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Behind his public image as a beloved leader espousing interracial harmony, “Fa- I"’;
ther,” as Jones was called, assumed a messiah-like presence in the Peoples Temple.
Increasingly, he became the personal object of the members’ devotion, and he used _
their numbers and obedience to gain political influence and power. Within the Tem- ‘
7 ple, Jones demanded absolute loyalty, enforced a taxing regimen, and delivered

sermons forecasting nuclear holocaust and an apocalyptic destruction of the world,
promising his followers that they alone would emerge as survivors. Many of his ha-
rangues attacked racism and capitalism, but his most vehement anger focused on '

J ° < . . . |
“ ? Peoples Temple—its detractors and especially its defectors. In
: nsenS]cal. the “enemies” of the Peop p p y

Maklng Sense Of the NO mid-1977, publication of unfavorable magazine articles, coupled with the impend- |

. : : “ i) . |

o n ing custody battle over a six-year-old Jones claimed as a “son, prompted emigra- |

of Jonestow
An Analysis

tion of the bulk of Temple membership to a jungle outpost in Guyana.

In November, 1978, Congressman Leo Ryan responded to charges that the Peo-
Neal Osherow ples Temple was holding people against their will at Jonestown. He organized a _
trip to the South American settlement; a small party of journalists and “Concerned |

- Relatives” of Peoples Temple members accompanied him on his investigation.
ho do not remember the past are condemned to rep .

Those W They were in Jonestown for one evening and part of the following day. They heard .
. Jim Jones’s most residents praise the settlement, expressing their joy at being there and indicat- |
uotation on placard over Ji . _ = : il
— rostrum at Jonestown ing their desire to stay. Two families, however, slipped messages to Ryan that they I
wanted to leave with him. After the visit, as Ryan’s party and these defectors tried I k :
The members of the Peoples to board planes to depart, the group was ambushed and fired upon by Temple gun- | |
i StoWn. - . .
Close to one thousand people died at ](;)i?:ction of the Reverend Jim Jones, feda men—five people, mcludmg.Ryan, were murdered. o
Temple settlement in Guyana, under the o he potion to their infants, and As the shootings were taking place at the jungle airstrip, Jim Jones gathered the -
e'sgn-lace d drink to their children, admlmS‘efed the Ft,her arm in arm; more than community at Jonestown. He informed them that the Congressman’s party would be 1
poison themselves. Their bodies were found lying together, killed and then initiated the final ritual: the “revolutionary suicide” that the member- | 1
g;)a(;lk elxt-ished. ' tire community destroying ship had rehearsed on prior occasions. The poison was brought out. It was taken. '
sz could such a tragedy occur? The image of an .en ! dible. The media stories Jonestown’s remoteness caused reports of the event to reach the public in stages. 1,
itself, of parents killing their own children, appears ncre ent e(.i some of its herror ' First came bulletins announcing the assassination of Congressman Ryan along I8
1tls;:)u; the event and full-color pictures of the scene' dc:;umrocesses that led to the (l with several members of his party. Then came rumors of mass-deaths at Jonestown, ! |
a did little to illuminate the causes or to explain e(}i) ¢ asserted that “it was i then confirmations. The initial estimates put the number of dead near 400, bringing
l()iut thls Even a year afterw ard, a CBS Evening News brO‘_i ;afsor the ritualistic sui- ”| the hope that substantial numbers of people had escaped into the jungle. But as the _. i
e'a 1 : assumed that time would offer some explana.m; not appear that any ' bodies were counted, many smaller victims were discovered under the corpses of !
v‘tlc?e/rzllurder of over 900 people. . .. One year later, it d0es larger ones—virtually none of the inhabitants of Jonestown survived. The public |
c1de; . 1979 . ) . . | ! I
lessons have been uncovered” (CBS I\.Iews,t ensh)rOu ded in mystery, however. Jim was Sh.ocked, then hor1:1ﬁed, then incredulous. . . o
The story of the Peoples Temple is 10 tore. in Indiana. His preaching Amid the early stories about the tragedy, along with the lurid descriptions and I
Jones had founded his church more than 20 y.ears be 'ore,and his group helped feed sensational photographs, came some attempts at analysis. Most discussed the -
:rtssed the need for racial brotherhood and mte'gratlon’ Jim Jones gradually in- charisma of Jim Jones and the power of “cults.” Jones was described as “a charac-
ihe oor and find them jobs. As his congregathfl gdrefvr&; m the members. In 1965, lt.ir Joseph Conrad might have dreamt up” (Krause, 1978), a “self-appointed mes- .
1;ed the discipline and dedication that he reqmrfe ul relocated with him The siah” whose “lust for dominion” led hundreds of “fanatic” followers to their I
crea is faithful r ’
bout 100 of his fa

he moved to northern California; al

membership began to multiply, ne'w
ished in San Francisco.

d the headquar- demise (Special Report: The Cult of Death, Newsweek, 1978a). . ‘ .

Although a description in terms of the personality of the perpetrator and the vul-
nerability of the victims provides some explanation, it relegates the event to the cat-
€gory of being an aberration, a product of unique forces and dispositions. Assuming

such a perspective distances us from the phenomenon. This might be comforting,
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::Torllzg)’pof self-justification provides some insight.

CONFORMITY

The character of a church . . . can be seen in its attitude

toward its detractors.

—Hugh Prather, Notes to Myself
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to the threat of force.
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JONES: What those people gone and done, and what they get through will make our
lives worse than hell. . . . But to me, death is not a fearful thing. It’s living that’s
cursed. . . . Not worth living like this.

FIRST WOMAN: But I'm afraid to die.

JoNES: 1 don’t think you are. I don't think you are.

FIRST WoMAN: | think there were too few who left for 1,200 people to give them
their lives for those people who left. . . . [ look at all the babies and 1 think they de-
serve to live.

JONES: But don’t they deserve much more—they deserve peace. The best testi-
mony we can give is to leave this goddam world. (Applause)

FIRST MAN: It’s over, sister. . . . We’ve made a beautiful day. (Applause)

SECOND MAN: If you tell us we have to give our lives now, we're ready. (Applause)
[Baltimore Sun, 1979.]

Above the cries of babies wailing, the tape continues, with Jones insisting upon
the need for suicide and urging the people to complete the act:

JONES: Please get some medication. Simple. It’s simple. There's no convulsions with
it. . . . Don't be afraid to die. You’ll see people land out here. They’ll torture our peo-
ple....
SECOND WOMAN: There's nothing to worry about. Everybody keep calm and try to
keep your children calm. . . . They’re not crying from pain: it’s just a little bitter tast-
ing...

THIRD WOMAN: This is nothing to cry about. This is something we could all rejoice
about. (Applause)

JONES: Please, for God’s sake, let’s get on with it. . . . This is a revolutionary sui-
cide. This is not a self-destructive suicide. (Voices praise “Dad.” Applause)

THIRD MAN: Dad has brought us this far, My vote is to go with Dad. . ..

JONES: We must die with dignity. Hurry, hurry, hurry. We must hurry. . . . Stop
this hysterics. Death is a million times more perferable to spending more days in
this life. . .. If you knew what was ahead, you'd be glad to be stepping over
tonight . . . '

FOURTH WOMAN: It’s been a pleasure walking with all of you in this revolutionary
struggle. . . . No other way I would rather go than to give my life for socialism. Com-
munism, and I thank Dad very much.

JONES: Take our life from us. . . . We didn’t commit suicide. We committed an act
of revolutionary suicide protesting against the conditions of an inhuman world
[Newsweek, 1978b, 1979].

If you hold a gun at someone’s head, you can get that person to do just about
anything. As many accounts have attested,’ by the early 1970s the members of the
Peoples Temple lived in constant fear of severe punishment—brutal beatings

VThe reports of ex-Peoples Temple members who defected create a very consistent picture of the tac-
tics Jim Jones employed in his church. Jeanne Mills (1979) provides the most comprehensive personal
account, and there are affidavits about the Peoples Temple sworn to by Deborah Blakey (May 12, 1978
and June 15, 1978) and Yolanda Crawford (April 10, 1978). Media stories about the Peoples Temple,
which usually rely on interviews with defectors, and about Jonestown, which are based on interviews
with survivors, also corroborate one another. (See especially Kilduff and Tracy [1977], Newsweek
(19784], Lifton [1979], and Cahill [1979}.)
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tent to which most subjects in the Milgram situation (1965) obeyed the instructions
to shock the person designated the “learner.” Similarly, by including just one con-
federate who expressed an opinion different from the majority’s, Asch (1955)

ed that the subject would also agree far less, even when the “other dissenter’s”
rrect and differe

show
d from the subject’s. In the Peoples Tem-
dissent, made sure that member

judgment was also inco
ple, Jones tolerated no
powerful than to himself, and tri
unthinkable option.

Jeanne Mills, who spent six ¥

s had no allegiance more
ed to make the alternative of leaving the Temple an

ears as a high-ranking member before becoming

the few who left the Peoples Temple, writes: «There was an unwritten but
perfectly understood law in the church that was very important: ‘No one is to criti-
cize Father, his wife, or his children’ ” (Mills, 1979). Deborah Blakey, another

long-time member who managed to defect, testified

one of

o be regarded as “reason.”
1 was afraid to say anything
d the wrath of Jones and

Any disagreement with [Jim Jones’s] dictates came t
... Although I felt terrible about what was happening,
because I knew that anyone with a differing opinion gaine

other members. [Blakey, June 15, 1978.]

Conditions in the Peoples Temple became so oppressive, the discrepancy between
Jim Jones’s stated aims and his practices soO pronounced, that it is almost inconceiv-
able that members failed to entertain questions about the church. But these doubts
went unreinforced. There were no allies to support one’s disobedience of the leader’s
commands and no fellow dissenters to encourage the expression of disagreement
with the majority. Public disobedience or dissent was quickly punished. Questioning
Jones’s word, even in the company of fami

and “counselors” were quick to report indiscretions, even by relatives.
The use of informers went further tha
solidarity and loyalty that individuals felt to

Jones preached that a spirit of brotherhood
clear that each member’s personal dedication should be directed to “Father.

ily or friends, was dangerous—informers
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ward their families and friends. While
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(Cahill, 1979). Escape was not a viable option.

med security guards '
es apparent, compliance became

d by ar i
patrolled bY ‘With no other alternativ

Resistance Was too costly. ;
the most reasonable course of action. - |

The power that Jim Jones wielded kept the membership of the Peoples Temple in
line, and the difficulty of defecting helped to keep them in. But what attracted them
to join J ones’s church in the first place?

PERSUASION

Nothing is s0 unbelievable that oratory cannot make it

acceptable.
—Cicero

ught people for his

adept at oratory. He so
o his promises, and

ges and vulnerable t
h specific audience.

Jim Jones was a charismatic figure,

church who would be receptive to his messa
he carefully honed his presentation t0 appeal to €ac
The bulk of the Peoples Temple membership was comprised of society’s needy
and neglected: the urban poor, the black, the elderly, and a sprinkling of ex-addicts
and ex-convicts (Winfrey, 1979). To attract new members, Jones held public ser-

in various cities. Leaflets would be distributed:

vices
. Amazing! . . . The Most

PASTOR JIM JONES ... Incredible! . . . Miraculous! .
Unique Prophetic Healing Service You’ve Ever Witnessed! Behold the Word Made
Incarnate In Your Midst!

ses are passed in every service. . . . Before your eyes,

God works as tumorous mas
the crippled walk, the blind see! [Kilduff and Javers, 1978.]

an almost idyllic scenc of blacks and whites
ther. Guests were greeted and treated most
's meal. As advertised, Jim Jones also
1d recount how Jones had cured them
ses; during the service Jones or one of his nurses would
vile mass of tissue—the “cancer”
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ceived revelations about
d know—what they had
lative. Occe-

al members first confronted
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nvited to share in the group
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Potenti
living, working,
warmly and were i
gave them miracles. A nu
of cancer or other dread disea

reach into the member’s throat and emerge with a
that had been passed as the person gagged. Sometimes
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members or visitors that nobody but those individuals coul
ore, for instance, OF news about a far-off re

eaten for dinner the night bef
es similar to more well-established religious figures:

sionally, he performed miracl
r some reason the

Sunday service, and fo
arent

od to feed everyone. It became app
eat. Jim announced, “Even

blessing the food that we

There were more people than usual at the

church members hadn’t brought enough fo
that the last fifty people in line weren’t going to get any m
though there isn’t enough food to feed this multitude, 1 am
have and multiplying it—just as Jesus did in biblical times.”
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Members were motivat(;dt r;v?.lanor.\s (Kilduff and Tracy, 1977; Mills, 19'}9)
sense of purpose, and rolie fof elieve in Jones; they appreciated the racial harmony.
brovided them (,Winfre ]9;(;11 fc?elmgs of worthlessness that the Peoples Templé
thing was wrong, th ¥, , L‘f‘(’", 1979). Even when suspecting that .

g, they learned that it was unwise to voice their doubts: some
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As we looked at Chuck
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e 00 Lch earts that we would neve sti
P ild poson ;:c'les_ at least not out loud. Years later, we learned thatch"uebt'lon oty
a piece of cake and given it to Chuck. [Mills, 1979.] m had put

Although most
ided, and slmont snstionl i s, those ho evetualy sssumed postions o
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e Stoen, Wh;; " ar: 1:; as an 1de’ahstic experiment with integration and
§0 R éie” (Win.f e ’ll‘emple s lawyer, stated later, “I wanted utopia
inielligenee to sosthrough manrey,f J979).’ These members had the information and
Bty o o y o one.s s ploys, but, as Jeanne Mills explains re-
, they dismissed their qualms and dismissed Jones’s deception
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ant aim—furthering the Cause: “For

a more import
essary for the

time, 1 rationalized my doubts. ‘If Jim feels it’s nec
1 to question his wisdom?’ ” (Mills, 1979).
to be remarkably easy to overcome their hesitancy and calm their
that she and her husband initially were skeptical about Jones
and the Peoples Temple. After attending their first meeting, they remained unim-
ssed by the many members who proclaimed that Jones had healed their cancers
g habits. They were annoyed by Jones’ arrogance, and they were
the long service. But in the weeks following their visit, they re-
s containing testimonials and gifts from the Peoples Temple,
and they were attracted by the friendship and love
d the white members. When they went back for
with them. After the long drive, the Mills
warmly by many members and by Jones himself. “This time
n beliefs had become

pen to hear his message because my oW
driving home afterward, the children

as being necessary to achieve

the thousandth
Cause, who am

It turned out
doubts. Mills recalls

pre
or cured their dru,

bored by most of
ceived numerous letter:
they had dreams about Jones,
they had felt from both the black an
their second visit, they took their children

family was greeted
... my mind was 0
very shaky” (Mills, 1979). As they were
begged their parents to join the church:

‘We had to admit that we enjoyed the service more this time and we told th

dren that we'd think it over. Somehow, though, we knew that it was only a matter
of time before we were going to become members of the Peoples Temple. [Mills,

1979.]

Jim Jones skillfully manipulated the impression that his church would convey to
newcomers. He carefully managed its public image. He used the letter-writing and
ess the politicians and press

potlitical clout of hundreds of members to praise and impr
that supported the Peoples Temple, as well as to criticize and intimidate its opponents
(Kasindorf, 1978). Most important, Jones severely restricted the information that was
available to the members. In addition to indoctrinating members into his own belief
system through extensive Sermons and lectures, he inculcated a distrust of any contra-
dictory messages, labelling them the product of enemies. By destroying the credibil-
ity of their sources, he inoculated the membership against being persuaded by outside
criticism. Similarly, any contradictory thoughts that might arise within each member
to be discredited. Instead of seeing them as having any basis in reality, members
s of their own shortcomings or lack of faith, Members
ones’s lofty pronouncements
Temple to their personal inadequacies rather than
As ex-member Neva Sly was quoted: “We always
blamed ourselves for things that didn’t seem right” (Winfrey, 1979). A unique and
distorting language developed within the church, in which “the Cause” became any-
thing that Jim Jones said (Mills, 1979). 1t was spoken at Jonestown, where a guard
tower was called the “playground” (Cahill, 1979). Ultimately, through the clever use
of oratory, deception, and language, Jones could speak of death as “stepping over,’
thereby camouflaging 2 hopeless act of self-destruction as a noble and brave act of
“revolutionary suicide,” and the members accepted his words.

e chil-

were
interpreted them as indication
learned to attribute the apparent
and the rigors of life in the Peoples
blaming them on any fault of Jones.

discrepancies between J
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SELF-JUSTIFICATION

B - .
thc;t{t:fs;lvl‘.xtlon and punishment for man lie in the fact
e lives wrongly he can befog hi
. efog himself so
see the misery of his position. sossnetio

—Tolstoy, “The Kreutzer Sonata™

Analyzing Jonestown in
terms of obedience and
to explain wh the power of the situati
Tone sliownwthz the people acted as they did. Once the Peoples Templ: ?123" N
tates. They,wer;ec:risf h:ttle the members could do other than follow Jim Jo:;:’veg’to
options, being sarrou c:i Zd by an authority of absolute power. They were left wit; f o
orts and various docnu :1 erl;}; arr(rjled glflards and by the jungle, having given their pa::V
. ) s and confessions to Jones, ¢ . i
in the outsid nes, and believing th .
o ond laci :)Nfosrlld weredeven more threatening. The members’ soo:l td(;:tn dlltlons
’ eep, and constant exposure to Jones’s di » eavy
ercive i . : ones’s diatribes
By l:;:st.o f the;r gr C?lcament; tremendous pressures encouragedet)l(;(:)rtb ati)d feco
ime of the final ritual, oppositi 0 0Dey.
ble for most of th v position or escape had become almost i i
i Mo ti ln;embers. Yet even then, it is doubtful that many wants dl mpossi-
oo o e. \ ;b ad come to believe in Jones—one woman’s bod ;’ to resist
sc X was i
{Calil gl 9791;1 T}izd on her arm during the final hours: “Jim J onesy is ?I:e (c))rlld wnE
dying—just b&;fore};lf: "::edl t; have accepted the necessity, and even the bea)lllt())/nf)f
ual began, a guard ’
Temple’s hired guard approached Charle
(LiftIc’, : S1 9h71r9t;d :ttomt.’-)'s, and exclaimed, “It’s a great momersltGarry, one of Fhe
e im, 79). survivor of Jonestown, who happened to be aw - we all d.le
erviewed a year following the deaths: ay at the dentist,

If I had been there, I wo!

. , uld have been the fi

boison and irst one to stand in that li 4

poison a}r: I Wf)uld have been proud to take it. The thin I’mn e ?nd l'dke -
the ending. [Gallagher, 1979.] ; sad aboutis thi: that 1

It is this aspect of Jonestown that is
Sl tow perhaps the most troubling. To the
Tl E}; e for‘:i: rir;a_:g:tf}; rcr); :)I;epPeoples Temple members believezni(:; .?1[:11
. -es, in ! OWer or persuasion, i
b alli::i ;:ll;toz);a::l?:fa different set of processes to accoun(t:afr;: ::: ::::1‘;’::??""
Although Jones’s st:‘tements f )
R et loncs's ' w.ere' often inconsistent and his me
o ::ay;sllr;ctcllethelr faith .m his leadership. Once they werlhios(:)sla:;;e;;
B o cosope e ot of thopportu.mty or motivation to think otherwise—resis-
B oo s out of e que.snon. In such a situation, the individual is moti-
B o o osir- predicament; a person confronted with the inevitable
e epn bl ;Yely. For example, social psychological research has
. e} il e elieve that they will be served more of a vegetabl
onvince themselves that it is not so noxious (Brehmg 1959j tz:c}ll

o~ D v ieewed
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ting with someone, she tends to judge

ly (Darley and Berscheid, 1967).
not begin at Jonestown—it started

and less dramatically. At first, the potential member

would attend meetings voluntarily and might put in a few hours each week work-
ing for the church. Though the established members would urge the recruit to join,
he or she felt free to choose whether to stay or to leave. Upon deciding to join, a
member expended more effort and became more committed to the Peoples Temple.
In small increments, Jones increased the demands made on the member, and only
after a long sequence did he escalate the oppressiveness of his rule and the desper-
ation of his message. Little by little, the individual’s alternatives became more lim-
ited. Step by step, the person was motivated to rationalize his or her commitment
and to justify his or her behavior.
Jeanne Mills, who managed to defect two years before the Temple relocated in
Guyana, begins her account, Six Years With God (1979), by writing “Every time 1
tell someone about the six years we spent as members of the Peoples Temple, 1 am
faced with an unanswerable question: ‘If the church was so bad, why did you and
your family stay in for so long?"” Several classic studies from social psychological
research investigating processes of self-justification and the theory of cognitive
dissonance (see Aronson, 1980, chapter 4; Aronson, 1969) can point to explana-
tions for such seemingly jrrational behavior.
According to dissonance theory, when a person commits an act or holds a cogni-
tion that is psychologically inconsistent with his or her self-concept, the inconsis-
tency arouses an unpleasant state of tension. The individual tries to reduce this “dis-
sonance,” usually by altering his or her attitudes to bring them more into line with the
lief. A number of occurrences in the Peoples Tem-

previously discrepant action or be
f this process. The horrifying events

ple can be illuminated by viewing them inlight o
the threat of force, nor did they erupt instanta-

d” in people’s minds, sud-
e theory of cognitive dis-

nks that she will be interac
dividual more favorab
ment in the Temple did

when a person thi
a description of that in

A member’s involve
much earlier, closer to home,

of Jonestown were not due merely to
neously. That is, it was not the case that something “‘snappe
denly causing them to behave in bizarre ways. Rather, as th
sonance spells out, people seek to justify their choices and commitments.

Just as a towering waterfall can begin as a trickle, so too can the impetus for do-
ing extreme or calamitous actions be provided by the consequences of agreeing to

do seemingly trivial ones. In the Peoples Temple, the process started with the ef-
fects of undergoing a severe initiation to join the church, was reinforced by the ten-
dency to justify one’s commitments,

and was strengthened by the need to rational-
ize one’s behavior.

Consider the prospective memb
ample. When a person undergoes a severe ini
he or she is apt to judge that group as being more at
pending the effort or enduring the pain. Aronson and Mills (1959) demonstrated

that students who suffered greater embarrassment as a prerequisite for being al-
lowed to participate in a discussion group rated its conversation (which actually
was quite boring) to be significantly more interesting than did those students who

er’s initial visit to the Peoples Temple, for ex-
tiation to gain entrance into a group,
tractive, in order to justify ex-
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experienced little or no embarrassment in ord i
rendency to usti _ ' er to be admitted. Not only is
goal—i: . rde ::rfz’u:;:z;i:;ni l:gz:::tt:(r)nence 1?}' raising one’s estimaili(l);tg?;:
tfect 3 person’ \ces, SN, experience a hardship can go
(1969) a::d h;";}};:rz;:or}\] of the discomfort or pain he or I;he ffl(t). g;it?):):i(;g
that involves their beign * showed that when subjects volunteered for a procedure
choice in the matter re ,‘i rz,:l\;e;l elc?ctrlc shocks, those thinking that they had more
those who experiencedpgrezte t:;lmg less pain from the shocks. More specifically
count for their choosing to en;ulzst(;xza::; h: Ving'llit(tile xiemal Justification to ac:
extended bevo e : , described it as being less intens i
was hinderez 123;}1:.:; 1::;e)ressmns and verbal reports; their periormancee 2;3;::8';
logical instrument‘ measuriy e re?orde_d somewhat lower readings on a physio-
ing process can be double-:fgizl'vlj:];;k};:or:: P0"_S§ s the Clagonance:reduc:
experiences a N I guidance, a person who v i
buI: iy ai bzeg\;ir:olznet;a:l:on not only comes to regard its ends more :(i:i[:it::ﬂy
long meetings, because we © means as less aversive: “We begin to appreciate ‘h};
g i, 19799, were told that spiritual growth comes from self-sacri-
Once involved, a member found ever-i
encrgy devoted er-increasing portions of his or her tim
weekends and se\t/:r;:‘:v::‘oples Temple. The services and meetings occ::pai::
ing the required letters t 1ngs cac h week. Working on Temple projects and writ-
time. Expected mone;a \ pohtlc.]ans. and the press took much of one’s “spare”
(though they were recor(;Zd)comnbunon.s changed from “voluntary” donations
come. Eventually, a membert 0“::: ::‘;:‘;::dci’""fb“tion of 8 quarter of one’s in:
savings, soci ] § ‘ o sign over all person
s s sty s, nd e s 1 Pesls e, Bl o
self-incriminating letters o: ach service, a member stopped at a table and wrote
church. If anyone ob'ec;ted s‘ﬁned blank documents that were turned over to the
faith” in Jones. Finalljy me;ntb e refusal was interpreted as denoting a “lack of
money and to be able t’o work one of a§ked to live at Temple facilities to save
raised under the care of oth ;norf: .efﬁc'em]y’ and many of their children were
 pcreussions: Tn practical ¢ er an.nhes. Acceding to each new demand had two
Temple web and g ]a ejrms, it emr?eshed the person further into the People
e leaving more difficult; on an attitudinal level, it setpth:

aforementioned
processes of —iusti ine .
scribes: of self-justification into motion. As Mills (1979) de-

We had to face pai i
painful reality. Our life savi
sell the life i . savings were gone. Jim had d
Our Propertlyn;l;:ia:flebp()hcy and turn the equity over to the church :(:I:;Z?i;j Wy
was gone. We thou hte;f] taken from us. Our dream of going to ar; oversea . .go.ne.
leaving the coun trygEvte :t":”c };,?](31 alienated our parents when we told themsv[;:a1 wore
. e children whom we had left i were
were openly hosti . ¢ had left in the care of Ce i
penly hostile toward us. Jim had accomplished all this in suochcadl:})mlo::uti'Bll:
| § ime!

All we had 1
eft now was Jim a
. nd the Cau :
our energies to these two. se, so we decided to buckle under and give

Ultimately, i
y, Jim Jo
nes and the Cause would require the members to give their live
s.




P T ——

92 Conformity and Obedience

1 their children and themselves? From a detac.hed

image seems unbelievable. In fact, at first 'gl'fmce, SO doe§ the 1::a
perspecti\'e,' th? lm fls committing so much of their time, giving all of their mo );;
. mthl.du the control of their children to the Peoples Temple. 'Jones toc')
= sacrlﬁc'mga.lization processes that allow people to justify their commit-
o o‘f ‘l'atl&n ir estimations of the goal and minimizing its cOsts. MUC{'I as he
o f.alsmg de his demands, Jones carefully orchestrated the members expo-
o . f a “final r;tual.” He utilized the leverage provided b}/ Fhelr
i ‘to th:o;?;;:ri;:ts to push them closer and closer to its enactment. Gaining a
previous

t makes it more
i ” ing a person to agree to a moderate request ma
b 1;1111‘; (:ol:): o:') Zhg:m“g - h larger deed later, as social psychol-
probable tha

will agree to do a muc ; ol
gists—and salespeople—have found (Freedman and Fraser, 1966). Doing the 11
0 i .
tial task causes something that migh

t have seemed unreasonable at first appear less
extreme in comparison, and it also motivates a person

to make his or her behavior
i i he larger request as well. '
more consistent by consenting to t ; -
o er doctrinating the members with the workings of the Peoples Temple 1
o e be . des. He started by un-

d more basic attita
, Jones began to focus on broader an o
jizlrfmining thegmembers’ belief that death was to be fought and fearle;d ar;ld Zz e
stage by introducing the possibility of a cataclysmic e;;i(x)ngc f:;-gleé 7119r)c ].ones "
i 5 i 1 5 111, *
rroborate (see Mills, 1979; Lifton, :C ),

o ers ?‘(;ake” suicide drills, first with the elite Planning Comfmssnon of Fhe
with the general membership. He would give th'emTvkvlme
se

and then announce that it had been poisoned and that they woJuld soon :1:; . :m
i » willingness to follow Jones eve .

ame tests of faith, of the members’ w1 ! c o
l;g;es would ask people if they were ready to die and on occasion Y;mld- ;1::: o
membership “decide” its own fate by voting whether to carry out his wishes. A2

ex-member recounted that one time, after a while

What could cause people 10 kil

rected several
Peoples Temple and later

ou’re not dead.” He made it
introspective type of think-
. . [Jones] taught that it was
tly what would have been

“Well, it was a good lesson. Iseey
30 minutes to do very strong,
dicated, proud of ourselves. .
u believed in, which is exac

Jones smiled and said,
sound like we needed the
ing. We all felt strongly de
a privilege to die for what yo
doing. [Winfrey, 1979.]

(13 4 : ”"” . . drills
After the Temple moved to Jonestown, the “White Nights,” as the srcxd;server
were called, occurred repeatedly. An exercise that appears crazy to the o

ici der
was a regular. justifiable occurrence for the Peoples Templehpammpfnt..’:il:iz :e; 5
i ’ i d the members to think that the actual sul

might ask whether this cause think (hal e A that the
i here were many indications ' :

merely another practice, but t . e mactic
that final occasion. The Ryan vis :

o s e A the cooks—who had been excused from the pn.or

}—were included, Jones had been growing in-

everyone could see the

aware that

pois
there were several new defectors,
drills to prepare the upcoming meal—4
creasingly angry, desperate, and unpredlctz}ble, and, finally, ne oo
first babies die. The membership was mampulated, but they were

this time the ritual was for real.
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A dramatic example of the impact of self-justification concerns the physical
punishment that was meted out in the Peoples Temple. As discussed earlier, the
threat of being beaten or humiliated forced the member to comply with Jones’s or-
ders: A person will obey as long as he or she is being threatened and supervised. To
affect a person’s attitudes, however, a mild threat has been demonstrated to be
more effective than a severe threat (Aronson and Carlsmith, 1963) and its influence
has been shown to be far longer lasting (Freedman, 1965). Under a mild threat, the
individual has more difficulty attributing his or her behavior to such a minor exter-
nal restraint, forcing the person to alter his or her attitudes to justify the action. Se-
vere threats elicit compliance, but, imposed from the outside, they usually fail to
cause the behavior to be internalized. Quite a different dynamic ensues when it is
not so clear that the action is being imposed upon the person. When an individual
feels that he or she played an active role in carrying out an action that hurts some-
one, there comes a motivation to justify one’s part in the cruelty by rationalizing it
as necessary or by derogating the victim by thinking that the punishment was de-
served (Davis and Jones, 1960).

Let’s step back for a moment. The processes going on at Jonestown obviously
were not as simple as those in a well-controlled laboratory experiment; several
themes were going on simultaneously. For example, Jim Jones had the power to
impose any punishments that he wished in the Peoples Temple, and, especially to-
ward the end, brutality and terror at Jonestown were rampant. But Jones carefully
controlled how the punishments were carried out. He often called upon the mem-
bers themselves to agree to the imposition of beatings. They were instructed to
testify against fellow members, bigger members told to beat up smaller ones,
wives or lovers forced to sexually humiliate their partners, and parents asked to
consent to and assist in the beatings of their children (Mills, 1979; Kilduff and
Javers, 1978). The punishments grew more and more sadistic, the beatings so se-
vere as to knock the victim unconscious and cause bruises that lasted for weeks.
As Donald Lunde, a psychiatrist who has investigated acts of extreme violence,
explains:

Once you’ve done something that major, it’s very hard to admit even to yourself that
you’ve made a mistake, and subconsciously you will go to great lengths to rational-
ize what you did. It’s very tricky defense mechanism exploited to the hilt by the
charismatic leader. [Newsweek, 1978a.]

A more personal account of the impact of this process is provided by Jeanne
Mills. At one meeting, she and her husband were forced to consent to the beating of
their daughter as punishment for a very minor transgression. She relates the effect
this had on her daughter, the victim, as well as on herself, one of the perpetrators:

As we drove home, everyone in the car was silent. We were all afraid that our words
would be considered treasonous. The only sounds came from Linda, sobbing quietly
in the back seat. When we got into our house, Al and I sat down to talk with Linda.
She was in too much pain to sit. She stood quietly while we talked with her. “How do
you feel about what happened tonight?” Al asked her.
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wered. “1've been so rebellious

o me Whippecs i I'm sure Father knew about

i ong. .

f things that were Wrong. .

hit so many times. o ‘o

hzg;l?ghlt our heads were spinning. !t w::dh;;t o
think : inda had been the victim,

. re so confusing. Lin ' e ot

e 1m:1gsryw:bout it. She should have t?een h;)s(;:::ea: tan f] A

A OBIYJI?;S gaed aciually helped her. We kne:..hmi rl:ziv g oo et

e i re doing a loving thing o g, o5
e i1d. Jim had seemed calm, almo

yet everyone on hurting a child, Jim Bl o o

il cr;e:\tli):;s and counted off the whacks. O;Jrhm}r;::l e o,

o Obsewe?i tmhz az'ocity of the situation because none of the
comprehen

ivi . [Mills, 1979.] N
e outside was limited, and the feedback from in

. . m-
d. By justifying the previous actions and_cl(: "
: ate commitment was established.

wRather was right tolhatx\;

d I've done a 10
lateslz,t;?ngs, and that’s why he
thoAs we kissed our daughter g

The feedback one received frorp the
side the Temple member was d1storte. Y

itments, the groundwork for accepting
mitments,

CONCLUSION

e defected from Temple did we re-

f the cocoon in which we’d hv::(i

Only months after w

i full extent o '
iilzc; o'hnTy :.lhen did we understand the fraud, sadism,

i or.
emotional blackmail of the master manipulat

__Jeanne Mills, Six Years with God

les about “cults” and calls for their investigat ined by the press,
c

; xami
. d practices were € s .M
ditation, groups an : “cult” or differentiating
Transcendem;lﬂ}w SIt time determining what constituted a “cult
which had a diffic

ial and those that could be. ollangerous.

B et migh:ibt;:aef\e/eﬁ: :te r;f)fr-l:;stown make such a defmng dzils:l;:
T e Ter'nple o hours before his murder, Congressman Ryfm el
more problem'fmc"‘A fe“; 11 you right now that by the fe\fv conv‘er?atltclmbest .
e et the Illccan ; th);re are some people who believe this 1s. ; szence g
with some of the fg . § ;t;e.ir whole lives” (Krause, 1978).'The acquildely e
o everdht;zpl:ttl;rsmthey left behind indicate that this feeling was W

many an .

> at)lleaSt expres’Se'd_ll)”y ﬂ: ‘:;‘i‘;bse;;m American culture-—groups1 orbpl):a;:;ctf;
Manyl;‘mitr;dlrtellc;z?on—s—or meditation techniques, have proven valua
such as Easte

frightening 0
h rience them but may be seen as very strange and frig
people who expe
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The distinction is a difficult one. Three questions
analysis, however, can provide important clues: Are alt
taken away? Is one’s access to new and different inform
nied? Finally, does the individual assume personal res
it usurped by the group or by its leader?

The Peoples Temple attracted many of its members because it provided them an
alternative way of viewing their lives; it gave many people who were downtrodden
a sense of purpose, and even transcendence. But it did so at a cost, forcing them to
disown their former friendships and beliefs and teaching them to fear anything out-
side of the Temple as “the enemy.” Following Jones became the only alternative,

Indeed, most of the members grew increasingly unaware of the possibility of any
other course. Within the Peoples Temple, and especially at Jonestown, Jim Jones
controlled the information to which members would be exposed. He effectively sti-
fled any dissent that might arise within the church and instilled a distrust in each
member for contradictory messages from outside. After all, what credibil
be carried by information supplied by “the enemy”
ples Temple with “lies™?

suggested by the previous
ernatives being provided or
ation being broadened or de-
ponsibility and control or is

ity could
that was out to destroy the Peo-

Seeing no alternatives and having no information, a member’s capacity for dis-
sent or resistance was minimized. Moreover, for most members, part of the Tem-
ple’s attraction resulted from their willingness to relinquish much of the responsi-
bility and control over their lives, These were primarily the poor, the minorities,
the elderly, and the unsuccessful—they were happy to exchange personal auton-
omy (with its implicit assumption of personal responsibility for their plights) for
security, brotherhood, the illusion of miracles, and the promise of salvation. Stan-
ley Cath, a psychiatrist who has studied the conversion techniques used by cults,
generalizes: “Converts have to believe only what they are told. They don’t have to
think, and this relieves tremendous tensions” (Newsweek, 1978a). Even Jeanne
Mills, one of the better-educated Temple members, commented:

I was amazed at how little disagreement there was between the members of this
church. Before we joined the church, Al and | couldn’t even agree on whom to vote
for in the presidential election. Now that we all belonged to a group, family argu-

was never a question of who was

Though it is unlikely that he had any formal exposure to the social psychological
iterature, Jim Jones utilized several very powerful and effective techniques for
‘ontrolling people’s behavior and altering their attitudes. Some analyses have com-
Pared his tactics to those involved in “brainwashing,” for both include the control of
‘Ommunication, the manipulation of guilt, and dispensing power over people’s exis-
ence (Lifton, 1979), as well as isolation, an exacting regimen, physical pressure,
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POSTSCRIPT

the Peoples Temple critics follow-,
t” of its enemies. Even after

More than a year

Jeanne and Al Mills were among the moslt1 vo::ill‘ ‘(;i e
i ir defection, and they topped an alleg o ven
o illses had repeatedly expressed fear fo S s Dot
T Pecpla Tems le deaths, they and their daughter were murder -
after the Peoplt?s Temple : son, himself an ex-Peoples Temp'le m'efnber, —
e 'I;he‘r o of th; large house at the time. At thxs. wr.mng, ntgere P
e et par't dications that the Millses knew their kx}ler—d o
e ey ared“tlhey were shot at close range. Jeanne }}'lels ttr Pt
signs 9f fo{?:t?se;zga?o happen. If not today, then tomorrac;v;. h glnpmim o
o, Ji ne Mills by name,
Joillesmwn"rl]::n]}(’)rnafdt;ii Bij;ﬁe:og::kne our death in vain” (Newsweek, 1980).
followers 1
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Effects of Varying the Recommendations
in a Fear-Arousing Communication

James M. Dabbs Jr. and Howard Leventhal

It has been suggested that divergent effects of fear arousal on attitude change can be caused by varia-
tions in the recommendations in a persuasive communication. In a three-way factorial design Ss were
presented with communications manipulating fear of tetanus and the perceived effectiveness and
painfulness of inoculation against tetanus. Inoculation was recommended for all Ss. It was expected
that more Ss would take shots described as highly effective and not painful, and that this tendency
would change as level of fear was increased. The manipulations of effectiveness and painfulness were
perceived as intended, but they did not affect intentions to take shots or shot-taking behavior. The fear
manipulation influenced both intentions and behavior, with higher fear producing greater compliance
with the recommendations.

A number of studies have investigated the effects of fear arousal on persuasion. Al-
though the majority report that fear increases persuasion, the picture is not com-
pletely clear. Facilitating effects of fear on persuasion have been reported in stud-
ies of dental hygiene practices (Haefner, 1965; Leventhal and Singer, 1966; Singer,
19635), tetanus inoculations (Leventhal, Jones, and Trembly, 1966; Leventhal,
Singer, and Jones, 1965), safe driving practices (Berkowitz and Cottingham, 1960;
Leventhal and Niles, 1965), and cigarette smoking (Insko, Arkoff, and Insko, 1965;
Leventhal and Watts, 1966; Niles, 1964). However, under increasing levels of fear
Janis and Feshbach (1953) observed no increase in acceptance of beliefs about the

Reprinted with permission from the authors and The Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
Vol. 4, No. 5, 1966. Copyright © 1966 by the American Psychological Association.

The present study was supported in part by United States Public Health Service Grant CH00077-04
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102 Mass Communicati
es (1964) observed some

of toothbrush to Us€ and Leventhal and Nil
recommendation to stop smoking. All these results are

ures of attitude change.
less clear when one consi
by Leventhal et al. (1965) reports that so
r behavior change, but that further increases in fear do not affect
change. The later study by Leventhal et al. (1966) reports a slight tendency for in-
creases in fear to increase behavior change. In the studies of dental hygiene prac-
tices, Janis and Feshbach (1953) reported decreased behavior change under high
fear, while Singer (1965) found no main effect of fear. In the study on smoking by
Leventhal and Watts (1966) high fear simultaneously increased compliance with a
recommendation t0 cut down on smoking and decreased compliance with a recom-
mendation to take an X-ray.
The present study attempted to account for some of these divergent findings. It
is reasonable to expect that the behavior being recommended by 2 persuasive
communication is of critical importance (Leventhal, 1965). Recommendations

that are seen as effective in controlling danger may be accepted more readily as
ffective recommendations may be rejected rationally

or may produce reactions of denial (Janis and Feshbach, 1953) or aggression

(Janis and Terwilliger, 1962). Additionally, rejection of a recommended behavior
may occur if subjects have become afraid of the behavior itself (Leventhal and

Watts, 1966).

Recommendations presented as part of fear-arousing communications vary in

their effectiveness in controlling danger and in the unpleasantness associated with

them. For example, brushing the teeth offers no guarantee of preventing decay,

while taking a chest X-ray can lead to the unpleasant discovery of lung cancer. An

audience might well reject recommendations which are ineffective in warding off
easant consequences.

danger or which are difficult, painful, or apt to bring unpl
have been invoked post hoc to explain research findings,

Recommendation factors
d and studied directly.

but have not been manipulate
as manipulated by presenting differing discussions of

In the present study fear w
the danger of tetanus. Inoculations and booster shots were recommended for pro-
Under high and low levels of fear, inoculation was por-

tection against tetanus.
as more or less effective in preventing tetanus and

trayed so that it would be seen
more or less painful to take (these manipulations were orthogonal). Subjects’ in-
tentions to take shots and their actual shot-taking behavior were used to measure

compliance with the recommendations.
1t was expected that compliance would be greater when shots were highly effec-
ainful. These factors might produce simple main effects or they might
ore likely that the latter would be the casé—
sitive to differences

decrease in
based on verbal meas

The picture is even
study on tetanus
fear is necessary fo

ders actual behavior change. The
me minimal amount of

fear is increased, while ine

tive or not p
interact with level of fear. It seemed m
that increased fear would make subjects either more or less sen

in the recommendations.

g g
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Subjects and Design

Letters were sent to all Yale Colle i
to be conducted joi ge seniors asking them to partici i
and the Degart nie:lft“c]))f/ ll)JyHESZ J?hn Slade Ely Center, a local rc:)sealrf:;'npzieg;:iz:tt'lldy
stodent health practices at Yalrsnty Health. The study was presented as a surv ion,
als. An attempt was then mad :tand an evaluation of some health-education m:ty 9f
Of approximately 1000 stude(:l:::l\::ﬁgt :leli esic:/nic;)r]s by telephone for schedulin;n-
run in the experim ed letters, 274 we .
oculated si?]ce thin[t)-r :::;nty-seven of these were excluded becal::est(;)lled:;zdband
vicion, involvement in Commugl acadamlc )'ezlxr, and 15 were excluded becaz;se of o
ulation, or religious convictri’o sory l‘HOCl..l]atloll programs, allergic reactions to i oo
Each subjoct received a Cons agal‘nst }noculation. The final usable N was 1812"0c-
ceived effectivencss and painfmu;'numcan.on which was intended to manipulate .
2 no-fear control level), two | nelss of inoculation. Three levels of fear (inclué" -
combined in a3 X 2 x’ 5 fact:-?als ::S?fflec;j}:'enciss, and two levels of pain wle:g
ranged from 11 to 20, with smaller n's ingtt;e n:-?e:rf::);::rilr z:::l"tlg 12 conditions
itions.

Procedure

Experimental i
sessions were condu i
. ted in :
size from 1 to 12. Subj ; ¢ a classroom with i
Su . rou :
<. Conrrol (no-fe:gects wﬁhm each session were randomly agssi [r)ls (;angmg 1'n
bie conm ; ) conditions were run separately b gned to condi-
Q ntrol communications. y because of the brevity of
uestionnaires containi i
< ning medical ite
ministered at the beginni ms and personality premea
. su
ginning of the session. Subjects then read a commres‘ were ad-
unication on

Communications

Communicatio

ns were 10-page .

and the effecti .p ge pamphlets which discuss

ectiveness and painfulness of inoculation.! All ::n:};;l(::: ger of ietanus
’ gave specific

—_—

'Communicati

ations have b . i

No. 9011 fr een deposited with the Ameri

011 from ADI Auxili . e American Documentati ;

“':ashmgmn’ D.C. 20540 1llérr)r')if’l.lbhcatmns Project, Photoduplication SIZ:inlclts:tlt;‘l.te' Order Document

“hecks payable to: Chief, .ph n .advance $2.00 for microfilm or $3.75 » Library of Congress,
, Photoduplication Service, Library of Congre .75 for photocopies and make

S5.
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me inoculated and were similar in style and content to
(1966).

o . how to beco
instructions O H°7 ) et al. (1965) and Leventhal et al.

those used by Leven
ncidence of tetanus and indi-

described the very low i
poison-producing bacilli out

Fear. Low-fear material
cated that bleeding from 2 wound usually flushes the
history was included which reported recovery from tetanus fol-
-fear material indi-

of the body- A case
lowing mild medication and throat-
cated that tetanus can be contracted
contracted the chances of death are
that reported death from tetanus despite heavy
throat congestion. Black-and-white photographs were included in the low-fear ma-
terial and color photographs in the high-fear material. The discussion of tetanus
and case history were omitted entirely from control (no-fear) communications.

suction procedures. High

through seemingly trivial means and that if
high. A high-fear case history was included
medication and surgery 10 relieve

tressed either the imperfec-

al effectiveness of inoculation. Low-effectiveness material stated
dequate as the measures avail-

ffective and about as a
danger. It pointed out, however, that no protection
lated person will contract

Effectiveness. The effectiveness manipulation §

tions or the unusu
that inoculation is generally €

able to deal with other kinds of

is perfect and that there is a possibility that even an inocu
tetanus. High-effectiveness material described inoculation as almost perfect and as

far superior to methods available to deal with other kinds of danger. It emphasized
g tetanus, for all practical pur-

that inoculation reduces the chances of contractin
poses, to zero. All communications reported that a new type of inoculation was
available at the Department of University Health which would provide protection

against tetanus for a period of 10 years.

behavior, it was pointed out that
ful. Subjects were told that the

ntramuscular injection of tetanus toxoid and alum
ore painful than before and the local reac-
as presented to subjects as a forewarn-
by surprise. This discussion was

e fear of the recommended

Pain. To produc
always been pain

inoculation against tetanus has
new inoculation requires 2 deepi
precipitate, making the injection even m
tion longer lasting. The discussion of pain W
ing so that the discomfort would not take them
omitted from pamphlets in the no-pain conditions.

Specific instructions on how to geta shot and a map showing the location of the
Department of University Health were included in all pamphlets. Subjects were ei-

couraged to geta shot or at least to check on whether they needed one.

Measures

and postcommunication ques

Most questions on the pre-
mmunication ques

swered on 7-point rating scales. The preco

tionnaires were an-
tionnaire contained

ry g R 1 “A oust g
va n the e('()""nendatl("‘lS na I ear 7 n CO’7"11uulCatlon 105

medical questions and f
our personality mea: .
and self-esteem . sures (susceptibility, copi i
asked subjects h). The susc.epublhty measure was made up of )t’hreepfng, anx1e.t)’,
tiseases. ind to0w ;u'sceptlble they felt toward common illnesses, to lteI;ls whieh
coping a,erd su\;;/'ar illness and disease in general. Three items llse\(:lir umusual
sone dealing wi tJ}:iCtilsewhe’;‘};]er they tended to tackle problems actively grx:leasure
m. The problems con : O post-
everyday lives a L cerned subjects’ health i i
anxicty )slca]e wa: Stu:jients, and their decisions regarding summer aclt]iil'n'ts, iy
Ami made up of 10 true-false items from th ities. The
nxiety scale. e Taylor (1953) Manifest
The self-esteem m
easure was similar to th
rated themselve o o that used by Dabbs (1964 -
£ the 20 itoms aSs (:(r)l deadj'ecu‘vc.as and descriptive phrases and(then 1‘ats l(ljbjects
12 as undesirable Onl :heez;r:%bm;y. Eight items were classified as desiraeblee:;clz1
. X sis of mean ratings fi :
jects. Using thi - ) gs from the entire sa
was deﬁnei asstiroup Crlteru?n of desirability, each subject’s self-:gt)le of sub-
quently discovere det;um of hlS' ratings on the desirable items. (It we: T seore
saslicr study by Dabbat 12 subjects in the present study had partici atesds‘Ubse-
the two studies was 6;, and t(l)ul’. correlation between their self—esteepr,n scoln ﬂ'le
.62, p < .0l. This correlati ; Tes n
changes i it g ation, despite a la
ges in the measuring instrument, suggests this tp pse of 3 years and
ably stable.) ype of measure is reason-
The postcommunicati
ation questionnaire incl
mental manipulations, a 10 included checks on each of th .
) S, -item mood adjecti . € experi-
tentions to take . jective check list, and questi .
& s, The Su;:::f& the 1mportance of shots, and the likelihoog o; tclzgns o .l
s sh ject’s t.avaluatlon of the pamphlet and the date and Iltr:fctmg
" ot were obtained on this questionnaire nd place of his last
measure of b i : . )
B oot records Z?t:zlolr;ll compliance with the recommendations was obtai
¥ complying I they ¢ e Department of University Health. Subjects were ained
BE of tho senent y took tetanus shots between the experimental sessio conied
B abjocts reporteel;; abou.t one month later. When contacted by letter a?usi anhd o
Bty Hoalth, A £ receiving shots at places other than the Department I; oné,
they did not ne.ed a:lvyv f;}fl’:sned lt,}-lat they had tried to take shots and had be:nltjc?lz
. e subjects we :
data ar ) re counted as hav .
¢ presented separately in footnote 2 on the next pagl:g taken shots but their

RESULTS
Main Effects of the Manipulations

Complian i :
ce with the recom i
of effectiv mendations was unaffe
eness and pai , ] cted by the mani i
pain. The manipulation of fear, however inﬂueni:?t:)on;
’ ot

S
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TaBLE 8.1
Compliance with recommendations
Control
(no fear) Low fear High fear
Mean intentions
to take shots 4.12 4.73 5.17
Proportion of Ss
taking shots .06 A3 22
48 62 72

N s

- 485, p<.01)and actual shot-taking behav-

intentions to take shots (F 2179
jor2 (F=3.39,p< .05). The effects were linear (Table 8.1), with compliance be-
The consistency of subjects’ responses is indicated

ing greatest under high fear.

by high biserial correlations nd behavior measures within
high-fear (r,= 62, p<.0D) and low-fear p<.01) conditions; no corre-
lation was computed for the control cond subjects

took shots.
Table 8.2 shows that th

tended to do. It also increase
of tetanus and the importance 0
mation. None of these measures

between intention 2
(r,= .68,
itions since only three control

ased feelings of fear, as it was in-
and nausea, belief in the severity
to have additional infor-
ons of effective-

e fear manipulation incre
d feelings of interest
f taking shots, and desire
were affected by the manipulati

ness oOr pain.

Both effective y manipulated. Check questions

showed that subjects in the nditions felt inoculation was
more effective than did those in the low-effectiveness conditions ()?h.‘gh = 6.7,
Xiow ™= 5.8, F 10 = 105.85, p < .01). Subjects in the pain conditions felt shots
would be more painful (Xpa.m =41,X pain = 23,F 110= 74.56, p < .01) and re-
ported more “mixed feelings” about taking shots (F, 70 = 7.20, p < .01) than did

jon of differences in ef-

subjects in the no-pain conditions. But the clear percept
fectiveness did not affect subjects’ intentions to take shots, nor did increasing the

anticipated painfulness of shots decrease intentions to take them. In fact, there
was a slight tendency for painfulness to strengthen intentions to be inoculated

(F, 1o = 272.p = 10).

ness and pain were successfull
high-effectiveness €0

nd 7 who reported trying t0 take

shots ai
itions: 2, 6, and 12

-
» combines 20 subjects who took
the fear treatment cond:

2ughot-taking behavior

shots. These two categories are distributed similarly across
subjects took shots and 1, 2, and 4 subjects tried to do so.

An arc sine transformation of the proportions in Table 8.1 was
test the significance of the differences between groups against th
of the transformation (see Gilson and Abelson, 1965). Baseline variance has
which does not depend on computations from observed data. In the present case
by the reciprocal of the harmonic mean number of cases on which each proportion is

.0169.

used (Winer, 1962). This made
e baseline variancé
a theoretical value
this value is giver
based, or 1/59 =

it possible to
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TABLE 8.2
Other reactions to fear manipulation
— Control Low fear High fear Fe
Feelings of nausea ’1”4 9.25 12.19 2].50**
Feelings of interest 4'37 1.24 1.90 7'9 **
) 48 '
Eval.uanon of the severity of tetanus 4.64 470 339 6.12%*
Feelings of susceptibility to tetanus 3I46 b 53 386
Eval‘uatlon of the importance of shors 5.85 3.99 425 3.31*
Desire for more information about tetanus 3-08 ;’ 16 6.52 6.44%*
: 68 357
. 3.90*

aF ratios are com
puted from three-w.
v“Fear” represents the s ay analyses of variance. In i
um of : B X . In each analys = 5
the pamphlet. three items: feelings of fear, fear of comraz,li:ls dtf 2/170 (approximately).
*p <.05. g tetanus, and fear produced by
**p < .01

Correlations Among Responses

Only within the high- -
to take shots (r = .23lgh iea(;lcondm()n did reported fear correlate with intenti
condition increased t,tf; O1)- A scatterplot of scores revealed that the high lfons
e e attribted t range .of reported fear and that the positive ol 'e ar
b than 13 o o sulbgjects in the extended portion of the range (th correlation

na -point com . ose scoring
showed strong i \ posite scale). These extre i
dition sometiilmt?'uons to take shots, while other subjects in thmtex' S}llleGCts !
es . . (<] -
B ¢ octs that fear arl,c(lj and sometimes did not intend to take shots l’%‘h‘fear .
b wrhen fear is sol .accept.ance of a recommendation are more ci N patter‘n
relatively high, though acceptan osely associ-
ported fear. ce may occur at any level of re
Unlike fear, an )
’ er 1 .

B i class o frrelv::s negatively associated with intent to take shots. Th
B lotion omaied ion l?etween anger and intentions was —.18 ( < Ose o
ment, but became inc:::e_ml&;lly the same within different levels of g'ne f.ear) .tThlS
singly negati Teat-

less effectiv gative as the recomm i
e and . endation w

more painful (Table 8.3). Both the row and colum:Sde(;mayed >
ifferences in

TABLE 8.3
Correlations b
s between anger and i i
uni . ntentions to t.
der varying portrayal of recommendations akeighots

Effectiveness

Low High

T ————
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B‘ Low self-esteem
s 6l
=
[3]
=]
£ 51
3
8 4r \
g High self-esteem
€3 . . \
= Control Low High
Fear-treatment condition
FiGURE 8.1 )

Self-esteem differences 1 reactions to the

communications on tetanus.

ant? (for rows, CR=202,p< .05; for columns, CR =2.81,

Table 8.3 are signific
hasized that these are correlational differences only. Low
of anger or decrease in-

p<.O1). It should be emp
effectiveness and high pain did not increase the mean level
tentions (or decrease actual shot taking). The ranges of anger and intention scores

also did not differ among the four conditions.

Personality Differences

None of the premeasures on personality (susceptibility, coping, anxiety, self-esteem)
were signiﬁcantly correlated with intentions to take shots, nor did the correlations
vary systematically across the 12 experimental conditions. However, differences

ian into groups high and low on

were observed when subjects were split at the med
self-esteem subjects. Figure 8.1 shows intentions to take shots among high- and
nificant effect within this data (other than the

esteem subjects. The only sig
ct of fear) is the interaction between self-esteem and fear level (F; 66 =
ased their intentions to take shots

n self-esteem incre
ditions, then showed no further increase under high
d increased intentions

on the other hand, showe

low—self-
main effe
474, p < .01). Subjects low i
from control to low-fear con
fear. Subjects high in self-esteem,
only from low- to high-fear conditions.

DISCUSSION

een fear arousal and persuasion

A positive relationship betw:
fear manipulation were associated

creases in the intensity of the

R
3gignificance of these difference:

tion coefficients.

s was tested after applying Fisher’s 7’ transforma

was observed. In-
with increases n

tion to the cormeld-
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attitude and behavior change, with hi
s ! , igh correlations i i
1966, ,ncvlv ;c‘:)tura;lp:)}:: (;a:mlg These findings are similart:zt:;: ;I;tliz:: nsh etal
et reomo reporied & slight tendency for shot taking to increase B
Subjects’ beliefs ;l%ou: ‘t/}?ls. ff e
e e e effectiveness of inoculation did i
i effec):i \rlzflp;(;:)d;g.equ’ally well to recommendations pg:;::f:(;:tath?r  and
hEhin ¢ relative]y.h.i hxls may bf.: because even the low-effective recomril o @d
— sufﬁcimlr; :ffect{veness (5.8 on a 7-point scale). Howevereg:j iy
e bigh sfforthoams r sdubjects. to perceive significant differences ’b te con
s ot e S, and the fz?xlure of this variable to influence co eliWeen
e sasion i i 1{ to reconcile divergent results of studies on f  arousal
e nd Leventhal, 1967; Leventhal, 1965; Leventhal ::; :r::;:l
The description of pain produced mi i ’
subjects froms ?x?d feelings about shots, but di
il in oo ;fn ts}:):mv;/il:}t:r};laps t.hls is because the discomfort 0: li:il:c(iltlzz'ever'n
A o t cf.pam.of tetanus itself. A stronger manipulat’lon y
Wt (1566) e creatasdunmtentlonally introduced in the study by Le ot
st A fe fear of smoking by showing a film in which venl:h "
arted tht e ;yx(i cance.r anfi to surgical removal of a lung. The aa (t:hCSt
o the consomonmen of :y );akmg in this condition was more like.ly cau;1 d(:S
e oateril om oot Tt -ray thz}n by defensive reactions to the fear-aer d
B it e s of. SituaIt).resent ﬁnd‘mgs do not invalidate their conclusi oot
B opare ot o 1ons to which such an explanation might a lon’ o
g recommende(jpond to small ‘variations in the effectiveness oI;I:n): 1S .
oo who aivion course of action. Unless a compelling deterr ; 'eas-
This last statement izngzglri):ie:;rt:o ?fsfomething e nomingem o
e . y differences in the behavi ni
e recomm;l:j?teiz;ss. ‘Lcl>)w—se1‘f-esteem subjects showedv;l(i);hOfc::r%hl_' e
e.steem subjects showed higllr: cc(::llp};g:c-:: ndllov'v-fear oo oo higﬁi::;?
b o only in the high-fear iti i
B o e (1)t1y) ?:,e:::reri of self-esteem and coping wegre signi(;'?cr::ttll; Icl:og1 allddl-
(1968, O mishn conglu (sieenthstud?/, as they were in the study reported b ;a;;d
aggressive in dealing with thtf:ii}tf:}rlllvgi}rlc;slfrllf—eswe:in e acziveaan;
fneeﬁng ingers with sppropeite 'ent and have developed more skill i
e ‘ protective actions. Thus, t 'm
k;w_self-estee;es :;?;Zt:ﬁ);;irézt; :::en the danger of tetamlllse };SII;?'Zalt.::O\iI}):;:
. : e position of icati ’
ity isl:h szp;r:;:a;t;: ffregardless of the magnitude oftg::goer:rzlrl)ng:;z:t'that ino?-
| ettt th:;:r;;:es characteristically associated with self—estga:)o'sm_
lhi:iug]h-fear Communicationa)l.n urgent need to combat danger (as there was :ftl};
e conditi i
. negaﬁvgll;lo:sss :é}.lere mos:ula.tion was depicted as ineffectiv i
iated with intentions to be inoculated Iet (iz pamf}lt:i -t
. possible that
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se conditions would have Jowered compliance. But since

the fear treatment was increased, there ap-

ip between them. It seems more likely that anger
rtain conditions it provides the jus-
s when recommended

ble target for anger—

in the

increased anger
ance did not covary as

anger and compli !
pears 10 be Do causal relationsh

does not decrease compliance, but that under ce
tification for noncompliance. Under other conditions—a
behaviors aré highly effective, not painful, and not a reasona

liance may have to be justified in some other manner.
All the present findings cou d by several factors that were

1d have been influence

pot varied. For example, all subjects received the manipulations of perceived dan-

ger, effectiveness, and pain in the same order. Learning about the dangers of
tetanus first may have caused some subjects to ignore differences in the effective-
ness and painfulness of inoculation. In addition, all subjects were asked after read-
ing the communications whether they intended to be inoculated. One might expect
that stating an intention to be inoculated would commit the subject to following
this course of behavior later on. However, the findings of Leventhal et al. (1965)
and Leventhal et al. (1966) indicate that specific instructions must be present be-
fore intentions will be translated into behavior.

Since all subjects in the present
did receive specific instructions, the high correlations between intentions

study
and behavior may be due to this factor.
Finally, while fear and persuasions were associated, the evidence of any causal
ost studies of fear arousal and atti-

them is tenuous. As in m

s used were complex ones. They discussed the

relationship between
t. They differed in fear-

tude change, the commumcation
Jamage tetanus can cause and the likelihood of contracting i
fulness, interest, and feelings of nausea evoked. They also differed in length, type
of language used, and amount of information about tetanus. With such confounding
it is impossible t0 attribute increases in attitude change solely to increases in fear.
This is an inherent difficulty when fear is manipulated by the use of differing de-
scriptions of danger. Another approach should be developed by anyone wishing to
manipulate fear independently of other aspects of 2 persuasive communication.
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