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Abstract 

This study provides preliminary indication of factors influencing the occurrence of two oppositely-valenced emotions: hope and fear. We focus on whether the framing of a future outcome in terms of its occurrence or non-occurrence, its probability, and the individual’s perceived control over it affect the relationship between these emotions. Empirically, we find that there is no consistent pattern of interplay between these emotions. Hope is positively related to fear when the desired outcome is framed positively and seen as low or moderate in probability. The relationship is negative when the outcome is framed negatively, is highly probable, and depends on chance. 

Hoping There’s Nothing to Fear: A Matter of Framing

The importance of emotions on diverse facets of consumer behavior is reflected in the body of work conducted on the topic.  Emotions have been studied as outcomes associated with advertising (i.e., Aaker et al. 1986), and have been viewed as guiding information processing in attitude (i.e., Burke and Edell 1989; Goldberg and Gorn 1987) and decision making processes (i.e., Garbarino and Edell 1997; Isen 1999; Luce et al. 1999). Notably, research has shown that emotions facilitate coping with the environment, giving cues as to the appropriateness of approaching or avoiding objects, events, or courses of action (Ellsworth and Smith 1988; Lazarus 1991). 

Hope and fear are two powerful emotions that can guide information processing and consumer choice. They belong in a category termed anticipation-related emotions: that is, they refer to events that have not yet occurred. These emotions are particularly interesting when it comes to marketing communications such as advertising, because ads often prompt us to imagine ourselves in a future, possible situation, and advocate engagement in behaviors that purportedly will result in our attainment of the desired outcome. They are also relevant to consumer choice and decision making, as thoughts about the future, and the emotions that stem from these thoughts, should affect attitudes toward a product and decisions about buying and using it. 

Although considerable research has been done on emotional appeals in marketing communications, many issues remain to be answered. A topic that has been particularly overlooked is the co-occurrence of oppositely-valenced emotions like hope and fear, and how their interaction may affect attitudes and behavior. In this exploratory work we seek to take a first step in addressing that omission by (1) empirically assessing factors that affect the level of hope and fear consumers experience and (2) assessing both the nature of their relationship and the extent to which the relationship is affected by various contingent factors. 

Anticipation Emotions 


Emotions can be characterized in terms of timing with respect to an event. Some emotions like anger, regret, relief, guilt, joy, pride, and gratitude are experienced only following the occurrence of an episode. These are called post-experience emotions. Other emotions are experience-related emotions as they characterize the emotional response to an ongoing activity. One feels interest, playfulness, or boredom directed to an event that is ongoing. The third group, of special interest to our study, is composed of those emotions that are experienced before an event or outcome has occurred.

Emotions like hope, confidence, excitement, desire, pessimism, anxiety, fear, and dread are anticipation-related emotions. One can hope that a future event will occur, dread news about a potential disease from the doctor, fear that one’s health will deteriorate over time, or experience anxiety over one’s future financial situation.  Literature associated with pre-consumption processes like imagery, search, planning and decision making, and emotion and motivational linkages, may all tap anticipation-related emotions (Krishnamurthy and Sujan 1999). Anticipation-related emotions are important because anticipation of the outcomes that may follow from particular behaviors is likely a normal part of the decision making process. As suggested by Loewenstein et al. (2001), anticipation related emotions may not only influence cognitive appraisals of uncertain situations, but may also compete with those appraisals in determining a response. Damasio (1994) has proposed that sound decisions necessitate a “somatic marker” or visceral signal that enables the decision maker to anticipate the pleasure and pain of outcomes. Indeed, anticipation-related emotions provide such marker.

Hope and fear are the two anticipation related emotions examined in this research. Consistent with appraisal theories of emotion (i.e., Smith and Ellsworth 1985; Smith and Lazarus 1993), hope is defined as the extent to which one yearns for a future possible goal congruent outcome. Fear is defined as the extent to which one experiences discomfort over a future uncertain but possible goal incongruent outcome (Smith and Ellsworth 1985). In a benign environment, “goal congruent” means that a favorable outcome could occur. In an aversive or threatening environment,” goal congruent” means that a negative outcome could be avoided or solved. Thus, individuals hope they do win the lottery and hope they don’t have cancer, as both outcomes are perceived as favorable or goal congruent. In a benign environment, “goal incongruent” means that a positive outcome will not occur. In an aversive environment, “goal incongruent” means that a negative outcome will occur. For example, one would not hope that that one would fail to win the lottery, or that one’s house would burn down in a fire, as these outcomes are likely perceived as goal incongruent.
In addition to their potential impact on decision making and behavior, hope and fear, as anticipation-related emotions, may also have motivational significance. Thus, a person who hopes to achieve a positive health-related outcome (losing weight) may be motivated to engage in behaviors (joining a health club, dieting) that make that outcome possible. Similarly, an individual who fears a possible future event (getting into a car accident, developing skin cancer from overexposure to the sun’s ultraviolet rays) may engage in behaviors (avoid drinking-and-driving, take steps to prevent the depletion of the ozone layer) that prevent that negative outcome. Hope and fear may therefore be relevant to Higgins, Shah and Friedman’s (1997) promotion focus and prevention goal focus. Hope may be particularly salient for consumers with a promotion focus; fear may be particularly salient for consumers with a prevention focus. The two emotions are also relevant to Higgins’s (1987) self-concept discrepancies. Discrepancies between an ideal and actual state may be associated with hope. Discrepancies between an actual and ought self may be related to fear.

The co-occurrence of oppositely-valenced emotions has been explained as the result of evolutionary processes. Lang and colleagues (1995; 1992) propose that emotions evolve from action tendencies that reflect the activation of aversive or appetitive systems. Since our life experiences are complex, a given stimulus can have varying effects in the elicitation of emotions, having similar or different effects on the activation of positivity and the activation of negativity (Cacioppo et al. 1999). Recently, Williams and Aaker (2002) have analyzed the effects of mixed emotions finding that persuasion appeals highlighting conflicting emotions (e.g., both happiness and sadness) lead to less favorable attitudes for individuals with a lower propensity to accept duality (i.e., younger adults) relative to those with a higher propensity to accept duality (i.e., older adults). For this reason, it becomes important to better understand the pattern of emotions elicited by marketing messages, given that they often rely on the elicitation of emotions such as hope and fear.

Below, we address three fundamental questions related to hope and fear: (1) what factors affect the level of hope and fear consumers feel; (2) what is the relationship between hope and fear, and (3) on what factors is this relationship contingent? To address the first question, we rely on appraisal theories of emotions as they provide insight into factors that may affect the level of hope and fear. The answer to the second and third questions are more exploratory as prior research is unclear on the nature of the relationship between hope and fear and the factors that might affect both the magnitude and direction of their relationship.

Appraisal Theories of Emotion. A widely accepted set of theories of emotion can be described under the general rubric of “appraisal theory of emotion” (i.e., Frijda et al. 1989; Smith and Ellsworth 1985). In brief, this theory suggests that individuals’ emotional responses are influenced by how environments are perceived. Hope, it is argued, is an emotion that reflects the degree of yearning for a possible future goal congruent outcome. Thus, factors that affect the degree of yearning—an assessment of the extent to which the outcome is goal congruent—and the extent to which it is seen as more or less possible, should affect the level of hope. Fear is an emotion that reflects the degree of discomfort regarding a possible future goal incongruent outcome. Thus, factors that affect the degree of discomfort—an assessment of the extent to which the outcome is goal incongruent—and the extent to which it is seen as more or less possible, should affect the level of fear.

Conceptual Model


The conceptual model in Figure 1 shows that several factors may affect the level of hope and fear consumers experience and the relationship between the two emotions: framing, probability, and perceived control. We explain each concept below and then develop hypotheses about how they might affect the level of hope and fear and the relationship between the two.
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Framing.  Considerable research has found that the manner in which information is framed has effects on how information is encoded and how choices are made. While past research has examined the framing of a number of different aspects of a decision, such as the framing of risky choices (Tversky and Kahneman 1981), the framing of attributes (Levin and Gaeth 1988), and the framing of consequences (e.g.,Roney et al. 1995), we examine a different type of framing effect here—the framing of outcomes.  Specifically, we examine whether a goal congruent outcome is framed as potentially occurring (what we call positive framing) or not occurring (what we call negative framing). In this particular study, we focus on situations where the environment is benign, not aversive. Thus, we do not compare good outcomes to bad outcomes, but rather good outcomes that may or may not occur. The same outcome is always applied. As we explain below, the framing of a goal congruent outcome as occurring vs. not occurring may affect hope and fear by making a future outcome seem more or less probable. Thus, individuals may experience more hope when a goal congruent outcome is not only possible but also likely, when it is framed in terms of its occurrence (it will occur) vs. its non-occurrence (it won’t occur).

Probability. The level of hope and fear and the relationship between these two emotions may be influenced by how likely the goal congruent outcome is perceived to be. Varying the likelihood of the goal congruent outcome may affect how probable an outcome is seen to be. Thus, probability may affect the appraisal dimension of possibility. One can conceptualize future outcomes as varying in their degree of perceived likelihood of occurrence. For example, winning the lottery is a very low probability event, and as such may not generate intense levels of hope. Events that are seen as more likely to occur may induce stronger hope. In this paper, we examine three levels of probability of occurrence of a goal congruent outcome: high (90% probability of occurrence; 10% probability of non-occurrence), moderate (50% likelihood of occurrence/non-occurrence), and low (10% likelihood of occurrence, 90% likelihood of non-occurrence).

Luck vs. Effort. Whether one experiences intense hope and fear and whether the relationship between hope and fear is negative, zero, or positive, may have to do with the extent to which consumers believe they can control the occurrence of the outcome by their own efforts, or whether the occurrence of the outcome is outside of their control and due to chance. Ellsworth and Smith (1988) for example, found that perceptions of a situation as caused by the self vs. the situation (i.e., internal vs. external locus of control), and the extent to which the outcome was certain vs. uncertain affected the strength of emotions like happiness, hope, fear, playfulness, sympathy and interest. Roseman (1991), and Frijda et al. (1989) have investigated similar appraisal dimensions. Thus, we anticipate that these factors might not only affect the level of fear and hope experienced by subjects, but might also affect the relationship between the two.

In sum, the conceptual model in Figure 1 suggests that these antecedent factors influence the level of hope and fear and the relationship between them by affecting consumers’ appraisals of the extent to which a goal congruent future outcome is seen as more or less probable. 

What Affects the Level of Hope and Fear?

The Level of Hope. The empirical model in Figure 2 indicates that framing, probability and perceived control over the occurrence of the outcome are all expected to affect how much hope consumers feel. The reason for this expectation is that the goal congruent outcome should be seen as more probable when it is framed in terms of its occurrence vs. lack of occurrence (H1), when its probability is high vs. low (H2), and when the outcome is seen as due to one’s own efforts as opposed to luck (H3). 

The level of Fear. Figure 2 also indicates that perceived probability and perceived control are hypothesized to affect the level of fear consumers’ experience. Consumers are expected to feel greater fear when the goal congruent outcome is seen as low vs. high in probability (H4) and when it is seen as being due to factors outside of one’s control (H5). Framing is not expected to affect the level of fear consumers’ feel, however. The reason is that in a benign environment, lack of occurrence of a goal congruent outcome does not create an aversive state, but rather the lack of a positive state.
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What is the Relationship Between Hope and Fear? 

Understanding the relationship between hope and fear is difficult, as there is little consensus about this relationship. Some researchers regard fear as negatively related to hope (i.e., Averill et al. 1990; Lazarus 1991). According to this view, the more we hope that something good will happen, the less we fear that it will not. This effect was observed empirically by Lauver and Tak (1995) who found that women who were hopeful about undergoing a clinical breast exam also exhibited low levels of anxiety. Others, however, suggest that the relationship between fear and hope is positive. Spinoza (1960) said that “fear cannot be without hope, nor hope without fear.” The truth is, the two emotions share the components of uncertainty and anxiety about a future event—in one case aversive (fear), and in the other appetitive (hope)—that in certain situations can both be opposite sides of the same coin. Given the lack of clear theoretical support one way or the other, we regard the relationship between hope and fear as exploratory.

The Study
Two hundred twenty four undergraduate business students were randomly assigned to a 2 x 2 x 3 mixed factorial design experiment with framing (positive vs. negative) and locus of control (luck vs. effort) as between subjects factors. The probability of the goal congruent outcome occurring (low, moderate, and high) was a within subjects’ factor.

Procedure

 Subjects were told that they would read several hypothetical scenarios. They were warned that while many aspects of the scenarios were the same, the scenarios did differ in certain respects.  They were asked to read each scenario carefully and to try to imagine themselves in that situation. Subjects were instructed to develop an image of how they would feel if they were in that situation and what it would mean to them. The specific instructions were as follows:

“Imagine that you have been a fan of a certain music group for some time. One day you read in the newspaper that the group will be appearing in your city. Demand for tickets is high. Based on the information given in the newspaper, you believe that there is a 10% (50% or 90%) likelihood that you will (will not) be able to get tickets.”

Subjects in the positive framing condition were given a scenario that revealed some probability that they would get tickets. Those in the negative framing condition were given a scenario that focused on the degree to which they would not get tickets. Subjects who were told that they had a 10% probability of getting tickets or a 90% probability of not getting tickets were assigned to the low probability condition. Those who were told that they had a 50% probability of getting tickets or a 50% probability of not getting tickets were in the moderate probability condition. Those who were told that they had a 90% probability of getting tickets or a 10% probability of not getting tickets were in the high probability condition. Since probability was a within subjects’ factor, the order in which low, moderate, and high probability questionnaires were given was randomized. Order effects were not significant and will not be discussed further. 

The locus of control condition (luck vs. effort) was manipulated by telling subjects, “the concert organizers are giving away the tickets in a lottery. Your ability to go depends on chance” (luck condition), versus “you have to drive to the other side of town and wait over night in line,” which “will take a lot of effort” (effort condition). After reading each scenario, subjects answered a set of questions regarding the extent to which they would experience hope and fear. 

Measures

Hope and fear were assessed by single item measures that asked subjects to use a 7-point scale to indicate whether they felt hope and whether they felt fear in response to the situation (1=not at all; 7= very much). To assess the success of the probability manipulation, subjects were asked to indicate how confident they felt that they would get tickets, how likely it was that they would get tickets, and how certain they were that they would get tickets in three 7-point scale questions.  Inter-correlations among these items were high, and they were combined to form a composite index of perceived likelihood (α= .93). An 8-item scale called the Life Orientation Test (LOT) developed by Scheier and Carver (1985) was used to control for individual differences in optimistic vs. pessimistic personality characteristics. The scale includes such items as (1) in uncertain times, I usually expect the best, (2) if something can go wrong for me, it will, and (3) I always look on the bright side of things. Scheier and Carver (1985) found that these items had satisfactory internal consistency (α= .76) and test-retest reliability (r= .79). The items that comprise the scale also showed high internal consistency (α= .80), and hence were combined to form a composite index of trait optimism. 

Results

Manipulation checks
A repeated measures ANCOVA was conducted using the 3-item perceived likelihood measure as the dependent variable. Framing was treated as a between subjects’ factor, while probability was a within subjects’ factor. The individual difference measure of optimistic vs. pessimistic tendencies was included in this (and all subsequent analyses) as a covariate. The results revealed the expected main effect for probability, with subjects reading a scenario describing a low probability event perceiving that event as less likely (X=2.56) than those who read a scenario describing a moderate probability event (X=4.23). This latter scenario was perceived as less likely than the one describing a high probability event (X=5.68), suggesting a successful manipulation.

The perceived likelihood results also revealed an interaction between framing and probability (F=5.84, p< .01). When the event was low in probability, it was perceived as less likely when it was framed positively (X=2.37) vs. negatively (X=2.76). However, when the event was high in probability it was perceived as less likely when it was framed negatively (X=5.31) than positively (X=6.04). Thus, while statements of probability of an event influence consumers’ subjective perceptions of its likelihood, so too does the way in which the event is framed. Compared to subjects who were told that they had some probability of not getting tickets, those who were told that they had some probability of getting tickets were less confident that they would get them when the actual probability of the event was low, but were more confident that they would get them when the actual probability of the event was high. These results are interesting as they provide some process insights into some of the subsequently reported effects for the anticipation-related emotions of hope and fear.

Factors Affecting the Level of Hope

A repeated measures ANCOVAs (controlling for trait optimism) on the measure of hope revealed only the predicted main effects of framing (H1; F=5.54, p< .001) and probability (F= 13.14, p< .001). As expected, consumers felt more hope in response to goal congruent outcomes framed positively (X= 5.21) than framed negatively (X=4.51). The main effect of probability supported H2, with consumers reporting more hope in response to outcomes described as highly likely (X=5.73), vs. moderately likely (X=5.06) vs. less likely (X= 3.76). Table 1 presents the pattern of means for hope for each of the experimental conditions. Interestingly, the results revealed no support for H3. Consumers did not feel more hope in response to situations attributed to luck vs. effort (p= ns).
Factors Affecting the Level of Fear

As predicted by H4, the level of fear was affected by perceived probability (F=4.35, p< .01) and the level of luck vs. effort (F= 8.61, p<.001). However, these main effects were qualified by an interaction between probability and luck/effort (F= 3.85, p< .05). The pattern of means revealed that consumers tended to feel significantly more fear when the probability of the outcome was low or moderate and the outcome was seen as due to effort (X’s= 2.89 and 2.82 respectively) than in any other condition (average mean of 2.12). One interpretation of this result is that when the probability of attaining the goal congruent outcome is low, consumers experience fear that their efforts might not pay out. Not only may they fear not achieving the goal congruent outcome, but also that their efforts may be wasted in trying. Table 1 reports the means for fear across each of the 12 conditions.

Factors Affecting the Relationship Between Hope and Fear

We examine the relationship between hope and fear in two ways. Our first analysis creates a difference score subtracting the level of fear from the level of hope. Increasingly positive numbers on this measure reflect that consumers are experiencing considerably more hope than fear. Increasingly negative numbers reflect that they are experiencing considerably more fear than hope. Thus, the measure provides some insight into the magnitude of the difference between them.

An ANCOVA analysis using this difference score as the dependent variable shows that numbers are all positive, indicating that in this context of achieving a goal congruent outcome consumers always experience more hope than fear. This result is perhaps not surprising as all of the environments we are examining are regarded as benign.  In a benign environment, not experiencing a goal incongruent outcome may not, by itself, evoke high levels of fear. 

	Table 1: Levels of Hope and Fear and the Relationship Between Them

	
	Positive Framing
	Negative Framing

	
	Low Probability
	Moderate Probability
	High Probability
	Low Probability
	Moderate Probability
	High Probability

	Effort condition
	Mean Hope
	4.17d
	5.32b
	6.19a
	3.33e
	4.76c
	5.20b

	
	Mean Fear
	2.83ii
	2.65ii
	1.92i
	2.95ii
	3.00ii
	2.60ii

	
	Hope minus Fear
	1.31β
	2.67γ
	4.25ε
	0.375α
	1.76β
	2.60γ

	
	Correlation

Hope and Fear
	.46**
	.25*
	-.10
	.23*
	.05
	-.16

	Luck condition
	Mean Hope
	3.82e
	5.38b
	6.32a
	3.75d,e
	4.78c
	5.21b

	
	Mean Fear
	2.11i
	2.08i
	1.89i
	2.14i
	2.03i
	2.31i

	
	Hope minus Fear
	1.75β
	3.27δ
	4.41ε
	1.65β
	2.76γ
	2.90γ,δ

	
	Correlation

Hope and Fear
	.41**
	.19
	-.06
	.04
	.07
	-.26*

	For each dependent variable, means with different superscripts are significantly different from one another.

* p< .05; ** p< .01


More interesting, though, are the differences in level of this variable across the 12 conditions. 

The ANCOVA analysis revealed a main effect for probability (F= 19.24, p< .001), with consumers experiencing far more hope than fear as the probability of the goal congruent outcome rose from .10 (X= 1.27) to .50 (X=2.61) to high (X=3.54). The results also revealed an interaction between probability and framing (F=6.16, p< .01). The interaction revealed that the discrepancy between hope and fear is lowest (e.g., consumers are likely to experience hope coupled with fear) when probability of the outcome was low, particularly when the event was framed negatively. Table 2 plots this interaction.  Cell means across each of the 12 conditions are shown in Table 1. There was no effect for luck/effort, hence the pattern of means here does not suggest fear due to potentially wasted effort. Instead, these results seem to suggest that low probability events, particularly when they are framed negatively, simultaneously dampen hope and increase fear that the appetitive outcome will not occur.

	Table 2: The Effect of Probability and Framing on the Hope Minus Fear Index

	
	Low Probability
	Moderate Probability
	High Probability

	Positive Framing
	1.53 b
	2.97d
	4.33e

	Negative Framing
	1.01a
	2.26c
	2.76d

	Means with different superscripts are significantly different from one another

	


We also examined the relationship between hope and fear by examining the correlation between these two variables within condition. The overall relationship between hope and fear was .07, suggesting that in the aggregate these emotions are orthogonal, not positively or negatively related as expected from prior theory. However, the correlation between the two variables across condition demonstrates that their relationship is contingent upon several factors. 

The More you Fear, the More you Hope. As Table 1 shows, the relationship between hope and fear was positive when the probability of the outcome was seen as low and the event was framed positively. Low probability likely reduces consumers hope that the goal congruent outcome will occur and increases their fear that it won’t. But because the outcome is framed positively, the goal congruent outcome isn’t seen as hopeless—positive framing makes it appear more likely. Thus, in this situation, hope lives with fear, with the more one hopes a goal congruent outcome will occur they less they fear that it won’t.

The More you Fear, the Less You Hope. The relationship between hope and fear was negative when the event was seen as highly probable, due to luck, and framed negatively.  We surmise that consumers lower their hopes when environmental circumstances—the same circumstances that raise fear—indicate that the appetitive goal may not occur. While a 90% probability of occurrence suggests that hope should be strong, consumers may temper it and not get their hopes too high, because the situation is seen as both uncontrollable and is framed in terms of its non-occurrence vs. its occurrence. Not getting one’s hopes up too high is likely a coping mechanism that protects consumers from the fact that the goal congruent outcome might not actually occur.

The Independence of Hope and Fear. In each of the remaining conditions, the relationship between hope and fear was not significant. Notably, past research has either suggested that the relationship between hope and fear is negative or positive. Across the majority of conditions, however, we find that the two emotions are fairly independent. 

Discussion
Summary of Findings

Our results reveal several basic facts. First, the level of hope consumers experience is affected by how the goal congruent outcome is framed and whether it is seen as more vs. less probable. As expected, both factors seem to affect the level of hope by making goal congruent outcomes seem more probable. Second, the level of fear consumers experience is affected by a different set of factors—probability coupled with whether the outcome is seen as due to effort or chance. Consumers do not appear to experience considerable fear in this benign environment (the means fall below the scale midpoint). However, they do experience greater fear of potentially wasted effort on an outcome that is inherently low in probability. Third, we find the relationship between hope and fear is neither strictly positive nor strictly negative as conceptualized by past research, but rather contingent on the probability of the outcome and whether it is positively or negatively framed. To protect themselves from disappointment about not attaining their goal, consumers appear to temper their hope of actually obtaining the goal congruent outcome when it is framed negatively and seen as low in probability. Empirically, we find that for those situations in which hope and fear are significantly correlated, there is no consistent pattern that applies across circumstances. This result differs from the expectations suggested by previous research as discussed earlier. 

Implications

The effect of message framing on the elicitation of anticipation-related emotions is highly relevant for marketing communications as well as consumer decision making. Framing is a message factor that is directly under the communicator’s control. If anticipation-related emotions affect the formation of attitudes and intention to change behavior, and if framing affects anticipation-related emotions, understanding these mechanisms becomes critical for marketers. Furthermore, consumers may themselves frame potential outcomes negatively or positively. More optimistic consumers may tend to frame future goal congruent outcomes in terms of their outcomes. Consumers who exhibit a characteristic called defensive pessimism (Cantor and Norem 1989; Sanna 1996) may deliberately protect themselves from not getting the goal congruent outcome by framing it in terms of its lack of occurrence. Consumers characterized as being unrealistically optimistic (Radcliffe and Klein 2002) may exhibit processing deficits and defensiveness impairing their understanding of threatening messages, and be prone to riskier behaviors. Since hope and fear have motivational significance, these factors are particularly relevant for campaigns aimed at inducing changes in goal-seeking behaviors as well as for consumer decision making more generally.

Future Research

Since the present work analyzed only scenarios involving appetitive (positive) outcomes (i.e., winning a prize), that occur in a benign environment, future research that looks at the level of and relationship between hope and fear when the environment is aversive (e.g., contracting a disease vs. not contracting it) becomes necessary. Will the level of fear in consumers vary between positively vs. negatively framed situations (i.e., “the chances of your contracting a disease increase / decrease”), or between situations differing in degree of personal control (i.e., internal vs. external)? Since previous research suggests that the level of fear in a message is important to message elaboration and processing (Keller and Block 1996), understanding how various message factors affect the level of fear is important. Furthermore, various theories in health psychology, such as protection motivation theory (Floyd et al. 2000; Rogers and Prentice-Dunn 1997) indicate the importance of coupling fear with perceptions of efficacy that actions can be taken to avoid the feared outcome. Hope may be an important factor affecting the level of efficacy. Hence it becomes important to study the level of fear coupled with the level of hope.

One might also wonder about the timing of hope and fear as emotions. When the environment is benign, hope may be evoked with little corresponding fear. When the environment is aversive, fear may be the primary response with hope existing as an outcome of fear designed to provide coping mechanism for the negative situation. If that is the case, it might occur that in some instances hope promotes adaptive behaviors (i.e., motivates problem resolution efforts), while under other circumstances it might foster maladaptive responses, such as irrational feelings of invulnerability (i.e., “drunk driving would never be a problem to me”) or denial (i.e., “these symptoms are only psychosomatic.”) An important area for future research is, then, the identification of the intervening variables that determine how oppositely-valenced emotions like hope and fear affect persuasion and behavior change.

Finally, we must get a better understanding of mixed or blended emotions: the recent interest shown for this important yet overlooked area of research (i.e., Ruth et al. 2002; Williams and Aaker 2002) must be fostered. Our future endeavors, therefore, shouldn’t be limited to the co-occurrence of hope and fear, but also to the relation of these two affective states to other emotions.
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Figure 1

Conceptual Model
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Figure 2

Empirical Model
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