) Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

Cookies / Useless Useful

gr:l\(/énles / Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise

Ice Cream/ | Useless Useful

opsicle - -

Pops! Unenjoyable Enjoyable
Foolish Wise
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Self-Efficacy
[GROUPS 1, 2,3,4,5 AND 6]

If I really wanted to, at a local park or playground with my child (think of your
youngest child aged between 5 and 9) on a typicalmmer (weekend) day at midday,
| could do the following:

Keep my child out of the sun during the midday hous as much as possible (i.e. seek
out shade
Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Apply sunscreen to my child with an SPF of 15 or nte (and reapply as necessary)
Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that my child is wearing a shirt that coers his/her chest and arms
Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that my child is wearing a hat
Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree

Make sure that my child is wearing sunglasses
Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Agree
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[GROUPS 7,8,9,10,11 AND 12]

If I really wanted to, | could give the following foods and drinks to my child for

dinner on a typical Sunday evening at home when thehild has a friend over for a

playdate:

(Please circle one number in every row for evemnjte

Meat (e.g. chicken / ham / beef)

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
Fish (e.g. tuna, salmon, shellfish)

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
Hot dogs / hamburger / chicken nuggets

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
Pasta / macaroni / rice / potatoes / sandwiches

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
Pizza

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
Water (bottled or tap)

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
Milk (skim / soy / whole / organic)

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
Lemonade / soda / juice

Disagree| 1 2 3 4 5 Agree
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Fruit (at least one serving

Disagree| 1 2 3 Agree
Vegetables (at least one serving)

Disagree| 1 2 3 Agree
Cookies / brownies / Cake

Disagree| 1 2 3 Agree
Ice Cream / popsicle

Disagree| 1 2 3 Agree
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MANIPULATION CHECK 2 — FOR MESSAGE EXPOSURE GROUPS

[SUN PROTECTION (For Groups 1 through 4)]

Please think back to the message about sun protemti that you saw earlier (the
message includes the first and second pages you salkich featured written text
together with visual images of parents and children

Please indicate whether you recall whether the meage you saw included the
following elements:

Facts about sun protection and children

Definitely do not Definitely do
Recall that recall that
o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o]

Ways in which to protect children in the sun

Definitely do not Definitely do
Recall that recall that
o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o]

Reasons why sun protection can benefit your child’eealth

Definitely do not Definitely do
Recall that recall that
o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o]

The importance of setting a good example for othersuch as family and friends) by

protecting your child from the sun

Definitely do not Definitely do
Recall that recall that
o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o]
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An image or images of a parent with a child

Definitely do not Definitely do
Recall that recall that
(0] (0] (0] (0] (0] (0] (0] (0] (0] (0]
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[NUTRITION - For Groups 7 through 10]

Please think back to the message about nutrition #t you saw earlier (the message
includes the first and second pages you saw whicbatured written text together
with visual images of parents and children).

Please indicate whether you recall whether the meage you saw included the
following elements:

Facts about healthy food and children

Definitely do not Definitely do
Recall that recall that
o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o]

Ways in which to feed healthy foods to your child

Definitely do not Definitely do
Recall that recall that
(0] (0] (0] (0] (0] (0] (0] (0] (0] (0]

Reasons why feeding your child nutritious foods cabenefit your child’s health

Definitely do not Definitely do
Recall that recall that
o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o]

The importance of setting a good example for othersuch as family and friends) by
feeding your child healthy foods

Definitely do not Definitely do
Recall that recall that
o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o]

An image or images of a parent with a child

Definitely do not Definitely do
Recall that recall that
o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o]
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