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Comparison of persuasive effects of statistical, narrative, and mixed message styles
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2. A EEOPME (R

The present study focused on the persuasive effects of narrative messages studied since around 2000. Narratives are constructed
from characters and their several episodes arrayed in a time series. Studies show no significant differences between the persuasive
effects of statistical messages based on evidence—based arguments and those of narrative messages (Reinhart, 2006; Winterbottom
et al, 2008). The purpose of the present study was to examine the superiority of mixed—-style statistical messages compared to
narrative messages while their fundamental factors—such as the number of arguments and words—were manipulated to be as similar
as possible.

The theme of persuasive messages in this study was an introduction to daylight saving time with an affirmative ratio of about 60%, as
revealed by another survey. The theme was argued about around 2008 in Japan. While the statistical style was mainly constructed
from arguments with statistical values, the narrative style had a lead character and the strong and weak points of daylight saving time
were explained through his experiences. Each style stated pro arguments, con arguments, and counterarguments in order of
increasing persuasive effect as revealed by O’ Keefe (1999).

The styles of persuasive messages were manipulated using a between—participants design. A total of 132 participants (37 males and
95 females, average age = 20.37, <i>SD</i> = 1.08) answered questionnaires. A 3 (message styles: statistical, narrative, and mixed) x 2
(sex of participants) analysis of variance with the extent of agreement with daylight saving time showed the main effect of the
message styles factor (KiDF</i> (2, 131) = 5.212, <id>p</i> < .01, <i> n </i><sup>2</sup> = .076). This result indicated the superiority
of the statistical style. The results also revealed that the number of con arguments related to daylight saving time was significantly
lower for the statistical style condition than for the other two conditions.

The results showed the effectiveness of the statistical style and that the use of narrative or mixed persuasive messages is less
needed. However, there was a possibility that awakening the participants’ emotions and their transportation to the narrative were
relatively small in the present study. Future studies need to clarify and thoroughly examine factors related to the narrative messages.
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