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GENERALABSTRACT

Neequaye, D. A. (2018Eliciting information in intelligence interviews through priming:
An examination of underlying mechanisni®epartment of Psychology, University of
Portsmouth

An emerging body of research in human intelligence interviewing suggests that subtle
influence tactics, suh as pri mi ng, could be wused to
sensitive information. However, the mechanisms that elicit such subtle influences on
disclosure are not fully understood. To contribute to this field of research, the present thesis
soughtto map out when and how priming tactics impact information disclosure. The work
was based on a synthesis of current theoretical perspectives that generally explain hov
primes affect behavior. It was proposed that priming helpfulness motivations wouitdtecil
information disclosure because previous research findings have indicated that activating
i ndividual sé6 hel pfulness motivations i nct
experiments (and two pilot tests) consisting of 1, 347 participahes, underlying
mechanisms of helpfulness priming and the processes that elicit the potential influence of
helpfulness priming on disclosure were examined. The first part of the (hesiBart 1),

which included five experiment#vestigated the theetical proposition that behavioral
assimilation to helpfulness priming occurs because a helpfulness prime increases cognitive
accessibility to helpfulnes®lated content, which in turn mediates the impact of the prime
on helpingbehavior (Experiments 1, 3, 4, and %. In addition,the role of the potential
moderators, perspective takin@Experiments 1 and 2\nd suitability affordances
(Experiment 5)was investigatedThe results indicated that helpfulness priming reliably
increases helpfulness accessibility. However, no main effects of priming on behavior, nor
interactions between priming and any of the moderators, emerged. Mediation analyses
results were consistemtith the hypothesis that helpfulness priming indirectly increases
helping behavior by heightening helpfulness accessibility, but only in two of the five
experiments, where participants subjectively perceived more suitable or relevant affordance
to enact hipfulness. Taken together, the resultsR&Hrt | suggested that variability in
helpfulness accessibility and suitable affordances may promote the enactment of helping
behavior. These findings were extended to an intelligence interview cdiftaxt 2:
Experiments 6 and 7) to explore the underlying mechanisms that engender the potential
influence of helpfulness priming on information disclosure. Participants assumed the role of
an informant with information about an upcoming mock terror attack. Subsequamtly,

interviewer solicited information about the attack using an interview style that displayed



either high (helpfulnestcused) or low (control) fit with helpfulness. Before the interview,

in a seemingly unrelated experiment, half of the participants pvered with helpfulness
related content and the other half were not primed. After the priming, the cognitive
helpfulness accessibility of all the participants was asseEsgeriment 6 explored the
proposition that a helpfulneéscused interview stylayh i ch dr aws on i nte
helpfulness accessibility, would function as a ksgiitability affordance and thus promote
disclosure. Unexpectedly, the results revealed that the helpfdbwmssed interview style
decreased disclosure when helpfuthascessibility was lovExperiment 7, which drew on

the findings oExperiment §examined the theoretical proposition that consistency between
intervieweesd primed hel pful ness -fdcused) os i
interpersonal approaclthen soliciting information would facilitate disclosure. Providing
some support for the proposition, the results indicated that helpfulness priming increasec
disclosure when the helpfulnefisxcused approach was used but not when the control
approach wassed. In all, regarding the underlying processes of information elicitation using
priming tactics, this thesis suggests that implementing an interview style that does not matct
an intervieweebds primed di sposi tdlosuresThe o ul
findings also hint at the possibility that an interview approach that complements an
intervieweeods primed dispositions may wor

disclosure.

Keywords disclosure, helpfulness, human intelligence gathering, tigyagtsve interviewing,

priming
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CHAPTER 1: GENERAL INTRODUCTION

Gathering information about potential security threats (e.g., terror attacks) is an
important aspect of improving security, since law enforcement agencies could use sucl
information to prevent those threats from becoming reality (Brandon, 2011). Human
intelligence (HUMINT) interviewing, which involves eliciting information from human
sources in investigative interviews, is one of the means whereby security agencies gathe
information about potential threats. Typically, however, human sources who posakss vit
information pertaining to such threats have divided loyalties (Herbig, 2008). For example,
consider a scenario involving a captured terror cell member who possesses information abot
an imminent terror attack planned by her/his comrades. In thatdigftiMINT interviewer
is tasked with eliciting information about the attack. In this example, let us assume that there
is a possibility for leniency with regard to an inevitable prison sentence, if the captured cell
member provides credible information abdbe attack. Thus, to gain leniency on their
prison sentence, the interviewee (i.e., the captured cell member) intends to be semi
cooperative and economize their information disclosure during the interview. This
information management strategy could beliemented by the interviewee to partially
satisfy the intervieweros i nformation o
protecting her/his comrades.

Such scenarios where interviewees have competing motivations to disclose and
withhold informationare common in HUMINT settings (e.g., Soufan, 2011). Thus, to
maximize the likelihood that an interviewee would disclose rather than withhold
information, the interviewer has to implement an interview strategy that utilizes the
i ntervi ewe e Olasurei nmotivations samdcchamhel sshem toward information
disclosure (e.g., Soufan, 2011). The general aim of this thesis, in that regard, was to
investigate the possibility of eliciting information in a HUMINT interview by harnessing an
I nt er vi evualisciosire mativationsn s

Objectives andResearch Questions

An emerging body of research suggests that temporarily increasing the mental
accessibility or primingd of certain traits and concepts that motivate an interviewee to
share information, indeedffards a HUMINT interviewer the opportunity to utilize an
intervieweebds internal motivations to di
(2015) reported that priming a secure attachment, which is a trait characterized by a positive
view of onesdl and others, in a HUMINT interview context, may promote primed

intervieweesd information disclosure. Sirt
Mikulincer (2016) suggest that priming attachment security (anéhffelihation) facilitates
discl| osures of sensitive informati on. Daws

research also indicated that priming the concept of openness using spacious (vs. small
interview rooms may lead primed interviewees to be more forthcoming with informatio
These finding8 though preliminarg are promising, and they have expanded current
insights into possible priming influences on information disclosure. Nonetheless, the
mechanisms that elicit such priming effects on information disclosure are not fully
under st ood. The present t hesi s expl ores
motivatiord helpfulnesd can be harnessed through priming to facilitate information
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disclosure in a HUMINT interview. To contribute to this emerging field, this thesis addresses
two novel objectives: (a) This thesis investigates the underlying mechanisms of helpfulness
priming; that is, what are the processes that lead individuals who are primed with
helpfulnessrelated content to increase their enactment of helping behavior? XPa
Experiments 1 to 5). (b) This thesis draws on the underlying mechanisms of helpfulness
priming to examine when and how priming (helpfulness) influences information disclosure
(Part 2; Experiments 6 and 7). Identifying the specific processes (andi@us)dthat

i nfluence primed intervieweesb6 informatic
affords practitioners the opportunity to tailor and implement priming tactics efficiently.

| have structured this thesis as follows: First, | dischssarigins of helpfulness
tendencies and the link between helpfulness and cooperation in intelligence interviews.
Afterward, | examine the potential utility of helpfulness priming as a tool to increase
disclosure. Next, | provide a brief overview of theleNion of priming research in social
psychology and discuss current theoretical explanations of priming. Based on a synthesis o
the current theories, | generate implications regarding the underlying mechanisms of
helpfulness priming and the implementatiof helpfulness priming as a tool to elicit
information. In the subsequent section, | discuss the extant body of HUMINT interviewing
research and highlight the potential contributions of priming. Next, | summarize the
empirical research of this thesis thexamines specific hypotheses about the underlying
mechanisms of helpfulness priming and its applications in HUMINT contexts. In the final
section, | discuss the theoretical and applied implications of the findings. Furthermore, the
major limitations of he thesis, directions for future research, and ethical considerations are
discussed.

The Link between Helpfulness, Cooperation, and Information Disclosure

Helpfulnes$® the act of offering beneficial assistance to an@hsrassumed to
preexist in most individual séd goal reper
helpfulness includes all forms of interpersonal support (e.g., prosocial behavior and
altruism). Scholars have offered various theories to explain the origins of helpfulness
tendencies (for comprehensive reviews, see Penner, Dovidio, Piliavin, & Schroeder, 2005;
Schroeder & Graziano, 2015). Some schools of thought posit an evolution&ytdas
account for the existence of helpfulness; they argue that early humans who assisted on
another in times of neédfor example, parents catering for a defenseless &taltsured
their collective survival and passed on such tendencies to subsequeatigesdBarrett,
Dunbar, & Lycett, 2002; Tomasello & Vaish, 2013). Others have proposed that socialization
factors such as culture (Feygina & Henry, 2015) and parenting styles (Eisenberg, Fabes
Guthrie, & Reiser, 2000) contribute to the development gifukless tendencies. It has
been noted that individuals learn to be helpful by complying with prosocial cultural norms
(Gurven, Zanolini, & Schniter, 2008) and/or parental instruction (Hastings,-\Bé&txher,
Robinson, Usher, & Bridges, 2000) that promagpful behaviors. Some research findings
also suggest that certain dispositional factors are positively related to helpfulness. For
example, it has been found that the Agreeableness and Empathy personality constructs al
linked to helpfulness (Graziano, blashi, Sheese, & Tobin, 2007).



The Arousal: CostReward Model and Information Management

Schroeder and Graziano (2015) note that the arousairasgatd model (Piliavin,
Dovidio, Gaertner, & Clark, 1981; Dovidio, Piliavin, Gaertner, Schroedet)ak, 1991)
Is the most comprehensive theory to explain the mechanisms that contribute to the enactmer
of helping behavior (for other thees, sedatson, 2011Cialdini et al., 198y, The arousal:
costreward model posits that a given situation, which requires an individual to offer
beneficial assistance to another, induces an aversive arousal state that individuals ar
typically motivated to alleviate. To this end, a ebehefit amalysis is performed to
determine whether to offer such h&lpo eliminate the aversive arousal stata not. The
costbenefit analysis includes two components, which are the costs of (a) helping and (b) not
helping. Costs of helping refer to the resoureeg.( safety or time) that the helper is likely
to expendwhen help is offered. Conversely, the aversive arousal state persists and become
the cost of not helping (e.g., consequent guilt experienced) if the individual does not provide
any beneficial assiance. The model theorizes that the interaction between the perceived
costs of helping and the perceived costs of not helping may produce one of the following
outcomes: (1) Low costs of helping combined with high costs of not helping lead to a high
likelihood of intervention. (2) When both costs of helping and not helping are low, the model
predicts that helping interventions would vary widely depending on situational norms. (3)
High costs of helping combined with high costs of not helping lead individaatelp
indirectly. (4) Potential helpers are least likely to intervene when the cost of helping is high
and the cost of not helping is low. Finally, the model posits that individuals usually opt for
an outcome that simultaneously minimizes their net obdtelping and alleviates the
aversive arousal state (fordtepth discussions, s&erhoff, 2002;Schroeder & Graziano,
2015).

Although the arousakostrewardmodel was primarily developed to elucidate the
processes of helping behavior in emergentiesmodel has been extended successfully to
explain helping in nomemergency scenarios (e.grlandsson, Jungstrand, & Vastfjall,
2016; Fritzsche, Finkelstein & Penner, 2000; Lindenmeier, 2008). The model possibly
accounts for the beneficial assistancg.(esharing useful information) that seatioperative
interviewees may provide to interviewers in the context of an intelligence interview. As
mentioned earlier, sergiooperative interviewees typically have divided loyalties such that

they are motivatedot s hare some information to pé:
information objectives while protecting certain significant others and/or organizations. Thus,
thesemc ooperative intervieweesod informati or

in which kelping the interviewer by sharing useful information bears a high cost of h&lping
potentially betraying a significant otldeland a high cost of not helping; for example,
forfeiting a possible benefit of cooperating, such as sentence leniency. Underriaisosce

the assumptions of the arousal: eastiard model predict that the potential hefpéne
interviewe® is likely to help the interviewer indirectly; for example, by being semi
cooperative. In line with the model, extant findings indicate that -sepyerative
interviewees usually choose to offer such indirect assistance by economizing their disclosure
and sharing some but not all of the information at their disposal (Herbig, 2008; Oleszkiewicz,
2016; Soufan, 2011).



Cooperation, Helpfulness Priming, andnformation Disclosure

As alluded to above, and relevant to the objectives of this thesis, it has been propose
that helping behavior and cooperation are inextricably linked because both phenomene
i ncrease othersdo positi v&;Harcour ID9dmssuppcBr z e
o f t his assumpti on, hel pful ness tendenc
cooperation in social dilemmas (Van Lange, 1999; Capraro, Smyth, Mylona, & Niblo, 2014).

In HUMINT contexts, such cooperation where indivals offer beneficial assistance

to another, beyondselfnt er est, fits neatly with the
information. An interviewee can demonstrate their helpfulness motivations by cooperatively
sharing reliable information with he 1 nt er vi ewer . I ndeed, a

akin to information disclosure in intelligence contexts (Hartwig, Meissner, & Semel, 2014).

Thus, the link between helpfulness and cooperation could be useful to the goal of increasing
disclosureim HUMI NT i nterview by harnessing an
and channeling them t owar d-elaitathn objgctivasn i nt

It is widely accepted that dispositional factors (e.g., agreeableness) are important
determirants of helpfulness (e.g., McClintock & Allison, 1989; De Dreu & Van Lange,
1995; Van Lange, Bekkers, Schuyt, & Van Vugt, 2007). Some schools of thought have
proposed, however, that contextual wvaria
causd#ion of helpful behaviors (Penner, Fritzsche, Craiger, & Freifeld, 1995; Bierhoff, 2002;
Graziano et al., 2007). Pertinent to the aims of this thesis, empirical evidence indicates tha
an array of contextual cugsspecifically, priming influenceéscan facilt at e 1 ndi v
likelihood to be helpful (Fitzsimons & Bargh, 2003; van Baaren, Holland, Kawakami, & van
Knippenberg, 2004Maio, Pakizeh, Cheung, & Rees, 200@nportantly, it has been found
that helpfulness priming (Arieli, Grant, & Sagiv, 2014, St@ylyand priming individuals to
think positively about helpfulness (Capraro et al., 2014, Study 3) enhances cooperation.
These research findings, described below, suggest that helpfulness priming may be utilize
to activate i nt er viiasy¢heraby incheasing thair linclieagians m
toward cooperation and consequently information disclosure.

Arieli et al. (2014, Study 2) implemented four exercises to prime helpfulness in their
research. First, participants read a scientific prose emphagtzénpersonal benefits of
helpfulness values. Next, they completed a checklist about their experiences over the pas
month. The checklist was, however, rigged to consist of helpful actions only (e.g., offering
useful advice). Subsequently, the particigamtote about a personal experience describing
an instance when they had been helpful. Finally, they wrote a persuasive essay espousin
the importance of helpfulness. For each of the exercises described above, participants in th
control condition engageith a corresponding exercise neutral to helpfulness. The results
indicated that significantly more of the participants who received the helpfulness (vs.
control) prime volunteered to undertake community work with-waald volunteer
organizationgd = 0.64).

In another study, Capraro et al. (2014, Study 3) examined the influence of helpfulness
(vs. unhelpfulness) priming on cooperation. Helpfulness was primed using a writing task in
which participants were instructed to write a paragraph describingganthen either acting
benevolently led to a positive outcome or when acting malevolently led to a negative
outcome. Conversely, unhelpfulness was primed by instructing participants to write a
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paragraph describing a time when either acting benevolentlyp lachegative outcome or
when acting malevolently led to a positive outcome. Participants first received the
helpfulness (vs. unhelpfulness) prime. Next, cooperation was measured using a standar
prisonerods dil emma game. partiopardaslwhqg received ther e s
helpfulness (vs. unhelpfulness) prime cooperated to a higher extent.

An Overview of Priming Research

Priming is generally defined as temporarily increasing the mental accessibility of
meaningful concepts to influence thought and behavior in a gransistent manner.
| mportantly, priming effects are repssrte
(Dijksterhuis & Bargh, 2001, Dijksterhuis & Strick, 2016). Historical accounts on the origins
of primingsuggesthat Karl Lashley was the first to contemplate the concept of priming and
its potential role in the performance of behaviors (Bargh, 20ddséh & Cresswell, 2015).
Lashley (1951) theorized that when one intends to enact a behavior, the sequence of th
intended actiois readied, or primed, in order to produce the behavior effortlessly (see also
Rosenbaum, Cohen, Jax, Weiss, & Van DerWelp27 ) . Bargh (2014) a
theorizing about readying mental representations for intended actions engendered the ide
of priming in experimental social psychology. However, the seminal work of Higgins,
Rholes, and Jones (1977) set the stagec@iorent priming research, demonstrating that
exposur e t o certain personality trait
impressions of an ambiguous target person (see also Srull & Wyer, 1979).

I n Higgins et al.od6s (1977) study, par
(e.g., adventurous) or negative (e.g., reckless) trait terms. Next, in a seemingly unrelatec
study, participants read ambiguous descriptions about some behaviors gétgptason
call ed Donald. The results indicated that
with the previously primed traits. That is, those participants who had been primed with the
positive traits formed more positive impressions of Dorthlth those primed with the
negative traits. Critically, awareness a:¢
that participants were not aware that the earlier trait priming study had influenced their
impressions of Donald.

Several experimentavorks after Higgins et al. (1977) have demonstrated that
beyond thoughts (e.g., impressions of an ambiguous target), meaningful primes could
influence observable behavior outside of awareness (see Bargh, 2006 for an overview). It i
worth noting, howeverthat some schools of thought have questioned the reliability of
priming effects because recent attempts to replicate some of the influential priming researct
have failed (e.g., Harris, Coburn, Rohrer, & Pashler, 2013). The most prominent example of
suchpriming research is a pioneering study by Bargh, Chen, and Burrows (1996), which
revealedassimilativee f f ect s of semantic priming on
colleagues primed the concepts of rudeness (vs. politeness [Experiment 1]) and e elder
stereotype (Experiment 2), using scramkdedtence tasks that contained the respective
primes. The findings showed that primed participants exhibited overt behaviors that were
consistent with the concepts that had been primed. In Experiment 1, tihbsipgoas who
had been exposed to the rudeness primes interrupted the experimenter more frequently the
those primed with the concept of politeness did. In the second experiment, participants



6

exposed to the elderly stereotype primes (vs. control) walked stowly, down a hallway,
when exiting the experimerthan the control group who received no prime did.

Another influential study by Dijksterhuis and Van Knippenberg (1998) demonstrated
complex effects of meaningful primes on behavior. Using an im#igmtask that required
participants to think about and list the attributes of a typical professor (or secretary),
Dijksterhuis and Van Knippenberg (1998) primed some participants (or not [i.e., control
group]) with the concept of intelligence. In an osibly unrelated experiment where
intelligent behavior was measured with a general knowledge scale, the results indicated the
the intelligence pri me, indeed, enhanced
a further examination, Dijksterhuisa@ Van Knippenberg (1998) compared the effect of the
previously mentioned intelligence priming to priming the concept of stupidity. Stupidity was
primed by asking participants to imagine and list synonyms related to soccer h@blégans
exemplar that Dijkgrhuis and Van Knippenberg (1998) argue embodies stupidity.
Consistent with the hypothesis, the participants who had imagined the soccer hooligans
performed worse on the general knowledge test than those participants who had imagined
typical professor.

To explain the seemingly automatic influence of primes on overt behavior,
Dijksterhuis and Bargh (2001) proposed that perception and behavior are directlg linked
a phenomenon referred to as the percegtieimavior link (see also Carpenter, 1893 on
ideomobr action). The perceptiehehavior link is drawn from an evolutionary standpoint;
that is, perception engenders behavior naturally becausemans, perceptual abilities and
the resultant functions developed because our ancestors adapted to themmenirby
responding (i.e., behaving) to what they perceividrts, Gollwitzer, & Hassin, 2004;
Dijksterhuis & Bargh, 2001). Furthermore, empirical research has established a neurologica
link between perception and action. For instance, a review by Ruililer (2005) indicated
that action words activate regions of the brain that generate the corresponding motor actions
In that light, Dijksterhuis and Bargh, (2001) conclude that perceiving socially meaningful
and actionable information (e.g., traits ahdesr e o0t ypes) acti vates
act, which could lead to enacting behaviors that are relevant to the perceived social stimuli;
one example being the previously discussed influence of the elderly stereotype prime or
parti ci pan edlbis notad, Howereg, that puenan behavior is flexible, such that
perceiving social stimuli does not exact unfettered influence on behavior because the
perceptiorbehavior link can be inhibited. For example, an individual could refrain from
enacting a pmed behavior because engaging in the behavior would be ultimately
detrimental (Bargh & Ferguson, 2000) or in conflict (Macrae & Johnston, 1998) with current
goals and thus undesirable.

As mentioned earlier, replication failures of some prominent pgmasearch have
recently fueled skepticism about the reliability of priming effects (e.g., Harris et al., 2013).
A direct replication of Bargh et al . d&s (:
(2012) failed to obtain the elderly stereotype pnigreffect on walking speed. Furthermore,
Shanks et al. (2013) conducted a series of experiments to replicate and probe the conditior
under which the previously discussed intelligence priming effect (i.e., Dijksterhuis & Van
Knippenberg, 1998) may be obtad; none of their attempts were successful (see also
O6DbDonnell et al., 2018).
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Based on the several priming replication failures, some schools of thought have
debated the role of unconscious processes (i.e., the perebphianior link) in decision
making (Newell & Shanks, 2014). Apart from the reproducibility concerns, Newell and
Shanks (2014) argue that procedures (e.g., funneled debriefing) often employed to asses
participant awareness of the priming process and/or the intended purpose of the primec
content have been inadequate. Specifically, they note that that funneled debriefing
procedures lack the required sensitivityutlhy uncover participant awareness in the priming
process According to Newell and Shanks (2014), such methodological flaflstanthe
explanatory power of unconscious processes in deemaking and ignore the relevant role
of conscious thoughtThey propose that awareness checks in priming research should be
reliable (unaffected by demand characteristics), relevant (reldvatdarget behavior),
immediate (soon enough in order to avoid forgetting or interference), and sensitive
(administered under the best conditions for retrieval).

Current Theoretical Perspectives of Priming

New theoretical perspectives have emerged fileendebate about the reliability of
priming. These theories generally depart from the percepetavior link and offer
nuanced alternative explanations to delineate when and how priming occurs. | have
categorized the theories under two broad thentfes construct accessibility and the
situationbased themes.

The construct accessibility themeTheoretical perspectives under the construct
accessibility theme largely theorize that prime stimuli increase cognitive accessibility to the
primed content, whiclin turn promotes cognitive and behavioral assimilation. Increased
primed construct accessibility is essential for assimilative priming effects because previous
research indicates that individuals are likely to draw on readily accessible concepts when
making decisions (Se#&lussweiler & Strack, 1999Tversky & Kahneman, 1973, 1974
Thus, construct accessibility theories suggest that increased prime construct accessibilit
mediates the influence of priming on a target behavior. Theories that | have catkgorize
under the construct accessibility theme include the relevance of a representation (ROAR]
framework (Eitam & Higgins, 2010; Higgins & Eitam, 2014), the aete# account
(Wheeler, Demarree, & Petty, 2007, 2014), and the constraint satisfaction aadtiveer
competition model (Schréder & Thagard, 2013, 2014).

The relevance of a representation (ROAR) framewoihe ROAR framework
posits that increased primed construct accessibility influences thought and behavior in a
prime-congruent manner only when the primed content is motivationally relevant (Eitam &
Higgins, 2010; Higgins & Eitam, 2014). Eitam and Higgin81@) theorize that individuals
are able to determine the motivational relevance of accessible primed content quickly
enough for such motivational relevangegigmentsto influence the likelihood that the
accessible primed content will influence behaviorsilipport this assumption, they draw on
neurological research (e.g., Junghofer, Bradley, Elbert, & Lang, 2001; Schendan, Ganis, &
Kutas, 1998), which indicates that the human brain discriminates rapidly between valencec
and neutral items. Thus,thestrength t he pri med contentds re
to which it influences the appropriate cognitive systems (e.g., goal pursuit) that drive
judgmentsand behavior. Some priming researcas demonstrated the importance of
motivational relevance; fonstance, Custers and Aarts (2007) found that when the goal to



8

socialize had been primed, individuals who highly valued socializing spent more time
pursuing socializing goals than those who valued socializing to a lesser extent. In anothel
study, KarremansS$troebe, and Claus (2006) demonstrated the impact of motivational
relevance in priming physical needs. They found that participants preferred a drink brand
that was previously primed only when the primed participants were thirsty.

The activeself account Wheeler et al. (2007, 2014) propose that increased primed
construct accessibility influences behavior by activating existent petated seHconcepts
or introducing new prime el at ed content I nt oerepresentatiom.d i v
The tenet®f the activeself accounareb ased on evi dence, which
self-concepts (unconsciously) guide their behavior (Hull, Slone, Meteyer, & Matthews,
2002) and that such seibncepts are malleable (DeSteno & Salovey, 1997; McConnell,
2011).Hence, increased primed construct accessibility induces-prgak overlap, which
then drives assimilation to a primiéhas been suggested that one way to induce the self
prime overlap (i.e., moderate the link between the self and primed costeémgngage in
perspective taking (Wheeler et.,aR007). That is, taking the firgterson perspective,
compared to the thirderson perspective, during a priming episode may enhance
accessibility to the primed content and assimilation of the consesgléptime overlap on
behavior. Previous research lends some support to this assertion. Wheeler, Jarvis, and Pet
(2001) found that participants who spontaneously wrote essays about an African American
from a firstperson perspective (i.e., splfime ovelap), compared to those who wrote from
a thirdperson perspective and those who wrote about a Caucasian, assimilated more to th
characteristics of the negative AfricAmerican stereotype of underachievemesate(also
Davis, Conklin, Smith, & Luce, 1996)

The constraint satisfaction and interactive competition modehis model draws
on classic theories, whiclposit that individuals naturally strive for psychological
consistency (e.g., Festinger, 1957; Osgood & Tannenbaum, 1955). In that light, Schroder
and Thagard (2013) theorize that increase
interpretations of the different aspects of a situation to become a -poimséstent
amalgamationConsequently, the bias@aterpretation @éads the primeshdividual to enact
behaviors suggested by the prifilbe constraint satisfaction model is based on the principle
that primed content typically embied affective meaning whicharelinked to behavioral
tendencies that stem from entrenched socializatidiirwcultures(Schréder& Thagard,
2013). Crucially, Schroder and Thagard (2013) maintain that the brain can process affective
meanings and their corresponding, culturally endorsed, behavioral responses without
conscious intentions. Thus, increased prinwhstruct accessibility produces prime
congruent behaviors because individuals strive to be consisterthedffectivemeanings
carried by primessge alsdeise, 2007; Klatzky & Creswell, 2014).

The situation-based themeThe theories | have grped under the situatielmased
theme explicitly include an additional element beyond construct accessibility to explain how
priming occurs. They note that the behaviors allowed by a specific sittatiarational
affordanced determine when and how increaspdmed construct accessibility will
mediate the influence of priming on behavior. These theories include the situated inference
model (Loersch & Payne, 2011, 2014) and the theory of situated conceptualization
(Barsalou, 2016).
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The situated inferencenodel.In line with the construct accessibility theories, the
situated inference model posits that primes do not influence behavior directly as posited by
the perceptiotbehavior link (i.e., Dijksterhuis & Bargh, 2001). Instead, Loersch and Payne
(2011) propose that exposure to a prime stimulus generally increases primed construct
accessibility. Subsequently, the accessible primed c@nighen misattributed as internally
generated then becomes a heuristic that mediates the influence of the prime stonulus
behavior. This assumption aligns with the previously mentioned asgive@ccount, which
proposes that heightened construct accessibility induces-prige$f overlap. Critically,
however, the situated inference model stipulates that affordancesdhmite the enactment
of a primed behavior facilitate assimilation to the primed content (Loersch & Payne, 2011).

Consistent with such theorizinglacrae and Johnston (1998) found that participants
who had received a helpfulness prime exhibited greatdpfuiness in situations that
encouraged (vs. discouraged) the enactment of helpfulness. Their research indicated that tt
primed participants picked up more functioning pens (i.e., enabling situational cue) in aid of
an experimental confederate, who haoped the pens, than participants who had not been
primed. However, when the pens were leaking (i.e., inhibitory situational cue), the
helpfulness priming effect was eliminated. In a second experiment, participants primed with
helpfulness helped an expmental confederate by picking up more pens than those
participants who were not primed. Nonetheless, when participants were led to believe that
they were running late (i.e., inhibitory cue) for a second experiment, the helpfulness priming
effect was elimiated. The helpfulness priming effect was maintained when participants
were under the impression that they were on time (i.e., enabling cue) for the second
experiment. A mediursized interaction effect between priming and situational affordance
was observedn both experimentsd(= 0.59 andd = 0.51 respectively; see also
CesarioPlaks, HagiwaraNavarrete& Higgins, 2010).

The theory of situated conceptualizatioBarsalou (2016) offers an account similar
to the situated inference model to explain prigninHe argues thatsituated
conceptualizationsre behavioral scripts specific to certain situations, which result from
consistent social interactior@ver time situated conceptualizations become a collection of
heuristics that guide future behavior imgar situations. Thus, increased accessibility to
primed content, in situations that match a situated conceptualization (i.e.[Jsiglow-]
suitability affordances), may trigger established behavioral scripts that will guide behavior
(Barsalou, 2016).

Summary and Implications

The theories categorized under the construct accessibility theme emphasize tha
increased construct accessibility drives priming effects. The sitdaéised models, on the
other hand, extend the postulates of the construcssibigy theme by explicitly noting
that primed individuals need suitable affordances to exhibit assimilation to the primed
content. Taken together, the extant theories suggest that interventions aimed at activatini
helpfulness motivations to stimulate Ifieg behavior must increase accessibility to
helpfulnessrelated content and provide a highitability affordance in which helpfulness
can be demonstrated (see Macrae & Johnston, 1998). These requirements are essent
because increased prime construztessibility assimilatively mediates the influence of a
prime on a target behavior more strongly in higis. low) suitability affordances.
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It is possible to extend the aforementioned implications to the HUMINT interview
context and the overall obj@ats of this thesis. That is, in examining the possibility of
facilitating information disclosure by p
delineating the underlying mechanisms thereof, (a) the implemented priming procedure musi
increase inteivewees 6 cognitive armelatedsented iarddi(d) the t o
interviewer must present the interviewee with a rsghability interview context to exhibit
their primed helpfulness motivations by sharing information.

An Overview of Human Intelligence Interviewing Research

According to Granhag, Cancino Montecinos, and Oleszkiewicz5)2 HUMINT
interviewing is best defined as an informatigathering process that is nestedhehuman
interaction between a primary collector (i.e., the interviewer[s]) and a primary source (i.e.,
the intervieweel[s]) of informationsée alsalustice, Bhatt, Brandon, & Kleinman, 2010;
Evans, Meissner, Brandon, Russano, & Kleinman, 2010). Genetadlypurpose of a
HUMINT interview is to secure information that can be used to bolster national security
and/or further national interests (Evans et al., 2010). Thus, the objective of the interview
could consist of, or encompasdiciting information aboupast, present, and future events.
Hartwig, Meissner, and Semel (2014) note that HUMINT interviews are characteristically
more complex compared to investigative interviews conducted in criminal séitngase
the information objectives of a HUMINT inteew could be prospective and/or
retrospective. As an example, the aim of an intelligence interview could range from
soliciting information about established terrorist networks to uncovering plamstan
upcoming attack. The main objective of criminalastigative interviews, on the other hand,
typically center on eliciting information about isolated past crimes only (Redlich, 2007;
Evans et al., 2010Hartwig et al., 2014 Consequently, psychology researchers have
examined investigative interviews inettcriminal context more widely than HUMINT
interviews. For instance, the antecedents of true and false confessions (Kassin &
Gudjonsson, 2004; dsster & Meissner, 2010), deception detection (Vrij, 2008), and
eyewitnessdentifications (Wells, Memon, & Peod, 2006) in criminal interviews have
been investigated in depth.

The High-Value Detainee Interrogation Groupand Intelligence Research

A historical account b\eissner, SurmoiBohr, Oleszkiewicz, and Alison (2017;
see also Hartwig et al., 201#pces the genesis of psychological research on HUMINT
interviewing to former United States pr es
13491 in 2009 and the creation of the Highlue Detainee Interrogation Group (henceforth
referredtoasHIG) n 2010. One of the HI G6s mandat ¢
scientifically valid intelligence interview methods, in light of the post 9/11 enhanced
interrogation failures (Meissner et al., 2017). Hence, the HIG has fundethjbety of the
burgeoning psychological research, whistspecifically aimed at scientifically examining
HUMINT interviewing. The following discussion delves into the emerging intelligence
interviewing research.

Information -gathering approachesEvans et al. (2013) deleped an experimental
paradigm to mimic an intelligence interview context. In the experimental setup, a source first
witnessed an elaborate transgression committed by a confeddtrateard, an interviewer
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interviewed the source about the transgresdiba.study examined whether an information
gathering (vs. accusatory) interview approach would yield higher interviewee information
disclosure. Meissner et al. (2014) note that informagjatinering interview approaches
employ exploratory opeanded questits and rapport to elicit information. Conversely,
accusatory methods are guilt presumptive and implement confirmatory questions that aim tc
obtain confessionEv ans et al . 0 swadirfddnied Dy phioup aimihakt s i <
interview research, which inzhtes that informatiogathering (vs. accusatory) interview
approaches generate higher numbers of true confessions and fewer false confessior
(Meissner, Redth, Bhatt, & Brandon, 2012Meissner et al., 2014). True (vs. false)
confessions in criminal coexts comprise authentic information and thus are analogous to
reliable information in a HUMNIT interview. As Evans et a{2013) predicted, and in line

with the extant research, the findings showed that in an intelligence interview, an
informationgatherng approachleads to more relevant information disclosure than an
accusatory approach.

I n another study wusing Evans et al . 6s
investigated the efficacy of some interview approaches outlined in the U.S. Army Field
ManualZ22 2. 3 (AHuman Intelligence Coll ecalor

was officially approved to regulate HUMINT interviews in accordance with President
Obamaés Executive Order 13491 in 2009 (B
the interview approaches recommended in the field manual into four tHdbnest,
Emotional (i.e., Positive and Negative), Incentbv@sed, and Other questioning approaches.
Evans and colleagues examined the comparative utility of the Direct, the Resgit®nal,

and the Negativemotional approaches. Evans et al. (2014) note th&dbiéiveemotional
approach comprises questions directed at alleviating interviewee anxietgsasihnce

while facilitating rapport. The Negativemotional approach, on the other hand, constitutes

a questioning style that rouses interviewee anxiety @actions. As indicated in the Army
Field Manual, the Direct Approach, which advocates asking direct questions, is most
commonly used in intelligence interviews and, thus, was implemented as a comparison
condition by Evans et al. (2014).

It was predictedthat Positiveemotional approaches would lead to the most
information disclosure. This hypothesis was based on research that suggests positive (vs
negative) moods (which are likely to be stimulated by Pos#metional questioning)
increase cooperatiofsee Hertel, Neuhof, Theuer, & Kerr, 2010). The prediction received
some support; Evans et al. (2014) found that although the PesmigéNegativeemotional
approaches yielded similar amounts of disclosed information, the PesmigBonal
approach inelded an added benefit. That is, the Posiireotional approach enhanced
information disclosure by boosting a cooperative atmosphere. Furthermore, the Rositive
Negative) emotional approach reduced interviewee anxiety.

The Scharff technique. Another strand of intelligence interviewing research has
recently developed and examined the efficacy of a novel interview technique that
specifically facilitates information disclosdreahe Scharff technique. The Scharff technique
was developed through a sdiéio conceptualization of some interview tactics that were
employed by Hanns Scharff in WWII (Granhag et al., 2013). Scharff (1902) was a
German Luftwaffe intelligence interviewer and he is famed for his exceptional information
extraction abilitesTol i ver, 1997). Scharffodés overal!
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tactics that he I mpl emented, I n-interrogatore r t
strategies (Granhag, 2010). Courntderrogation strategies are resistance efforts
interviewees usuallyadoptto appear cooperative and credible (€Gganhag, Hartwig, Mac
Giolla, & Clemens, 2015 The tactics Scharff used included (a) being friendly, (b) not
pressing for information, (c) establishing the illusion of being versed with pertinent
information by presenting available evidence in a coherent storyline, (d) presenting claims
to be confirmed or disconfirmed rather than asking direct questions, and (e) downplaying
the relevance of new information an interviewee provides. An extensivesiisowutlining

the significance of the various components that constitute the Scharff technique is available
for interested readers (see Oleszkiewicz, 2016).

In the first empirical test of the Scharff technique, Granhag et al. (2013) designed a
new experimental paradigm to include certain important aspects of a HUMINT interview
context. Participants took on the role of a police informant (i.e., a source) with some
information about an upcoming mock terrorist attack. An interviewer then attemgtfiegitto
information about the attack using either the Scharff technique, open questions, or specific
questions. Critically, to mirror typical sources in intelligence interviews, participants were
instructedmanagetheir information disclosure. That is, naveal too much or too little
information. The results indicated that the Scharff technique did not elicit significantly more
information compared to the comparison techniques. Nonetheless, participants interviewec
using the Scharff technique founditmore f f i cul t t o deci pher tF
objectives and were more likely to underestimate the amount of information they objectively
disclosed. The authors argued that, in all, the findings are promising for the operational value
of the Scharfft ec hni que because mas ki ng i nf or mi
underestimation of the amount of objectively elicited information are important aspects of
effective HUMINT interviewing (see also, Justice et al., 2010).

Further studies have refinedettscharff technique and compared it to the Direct
Approach, which is a widely used questioning technique (recommended by the U.S. Army
Field Manual) that combines specific and oenled questions to elicit information
(Redlich, Kelly, & Miller, 2011). Theesults from these studies indicate that, compared to
the Direct Approach, the Scharff technique elicits more new information, conceals an
interviewero6s information objectives bet
objective amount of infonation disclosure (e.g., Granhag, Oleszkiewicz, Stromwall, &
Kleinman, 2015; May, Granhag, & Oleszkiewicz, 2014; Oleszkiewicz, Granhag, & Cancino
Montecinos, 2014; Oleszkiewicz, Granhag, & Kleinman, 2014). Additionally, the Scharff
technique has been taugluccessfully to practitioners in the HUMINT field (Oleszkiewicz,
Granhag, & Kleinman, 2017). In light of these findings, Vrij and Granhag (2014) have
reiterated that the Scharff techniqgueods
body of workexamining the technique is in its infancy.

Integrating Priming in Intelligence Interviews
As was mentioned in the Introduction, some recent research has begun to explore
whether priming disclosure e | at e d motivations facil it
disclosure. This line of research is comparable to those that have examined the Scharf
technique, since the main objective is also to develop interview tactics that specifically
facilitate disclosure. Dawson et al. (20:
that priming a secure attachment and the concept of openness may, rdgpgctveote
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disclosure about an imminent mock terror attack. Pertinently, both pieces of research, similal
to those discussed previously, examined these priming influences on information disclosure
in an intelligence interview setting. The findings (iBawson et al., 2015; Dawson et al.,
2017) indicate that it i s possible to
information through priming, which presents essential benefits to the developing field of
intelligence interviewing research and pantantly, practice.

Two of the core Scharff technique tactics require the interviewer to establish the
illusion that they are versed with substantial information and then proceed to elicit unknown
information by presenting claims to be confirmed or disconfirmed. Thus, tennepit the
Scharff technique successfully, interviewers need some prior information about the topic of
investigation. Granhag et al. (2013) note that the Scharff technique is better suited for later
stages in the intelligence gatherpr@cessvhen some, ot all, of the needed information
is available. Priming tactics, on the other hand, do not require extensive prior information in
order to be applied. Consider a scenario where an interviewer uncovers a snippet of
information, inadvertently disclosed Hye interviewee, which might be worth exploring. In
such instances, the interviewer could prime a disclosure motivation and harness the
intervieweebds primed motivations toward
be harnessed in amterviewwhen the interviewer employs an interview approach that draws
on the primed motivation. Hence, priming tactics, compared to the Scharff technique, can
be implemented when there is little to no prior information about a subject of interest.
Consequently, primg could beused asn opening tactic to elicit some information on a
subject. Later, interview strategies like the Scharff technique, which require such prior
information, can then be executed. In that regard, another potential benefit of priming in the
HUMINT context is that it can serve as an addition, to ease the usage of interview strategie:
that require prior evidence.
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CHAPTER 2: SUMMARY OF EMPIRICAL STUDIES

Overview

The body of work exploring the potential utility of priming in intelligence interviews
is still in infancy. As mentioned previously, the emerging research suggests that priming
could facilitate information disclosure. However, a closer inspection of decofiphese
studiesrevealsmixed and/or inconclusive results. Dawson et al. (2015) found a small effect
suggesting that priming a secure attachment may lead primed (vs. control) participants tc
disclose more information. However, the effect was not 8ty significant by
conventional standards and thus the expe
research of Dawson et al. (2017) demonstrated that priming the concept of opennes:
promotes information disclosure. Nonetheless, the undgriyiechanisms of this effeate
still unknown because the research did not provide any evidence that increased cognitive
accessibility to the openness construct gave rise to the observed behavioral assimilation t
the openness primas current theoriesf @riming would predict. Hence, in line with its
main objectives, this thesis aimed to expand on the previous research in the following ways
(a) examine the influence of priming an intrinsic motivation (i.e., helpfulness), which most
individuals typicallypossess, on disclosure in an intelligence interview, and (b) elucidate the
mechanisms that underlie the influence of priming on disclosure.

| have noted earlier that recent discussions about the reliability of priming effects
haveled various schools dhought to propose nuanced theories that explain¢berrence
of priming. Thus, thighesis first examined the underlying mechanisms of prosocial (i.e.,
helpfulness) primingKart 1; Experiments 1, 2, 3,dnd5). Drawing on the findings from
Part 1 Part 2 (Experiments 6 and &plored when and how helpfulness priming influences
information disclosure in an intelligence intervidaxperiment 6 explored the proposition
that a helpfuiness ocused i nterview styl e, whnitgeh dr
helpfulness accessiity, would function as a higisuitability affordance and thus promote
disclosure. To expand dixperiment 6 Experiment 7 in addition to the role of construct
accessibility, investigated the theoretical propositionthatdorsia cy bet ween i
pri med di spositions (i .e., hel p ffacusade s s )
interpersonal approach when soliciting information would facilitate disclosure. The
following discussion delves into the details of Heven exprimentsand Table 1 provides
an overview.



Table 1
Overview ofTheExperimentLonstituting his Thesis
Experiment Method N Kk Independent variables De"?e”dei‘t
variables
1 Experimental 193 4 2 (Priming: helpfulness vs. Intended future
online study control) x 2 (Perspective  helping behavior
taking:first-person vs. third
person)
2 Laboratory 100 4 2 (Priming: helpfulness vs. Intended future
experiment control) x 2 (Perspective  helpingbehavior
taking:first-person vs. third
person)
3 Experimental 86 2 Priming (helpfulness vs. Helping behavior
online study control) (Donations to a
charity)
4 Experimental 192 2 Priming (helpfulness vs. Helping behavior
online study control) (Donations to a
charity)
5 Laboratory 91 4 2 (Priming: helpfulness vs. Helping behavior
experiment control) x 2 (Situational (Donations to a
affordancehigh vs. low) charity)
6 Laboratory 115 4 2 (Priming: helpfulness vs. Amount of
experiment control) x 2 (Interview information
style:helpfulnesdocused disclosed
vs. control)
7 Laboratory 116 4 2 (Priming: helpfulness vs. Amount of
experiment control) x 2 (Interview information
style:helpfulnessocused disclosed

vs. control)

Note.N = participantsk = conditions.
*Helpfulness accessibilitwas implemented as a mediator variable in all the studies.

Part 1. Examining the Mechanisms of Helpfulness Priming

15

The experiments here investigated the underlying mechanisms proposed by
contemporary priming theories to explain when and how helpfulness priming effects occur.
The current theories suggest that behavioral assimilation to helpfulness priming occurs
becausethe helpfulness prime increases cognitive accessibility to helpfutakded
content, which in turn mediates the impact of the helpfulness prime on helping behavior
when the primed individual is presented ample opportunity to enact helping behaveors. Th
various experiments included here examined this theoretical proposition in order to shed
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l ight on the wunderl ying mechanisms of he
accessibility to helpfulness (or a topic relatively neutral to helpfujrveas primed using a
directed imagination and writing task. The priming manipulations were designed by drawing
on previous helpfulness priming studies that have empldiyedted thought tasks and recall

of autobiographical memories to prime helpfulnesg.(érieli et al., 2014, Capraro et al.,
2014; Experiment 3, Fitzsimons & Bargh, 2003; Experiment Ngxt, we assessed
hel pfulness accessibility using an i mpl i«
enacting helping behavior was assesEggeriment 1 and 2 examined the joint influence of
helpfulness priming and perspective taking on intended future helping behavior. As noted
previously, tenets of the acthgelf (Wheeler et al., 2007) and situated inference model
(Loersch & Payne, 2011) ggest that a selfrime overlap, which can be induced through
perspective taking, may enhance behavioral assimilation to a prime. Thus, to investigate its
role, perspective taking was manipulated by having participants engage in the imagination
and writingtask either from a firgperson or thirgperson perspective. Experiment 3 and 4
investigated the impact of helpfulness priming on willingness to donate to a charity.
Experiment 5 examined the joint influence of helpfulness priming and a (vghlow)
suitability affordance on willingness to donate to a charity.

We predicted that participants primed with the helpfuktetsted content (vs. the
neutral topic) would exhibit more helping behavior and helping behavior intentions
(Hypothesis 1). Iraddition, we hypothesized that perspective taking would moderate the
main effect of priming on helping behavior intentions, expecting that those participants who
took the firstperson (vs. thirgberson) perspective during the priming would exhibit more
helping behavior intentions (Hypothesis 2). Specifically, we expected that those participants
who took the firsfperson (vs. thirgpberson) perspective during the priming would exhibit
more helping behavior intentions. Furthermore, we anticipated that sitalaiffiordance
would moderate the relationship between helpfulness priming and helping behavior such
that the priming effect would be stronger in the highs. low) suitability condition
(Hypothesis 3). Finally, in line with the theoretical assumpti@t donstruct accessibility
mediates the effect of priming on behavior, we predicted that helpfulness accessibility would
mediate the helpfoess priming effect on helpfulne@sypothesis 4). It is worth noting that
the experiments here are the first to leoxy examine the mediating role of helpfulness
accessibility in helpfulness priming effects. In light of this novel attempt, we used a
measurement of mediator approach becaws®rding to Pirlott and MacKinnon (2016)
measurement of mediator designsvile evidence of the causal influence of an independent
variable on both a mediator and a dependent variable in a single experiment.

Experiment 1 and 2
Experiment 1

Overview

The aim of this experiment was to examine the joint influence of helpfulriesagr
and perspective taking on intended future helping behavior. Thus, Hypotheses 1, 2, and -
were examined.

Method
Participants and design.The sample consisted of 193 participants (95 females) with
an average age of 34.49 ye@BE 9.87) years. A saitivity analysis indicates that a sample
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of this size provides an 80% power to detect an effett=a#10 at the .05 significance level.
Based on previous research examining prosocial priming effects using similar methods (e.g.
Arieli et al., 2014 Expeaiment 2 d = .64], Fitzsimons & Bargh, 2003; Experimentd

1.37]), it is reasonable to expect an effect sizd of.67 or higher. All participants were
recruited via Amazon MTurk using as selection criterion an approval rating of 95% or
higher. This study was guised as an experiment to examine the effects of reflection on
creative storytelling and word generatione\Wsed a 2 (primindielpfulnessss. control) x

2 (perspective takingfirst-person vs. thirgberson) betweegroups design. Random
assignment produced a distribution of between 45 and 53 participants in each cell of the
design.

Procedure and Materials

We instructed potential participants to participate in the experiment only if they had
access to a computer and a workspace with no distractions. Additionally, we urged
participants not to use mobile devices (e.g., phones, tablets) in place of a computer.
Participants received 4 USD as compensattocouple of studies have indicated that prior
experi menter belief influences participal
Klein, Pichon, & Cleeremans, 2012; Gilder & Heerey, 2018). Thus, thish@nagmainder
of the studies in this research were fully computerized to ensure that the procedures wer:
doubleblind throughout.

Independent variables. Consistent with the guise that the experiment was to
examine the effects of reflection oreative writing, we devised a reflection and storytelling
task to mani p hdplhesscopstaucttaccessibiity. iPartcipants were told
that the reflection task was to prepare them for the writing task. We allotted a maximum of
five minutes for reflection: a mandatory two and half minutes, and an optional two and half
minutes if necessary. dalitionally, we designed the reflection and storytelling tasks to be
completed from either a firsbr third-person point of view

Participants in theelpfulnesgriming conditions were instructed to think about, and
visualize a time when they had beezipiul (first-person perspectiyeor to think about a
helpful person third-person perspectiye After reflecting, they were presented with an
incomplete story prompt to complete to a full story. We instructed participants to generate
three scenarios thataintained the plot of the incomplete story prompt. The story prompt
commenced the story with either the participéingttperson perspectiyer another person
(third-person perspectiyas a protagonist about to help an old man in néadicipants in
the control primingconditions first reflected on a neutral topic; their morning roufingt
person perspectye or a typi cal s tthirddperson pesspeatipeilhey n g
then completed an incomplete description of their morning routisegerson perspectiye
or a typical s t utdirel-persdonsperspectiyaSeenAppenddAd forithe e (
priming material.

Extensive assessments of awareness of
conducted foll owi (2014Necomameridatiens id all & expekinterits
Overall, reported awareness did not influence the nature of the main results. Analyses
including the awareness variable are presentégpendixA6.

Dependent variables.
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Word fragment/stem taskl o asseskelpfulnessconstruct accessibility, we created
a word fragment/stem task. The word fragment/stem task consisted of 40 words in total; 2C
target words of which could be completed to form words relatedlpngbehavior and 20
neutral words. Wedesigned the task such that both target and neutral words could be
completed with a diverse range of words. Participants had a maximum time allocation of 10
seconds to complete each word. We i mpl en
amount of deberation as they completed the words. Followit@wppman, Howe, Johnson,
Tan, and Changos ( 20-fr&entslead specificdettedsanissing and
word stems had initial letter prompts with opamded completion. Participants input their
word of choice in a textbox below each word fragment. We restricted the number of letters
that could be typed into each textbox to match the maximum number of letters for each woro
fragment. A score of one (1) was assigned to responses where dragmeéntwas
completed with a word related teelpingbehavior and zero (0) when completed with an
unrelated word (See Append3).

Selfreported helpfuness intentions We modeled selfeported helpfulness
intentions, which was guised as a personality measaréhippe Rushton, Chrisjohn, and
Fekkenos -Repdt8dlAjtruisBestafe. Participants were to indicate, on a visual
analog scale (0 to 100%), the likelihood that they were going to engage in each of 20
helpfulnessactions (e.g., hold an elevatoglti the door open for a stranger) within the next
year. Scores were aggregated to an index by averaging ratings of individual items; highel
scores indicated stronger intentions to engadpeipingbehavior. The internal consistency

of the selfreportitens was excellent (U = .93).
Social desirabilityWe i ncl uded three items from S
Scale (e.g., Al al ways accept others' opi

order to control for tendencies to respond in a socially desirable way. We administered the
scale n a truefalse format. We scored one point for a true response and zero points for a
false response and summed the scores across the three items (0 = minimal social desirabilit
3 = maximal social desirability). High scores indicated high social desiyafiihere was

no significant difference between thelpfulnessand control priming conditions in socially
desirable responding191) =-0.57,p = .564,d = 0.08 (see Tabl2). The social desirability
measure was intended as a potential covariate velséing the influence of the independent
variables on selfeportedhelpfulnessntentions.

Results and Discussion

We used Hayesd6 (2015) SPSS PROCESS 7
PROCESS macro produces estimates of proposed mediation and moddfatisnvwath
95% biascorrected confidence intervals (BCa CI) using the bootstrapping method (See
Preacher et al., 2007; Hayes, 2015). This has the advantage, over an ANOVA, ofmaking
assumptions about the shape of a sample distribution and is thedfost against any
irregularities in the sample distribution (See Hayes, 2013, glQ@% Correlation analysis
indicated that social desirability was significantly positively related to-repbirted
helpfulnessintentions,r = .18,p = .012, 95% CI [.04,32], and was thus included as a
covariate in the following analyses.

Moderation analysesWe examined the effects of priming, perspective taking, and
their interaction on selfeportechelpfulnessntentions in a moderation analyses with 5,000
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bootstrapped samples. Foll owing Hayesos (
conduct moderated regression analysis equivalent to a 2 x 2 factorial ANOVA, we effect
coded the priming [and perspective taking] variable before the analxBs=( @ntrol
priming [third-person perspective], 0.5 lelpfulnesspriming [first-person perspective]).
Group descriptives are presented in Table

The main effects of primind) = 0.06,SE= 0.60,p = .916, and perspective taking,
b= 0.69,SE= 0.60,p = .251, on seHreportedhelpfulnessehavioral intentions were not
significant. The former means that Hypothesis 1 did not receive support. Furthermore, the
predicted interaction between priming and perspective taking was also not signifisant,
0.50,SE=1.20,p = .678. Thus, failing to support Hypothesis 2, there was no significant
difference between the firsand thirdperson perspectives with regard to the effect of
priming onhelpfulness

Mediation analysis. To examine the predicted indirect effect (throungipfulness
construct accessibility; Hypothesis 4) of priming legipingbehavior, we ran a mediation
analysis with 5,000 bootstrapped samples. The mediation analysis was conducted despit
the previous niifindings, as Hayes (2013, p.168) has argued that the estimate of an indirect
effect should be based on a formal test of mediation not on individual tests of the direct
effects of the main predictor and the proposed mediator. Perspective taking wasditlud
this analysis because the main effect of perspective taking, as well as the interaction effect
between priming and perspective taking lwglpfulnessconstruct accessibility and self
reportedhelpingintentions did not achieve significat¢€eeAppendix A6 for endnotes)

Before running the analysis, we dummy coded the priming variable (O = control priming, 1
= helpfulnesgpriming) andhelpfulnessonstruct accessibility was maintained in its original
metric. The effect of priming omelpfulnessconstruct accessibility was positive and
significant,b = 0.87,SE = 0.38,p = .021. Participants in thieelpfulnesspriming group
completed the word fragments/stems with more words relatiedlpéulnessehavior than

did participants in the control primgngroup, indicating an increased accessibility to
helpfulnessconstructs Helpfulnessconstruct accessibility did not, however, significantly
predict selreportedhelpfulnessntentionsb = 0.10,SE= 0.12,p = .398. Moreover, we did

not observe the praged mediation effect predicted in Hypothesis 4; the indirect effect of
helpfulnesspriming, via helpfulnessconstruct accessibility, omelpfulnessbehavioral
intentions was not statistically significabtz 0.09, 95% BCa CI0.07, 0.39].

Furtherinspection of verbal responses to the awareness check probes revealed tha
participantsd perceptions leepfultedseti(e.g., todyi | i
cannot donate blood), or the probability of a given scenario occurring within thgaaext
may provide potential explanations for the null results observed in this study. If participants
were constrained by feasibility or probability considerations, there may not have been
sufficient leeway in the measure fdrelpfulnesspriming to influence selfeported
helpfulnessntentions.

Experiment 2
Method

Experiment 2was a direct replication dExperiment lin a Swedish sample. We
recruited participants via a university participant pool. The experiment was conducted in the
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lab as opposed to the online versiofExperiment 1We used backanslation procedures
recommended by Brislin (1986) to ensure equivalence between materials used in
Experiments 1 and.2

Participants and design.One hundred participants with an average af 26.67
years §D= 8.32) participated in the study (77 femalds¥ensitivity analysis indicates that
a sample of this size provides a 80% power to detect an effett=0f57 at the .05
significance level.The same design used Experiment 1was used. Participants were
randomly assigned to one of four groups in a 2 (primhegpfulnessvs. control) x 2
(perspective takingfirst person vs. third person) betwegmoups design, with 25
participants per group.

Measures and procedure.The sameexperimental manipulations, dependent
measures(with slight modifications, see Appendix1), and procedure protocols used in
Experiment 1were used in thisexperiment We tested participants individually, in
workspace cubicles, at a computer laborat®articipants received a lottery ticket worth
60SEK (~ 7 USD) as compensation.

Social desirability There was no significant difference betwdeipfulnessand
control conditions on social desirability98) =-0.53,p = .598,d = 0.13.

Results andDiscussion

We analyzed the data using the same analysis strategy udedpamniment 1
Correlation analysis indicated that the relationship between social desirability and self
reported intentions to engagehialpingbehavior was not significant= .08 p=.412, 95%
ClI[-.12, .28]. For consistency wittxperiment 1however, social desirability was included
as a covariate in the following analyses. Group means and descriptives for each condition ir
the analyses are reported in Table

Moderation analyses. A moderation analysis, predicting sedfported helping
behavioral intentions, showed no significant main effect of printirg-0.47,SE= 0.55,p
= .393) or perspective taking € -0.70,SE= 0.55,p = .207). The former finding means that
Hypothesis 1 did not receive support. The predicted Priming x Perspective Taking
interaction effect was not significatt= 0.74,SE=1.11,p = .509. Thus, failing to support
Hypothesis 2, the effect of priming txelpingbehavioral intentions did not differ tveeen
participants who took the firgterson and thirgherson perspective during priming.

Mediation analysis.A mediation indicated that the effect of priminglogipfulness
construct accessibility was significabtz 1.37,SE= 0.39,p = .001. Howeverhelpfulness
construct accessibility did not significantly predict selported intentions to engage in
helpingbehaviorb = 0.26,SE= 0.14,p = .066. As can be inferred from the group means in
Table 2, the helpfulnesspriming failed toi ncr eas e p anegoitedhelpirgn t s (
intentions directly. Nevertheless, the indirect effect of priminghefping behavioral
intentions, vighelpfulnesonstruct accessibility, achieved statistical significabee.36,

95% BCa CI [0.01, 0.93]This indicates thahelpfulnesspriming boosted selfeported
helpfulnessntentions by increasingelpfulnessonstruct accessibility. Thus, Hypothesis 4
was supported. Hayes (2013, p. 468) has noted that a null total main effect does not
preclude tle existence of significant indirect effects because a total main effect is the sum of
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the direct and all of the possible, positive and negative, indirect effects that link an
independent variable to a dependent variable. Hence, it is possiliielfffatnressconstruct
accessibility particularly mediates the effect of primindnelpfunesgositively even though

all of the mechanisms that litielpfulnesgriming tohelpingbehavior sum up to something
near zero (see also MacKinnon, 2008; Rucker, Preatbanala, & Petty, 2011).

Table 2
Group Means of Dependent Measures for the American (Experiment 1) and the Swedish (Experiment 2)
Samples

Helpfulness priming Control priming
First-person Third-person First-person Third-person
Measure . . . X
perspective perspective perspective perspective
Experiment 1
accessibility [6.01, 7.64] [5.77, 7.30] [5.31, 6.77] [4.92, 6.33]
] ] 11.22 (3.91) 10.25 (4.72) 10.69 (4.04) 10.53 (4.10)
Helpfulness intentiors
[9.99, 12.46] [9.02, 11.49] [9.52, 11.86] [9.39, 11.67]
] o 2.07 (1.01) 2.02 (1.12) 1.74 (1.18) 2.15(1.15)
Social desirability
[1.74, 2.40] [1.69, 2.35] [1.43, 2.05] [1.85, 2.46]

Experiment 2

accessibility [5.27, 6.82] [4.59, 6.14] [3.39, 4.94] [3.79, 5.34]
o 10.87 (2.84) 11.26 (2.54) 11.01 (3.23) 12.01 (2.30)
Helpfulness intentiorts
[9.78, 11.96] [10.17,12.35] [9.92, 12.10] [10.92, 13.10]
_ o 1.84(1.03) 2.04 (0.98) 1.96 (0.84) 1.72 (0.94)
Social desirabilit§
[1.46, 2.22] [1.66, 2.41] [1.58, 2.34] [1.34, 2.10]

Note Values in parentheses represent standard deviations. Values in square brackets represent 95%
3Possible range: 0 (minimal accessibility) to 20 (maximal accessibfRggsible range: 0 (minimal
intentions) to 100 (maximal intention$Possible range: 0 (minimal social desirability) to 3 (maximal soci:
desirability).
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Experiments 3 and 4
Overview

These experiments were designed in response to the null findings and potential
weaknesses of the helping behavior intentions measure employed in Experiment 1 and 2
First, the priming manipulation was revised to activate a goal to enact hbghiagior in
addition to increasing helpfulness acces:s
procedures that activate goals produce significant changes in implicit bias or increase
construct accessibility. Moreover, Liberman, Forster, and Fraed(2007) assert that geal
priming effects involve posittainment decrements in motivation. The modified priming
manipulation aimed to reduce such pagainment decrease in motivation. During the
priming phase, participants were instructed to focuserartheir internal statgght before
engaging in a helpful action, rather than write about already completed actions. We
examined the main effect of priming on helping behavior (Hypothesis 1) and the mediation
effect of helpfulness accessibility (Hyposi®4).

We also created a new dependent medsdmnations to a chari@yto assess the
helpfulness priming effect. Here, we ensured that all participants were capable of
demonstrating helpfulness by measuring
compensation. Aus, the new measure eliminated potential feasibility and probability
constraints. Further mor e, since donati on
hel ping behavior in Experiment 3 and 4 h
this aspect is similar to realorld helpfulness. Finally, in contrast to Experiment 1 and 2,
the manipulation of perspective taking was not included in Experiment 3 and 4. Instead, the
priming procedure required all participants to assume thepfrston persgctive.

Both experiments were fully computerized and administered online. We recruited
samples from the United States of America (Experiment 3) and Sweden (Experiment 4).

Experiment 3
Method

Participants and design.All participants were recruited among US citizens via
Amazon MTurk using as selection criterion an approval rating of 95% or higher. The sample
consisted of 193 participants (102 females) with an average age of 35.4685§2ar8.86).

A sensitivity analgis indicates that a sample of this size provides an 80% power to detect
an effect ofd = .40 at the .05 significance level. One participant was excluded from the
analyses because they did not adhere to the instruckapsriment 3was guised as an
examnation of individual differences in language use and communication. We used a simple
betweenrsubject hielpfulnessss. control priming) design in this study. Random assignment
of participants resulted in a fairly equal distribution between hblpfulnesspriming
condition g = 94) and the control priming condition € 98). Participants received 2 USD

as compensation.

Procedure and Materials
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Priming manipulation. We devised a new reflection and writing task similar to what
we used irExperiment 1 Consisent with the cover story, participants were told they would
be presenting certain guided thoughts in writing. Participants imeh#ulnesspriming
condition were instructed to think about and visualize a time when they had been helpful
and to focus specifically on how they felt right before engaging in the helpful behavior. After
reflecting, they were to present their reflections in writing. Comedmgly, participants in
thecontrolcondition first reflected on a neutral topic: their morning routine. After reflection,
they too presented their reflections in writing. We allotted a maximum of five minutes for
reflection and writing: a mandatory twand half minutes, and an optional two and half
minutes if necessary. (See Appendi®) A

Dependent variables.

Word fragment/stem taskWe tested participants with the same word completion
tasks we used ifExperiment 1but with slight modifications. Unliken Experiment 1
participants could type their preferred word into the textbox below a word fragment without
having to click into the textbox. Additionally, there were no restrictions on the number of
letters that could be entered. We maintained the seonmg procedure as iExperiment 1

Donations to charity Our new dependent measure to evalbatpingbehavior was
the total amount a participant donated, from each of five possible lottery earnings to a
specified organization; the United Nations Human Rights Commission (UNHRC).
Participants were asked to indicate the amount they were willing to donagcfopossible
lottery earning. The responses were recorded using a scale ranging from 0 USD to the
maximum earning in each lottery, in increments of 1 USD. For the purposes of bolstering
participantsdé belief i n t hdeparticipants atnhe outseétt vy
of the experiment that they would be entered in a lottery draw. We told participants that they
could win one of the five amounts as additional compensation for participating in the
experiment (120, 100, 70, 50, or 20 USD). Heere participants did not know from the start
that we would solicit donations to the UNHRC later in the experiment. After participants
indicated their preferred donations, we asked participants to rate, onpmini scale, the
extent to which they belied they had a real chance of winning any of the lottery amounts
(0 =did not believe at aJl10 =believed completelyNo significant differences were found
between thénelpfulnessand control priming conditiong190) =-0.91,p = .363,d = 0.13.
Mean ratings, presented in Tal8esuggest participants were moderately positive about
winning the lottery. In addition, we asked participants to rate, on-poibl scale, the extent
to which they considered donating to the UNHRC importantf@t=mportant at all 10 =
extremely importantsee Table3). There were no significant differences between the
helpfulnessand control priming conditiort$190) =-0.76,p = .447,d = 0.11. The subjective
importance of donating measure was intendedpsential covariate, in addition to social
desirability, in the analysis of the effect of priming on donations. Wheextherimenivas
complete, participants were fully debriefed and informed that, in truth, there was no lottery.
We then explained why shi@ deception was necessary.

Social desirabilityWe included hr ee soci al desirabil it
Social Desirability Scale, in addition to the three items usé&kperiment 1administered
in the same format &xperiment 1We did n® observe a significant difference between the
helpfulnessand control priming conditions in socially desirable respond{i§0) =-0.79,
p=.428,d=0.11 (see Tablg).



24

Results and Discussion

We examined the focal hypot heses usin
(model 4). In all the analyses, thelpfulnessconstruct accessibility and the subjective
importance of donating to the UNHRC variables were maintained in their original metric
and tre priming variable was dummy coded (0 = control priming,hekpfulnesgpriming).

Group means for all variables in the analysis are reported in 3aBtecial desirability and
belief in chances of winning the advertised lottery were included as cosammatie
analysis. Covariate analyses indicated no significant relationships between social
desirability andhelpfulnessonstruct accessibilityg=-0.13,SE= 0.11,p = .252, ohelping
behavior (i.e., the total amount donated to the UNHRG},2.67,SE = 2.34,p = .254.
Subjective importance of donating was not related to construct accesdili§,08,SE=
0.06,p=.157, but was a strong positive predictor of the total amount dobateld],.52, SE
=1.22,p<.001.

The previous finding thatelpfulnesspriming increaseshelpfulnessconstruct
accessibility was replicated. The effect of priminghetpfulnessonstruct accessibility was
positive and significant) = 1.06,SE= 0.37,p = .004. The relationship betwekalpfulness
construct accesibility andhelpingbehavior was not significanb, = -1.72,SE= 1.54,p =
.265. Moreover, the total effect of priming belpingbehavior was not significartt,= 5.42,

SE= 7.68,p = .482. Thus, the priming manipulation did not have a significant direct impact
on helpingbehavior, failing to support Hypothesis 1. Results based on 5,000 bootstrapped
samples showed that the indirect effedbelpfulnesgpriming on donations, viaelpgfulness
construct accessibility, was not statistically significént,-1.82, 95% BCa CI-p.54, .85].
Hence, Hypothesis 4 was not supported.

Experiment 4

Experiment 4vas a direct replication @xperiment 3ut conducted with a Swedish
sample.

Method

Participants and design.Eighty-six participants with an average age of 27.70 years
(SD = 7.38) participated in this study (62 females; one participant did not state their gender).
A sensitivity analysis indicates that a sample of this size provid@%ogpower to detect an
effect ofd = .61 at the .05 significance levd@lhe same design used Experiment 3was
used. Participants were randomly assigned tchétpfulnesgn = 42) or control if = 44)
priming condition.

Measures and procedureWe used the same priming task, dependent measures, and
procedure protocols usedlixperiment 2an thisexperiment Participants received a lottery
ticket worth 60SEK (~ 7 USD).

Word fragment/stem taskrhe same list of words used ltxperiment lwas usd
and we administered the task in the same manrex@eriment 2
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Donations to charityWe told participants that, from the lottery, they could possibly
win one of the five amounts (400, 300, 200, 100, or 50 SEK) as additional compensation for
participaing in the experiment. Participants were asked to indicate the amount they were
willing to donate, for each possible lottery earning, in case they won any of the lottery
amounts, on a scale ranging from 0 SEK to the maximum possible earning (in increiments
1 SEK). There was no significant difference betweenhifipfulnessand control priming
conditions regarding participantsd rati ng
chance of winning any of the lotterié@4) =-0.09,p = .931,d = 0.02 (see Tabls).
Subjective ratings of the importance of donating to the UNHRC indicated no significant
differences between theelpfulnessand control priming condition$(84) = 1.60,p = .115,

d = 0.35 (see Tablg).

Social desirability There was no significant difference betweenttapfulnessand
control priming conditions in socially desirable respondi(®y) =-0.09,p = .925,d = 0.02.

Results and Discussion

We employed the same analysis strategy usé&kperiment 3 Covariateanalyses
indicated no relationship between social desirability lelgfulnessonstruct accessibility,
b = -0.03,SE= 0.14,p = .855, orhelping behavior,b = -18.51,SE= 21.10,p = .383.
Subjective importance of donating did not significantly predietpfulnessconstruct
accessibilityb =-.01, SE= 0.08,p = .902, but showed a strong positive relationship with
donationsp = 84.93,SE=11.77,p < .001.

The effect of priming omelpfulnesonstruct accessibility was again significamnt,
= 1.00,SE= 0.45,p = .030. This finding replicates the previous finding thalpfulness
priming increases$elpfulnessconstruct accessibility. Moreover, the relationship between
helpfulnessconstructaccessibilityand the total amount donated was positive bugnde
significant,b=32.21 SE=16.19 p=.050. However, the total effect of priming on donations
was not significanth = -39.50,SE= 66.52,p = .554. Thus, despite a significant increase in
helpfulnessconstruct accessibility, the effect ohelpfulnesspriming did not directly
influence the size of donations offered by participants. Hence, Hypothesis 1 did not receive
support. However, the indirect effect loélpfulnesgpriming on donations, viaelpfulness
construct accessibility, was statistically significamt; 31.72, 95% BCa CI [2.85, 88.79].
Thus, Hypothesis 4 was supported. This finding indicateh#iptulnespriming indirectly
influenced donations by increasihglpfulnesconstruct accessibilit
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Table 3
Group Means of Dependent Measures for the American (Exper8nant the Swedish (ExperimehtSamples

Experiment 3 Experiment 4

Measure Control priming  Helpfulness priming Control priming Helpfulness priming
Helpfulness ¢ 21 (2.58) 7.22 (2.49) 4.37 (1.64) 5.36 (2.34)
construct [5.71, 6.72 [6.71, 7.74] [3.76, 4.97] [4.74, 5.97]
accessibility

Total amount 46.37 (58.20) 56.52 (73.12) 534.13 (393.82) 413.45(367.73)
donated [33.23, 59.50] [43.10, 69.93] [419.82, 648.45] [296.45, 530.46]
Social 3.33(1.72) 3.32(1.72) 3.16 (1.55) 3.20 (1.54)
desirability [2.99, 3.67] [3.18, 4.92] [2.70, 3.62] [2.72, 3.66]
Perceived

chances of 4.19 (3.38) 4.67 (3.86) 2.50 (2.66) 2.55 (2.39)
winning [3.47, 4.92] [3.93, 5.41] [1.74, 3.26] [1.77,3.32]
lottery?

Subjective

importance 3.66 (3.27) 4.02 (3.25) 6.00 (2.77) 5.05 (2.77)

of donating [3.01, 4.31] [3.36, 4.68] [5.19, 6.83] [4.20, 5.90]

Note Values in parentheses represent standard deviations. Values ints@c&ets represent 95% CI
3Possible range: 0 (minimal accessibility) to 20 (maximal accessibiRgssible range: 0 USD to 360 US|
in Experiment 3; 0 SEK to 1050 SEK in ExperimentRbssible range: 0 (minimal social desirability) to €
(maximal sociatlesirability).9Possible range: 0 (minimal belief) to 10 (maximal beli@pssible range: 0
(minimal importance) to 10 (maximal importance).

Experiment 5

Overview

So far,Experiment Iindicated thahelpfulnesgpriming effects may be stifled by low
suitability affordances. Furthermordzxperiments2 and 4 indicated that construct
accessibility mediates the influence on priming on behaviorExperiment 5 we
manipulated priming and situational affordances, (high vs. low suitability) orthogonally,
and assessed the moderating role of situational affordance. In all, Hypotheses 1 (i.e., th
main effect of priming on behavior), 3 (i.e., the moderating role of situational affordance),
and 4 (i.e., the mediatiorifect of construct accessibility) were examined.

The helpingbehavior measure in this experiment was altered slightly because even
though inExperiments 3 and garticipants seemed vested in their choices of donation we
did not assess belief in the autlieity of the lottery. It is possible that some participants
could have viewed the lottery as hypothetical. Therefor&xperiment 5 we assessed
helpingbehavior using donations from a real lottery.

Method

Participants and Design. Ninety-on€® undergraduate students and community
members (69 females) with an average age of 20.09 y&Brs 4.56 years) participated in
this study.A sensitivity analysis indicates that a sample of this size provides a 65% power
to detect an effect afl = .50 and 80% power to detect an effectdof .58 at the .05
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significance levelBased on previous research examining helpfulness priming effects using
similar methods (i.e., Macrae & Johnston, 1998, ExperimedtL1%$9], Experiment 2d =

.51]), it isreasonable to expect an effect sizd of.51 or higherParticipants were recruited

from the United Kingdom (via a university participant pool). We used a 2 (priming:
helpfulneswss. control) x 2 (situational affordance: high vs. low suitability) bebagreups

design in this experiment. Random assignment produced a distribution of between 21 anc
25 participants in each cell of the design.

Procedure and Materials. We used identical priming manipulation used in
Experiment 3 However, similar to the primg procedure irExperiment 1 the reflection
and writing tasks were separated. The same word fragment/stem task, and procedur
protocols inExperiment 3were maintained after the priming task. This experiment was
conducted at a computer laboratory anchgzarticipant was tested in a workspace cubicle.
Undergraduate students received one credit point as compensation; community member
were individuals who responded to email advertisements and volunteered to participate.

Donation and situational affordances. At the outset of the experimengll
participants were informed that they will be entered in a 100 GBP (~ 121 USD) lottery draw
as part of the compensation for participating in the experiment. We told participants that one
person would be drawn at rasmd to receive the 100 GBP. SimilarE&gperiments 2 and, 3
they were unaware that donations would be solicited later in the experiment. We assesse
helpingp e havi or by soliciting a donation, to
(UNICEF), fromthe possible 100 GBP lottery earning. In order to examine the effect of
situational affordances ohelping behavior, participants were presented one of two
situations when we solicited donations for UNICEF. Participants, in both situations, were
told thatour goal was to raise 1,000 GBP (~1,212 USD). A higher need for donations was
induced in the high suitability condition by telling participants that we had raised only 400
GBP. In the low suitability condition, however, we created a lesser need to tiomate
collection by informing participants that we had already raised all of the intended 1,000 GBP
(See AppendipAb). A pilot test N = 81) indicated that participants exposed to the high, in
contrast to the low, suitability affordance were more likely donate to UNIQEFQ(54).
Analyses of these data are presentefigpendixA6.

Donations were recorded using a scale ranging froonl@0 GBP, in increments of
1 GBP. Participants also provided ratings, orpbint continuous scales-ID) of (a) the
extent to which they believed the advertised lottery was authentidiDrot believe at all
10 =believed completely (b) the extehto which they believed they had a real chance of
winning the lottery (0O =id not believe at all10 =believed completelyand (c) subjective
importance of donating to UNICEF (Ot important at all 10 =extremely important

Results and Discussio

We used Hayesd6 (2015) SPSS PROCESS mac
of priming, situational affordance, and the Priming x Situational Affordance interaction were
not statistically significant with regard to belief in the authenticity of dtiedy, chances of
winning the lottery, and subjective importance of donatingysal .05. Mean scores of both
ratings suggest that participants were positive about the authenticity of the lottery and their
chances of winning (see Tablg
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Moderation analysis.We examined the effects of priming, situational affordance,
and their interaction ohelping behavior (i.e., donations) in a moderation analyses with
5,000 bootstrapped samples using Hayesb
priming [and diuational affordance] variable was effect cod€dS = control priming [low
suitability], 0.5 =helpfulnesgpriming [high suitability]) before analysis. We controlled for
social desirability and subjective importance of donating in the analyses. Covariate analysis
indicated that social desirability was not significantly related to the size of dondtiens (
2.8, SE = 2.09,p = .182) but subjective importance of donating strongly predicted
donationsp = 7.19,SE=1.01,p < .001

The main effect of priming was not significabtr -2.31,SE= 5.20,p = .657. This
fails to support the prediction of HypothesisThe main effect of situational affordance was
also not significantb = -5.83,SE= 5.14,p = .260. The interaction between priming and
situational affordance also did not achieve statistical significdrreel6.59,SE= 10.24,p
=.109. Thus, Hypothes3 was not supported.

Mediation analysis.We examined the indirect effect on priming on donation in a
mediation analysis with 5,000 bootstrapped samples (PROCESS model 4). Situational
affordance was excluded in this analysis because the main efffeithational affordance
and the interaction effect between priming and situational affordance did not achieve
significancé. Before running the analysis, the priming variable was dummy coded (0 =
control priming, 1 = helpfunesspriming). Helpfulness condruct accessibility was
maintained in its original metric. We controlled for the effect of social desirability and
subjective importance of donating.

The previous finding thahelpfulnesspriming increaseshelpfulnessconstruct
accessibility was not replicated,= 0.82,SE= 0.51,p = .108. The relationship between
helpfulnessonstruct accessibility arftelpingbehavior was not significarn,= -1.40,SE=
1.11, p = .210. Furthermore, the total effect of priming belping behavior was not
significant,b =-1.72,SE= 5.30,p = .747. Finally, the indirect effect bklpfulnesgpriming
on donations, videlpfulnessconstruct accessibility, was not statistically significdng, -
1.15, 95% BCa CI-p.57, .26]. Hence, ¥pothesis 4 was not supported.

CrossExperimental Meta-analysis

It is possible that some of the studies in this research fxperiment % were
potentially underpowered to detect effect sizes typically observed in the progegial
helpfulness)priming literature (i.e., the main effect telpfulnesspriming). Since the
combined results of the five studies provide a more reliable estimate belpfeiiness
priming main effect than the individual studies, we conducted a-esgs=imental meta
amalysis to estimate the overaflelpfulness(vs. control) priming effect. The module
0 MAJORO6 for the JAMOVI statistical softw
Eachexperimentepresented a unit of analysis. We used the betgemips data fnm the
helpfulnesqvs. control) priming conditions and the dependent variable was the amount the
amount ohelpingbehavior as assessed usingteingbehavior and behavioral intentions
measures. A random effects model produced an overhdfulnesspriming effect size of
He d gge=9.00 (positive values indicating an effect in the predicted direction), 95% CI [
0.17, 0.17]. These results indicate that theelpfulness (vs. control) priming, as
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operationalized in the current research, has little ompact orhelpingbehavior, and that
the observed null findings are unlikely to be a result of insufficient power.

Table 4

Group Means of Measures in Experiment 5

Control priming

Helpfulness priming

Measure Low-suitability High-suitability Low-suitability High-suitability

?:r'fs";‘rmfss 6.13 (2.40) 6.05 (2.52) 6.81 (2.34) 6.88 (2.28)
et [5.16, 7.09] [5.02, 7.08] [5.78, 7.84] [5.93, 7.82]

accessibility

Total

amount 34.79 (32.32) 41.19 (32.52) 49.62 (32.63) 35.44 (29.37)

[22.36, 47.22] [27.90, 54.48] [36.33, 62.91] [23.26, 47.62]

donated

Social 4.17 (1.02) 3.91 (1.51) 4.19 (1.37) 4.04 (1.10)

desirability [3.66, 4.67] [3.36, 4.45] [3.65, 4.73] [3.54, 4.53]

%’;’éfg'r‘]’fe 5.21 (2.84) 5.86 (2.80) 6.43 (2.58) 6.48 (2.06)

of donatind [4.16, 6.25] [4.74, 6.98] [5.31, 7.55] [5.46, 7.51]

Perceived

chances of 4.71 (2.68) 4.76 (3.33) 3.19 (2.25) 4.12 (2.47)

winning [3.61, 5.80] [3.59, 5.93] [2.02, 4.36] [3.05, 5.19]

lottery?

:Strﬁ:rlw\:ﬁ:cijt 6.42 (2.32) 6.48 (3.20) 5.52 (2.94) 6.92 (2.40)

of lottery y [5.32, 7.52] [5.30, 7.65] [4.35, 6.70] [5.84, 8.00]

Note Values in parentheses represent standard deviations. Values in square brackets represent 95%
3Possible range: 0 (minimal accessibility) to 20 (maximal accessibfRgjsible range: 0 GBP to 100 GBP
°Possible range: 0 (minimal social desirability) to 6 (maximal social desirabiRg}sible range: 0 (minimal
importance) to 10 (maximal importe).*Possible range: 0 (minimal belief) to 10 (maximal beli&fpssible

range: 0 (minimal belief) to 10 (maximal belief).

General Discussiorof the Mechanisms of Helpfulness Priming

Drawing on current theories of priming, our main objective in this research was to
examine mechanisms that driveelpfulnesspriming effects. Overall, consistent with
constructaccessibility based (Eitam & Higgins, 2010; Wheeler et al., 2014; Schroder &
Thagard, 2014) and situatidrased (Loersch & Payne, 2014; Barsalou, 2016) models, our
experiments indicated that participants primed viadihping behavior experienced higher
helpfulnessconstruct accessibility, compared to participants who received thevegla
neutral prime. Failing to support the majority of the focal hypotheses, however, there was
no evidence of a total main effectloglpfulnesgpriming onhelpingbehavior in any of the
experiments. Interestingly, recent research examining behavifgeiseof money priming
similarly found that money priming manipulations reliably activate the concept of money
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but did not influence subsequent behavioral dependent measures (Caruso, Shapira, & Land:
2017).

Moreover, inExperiments 1 and, perspectivéaking did not moderate the influence
of priming on behavior as proposed by the aectigl account\(Vheeler et al., 2014). In
Experiments 3, 4 and, &all participants took the firgierson perspective during priming;
again, we did not observe a significant assimilation to the prime on target behavior.
Furthermore, the proposition by situatibased models (Loersch & Payne, 2014; Barsalou,
2016) that pming could have a differential influence on behavior because of high (vs. low)
suitability affordance generally did not receive support. Comments from participants in
Experiments 1 and 2uggested that the sedport measure dfelpfulnessntentions di not
provide adequate situational affordance to demongstedpengbehavior, even if one wanted
to exhibit helping behavior. InExperiments 3 and,4ve eliminated this shortcoming by
ensuring that all participants who were willing to sxca helpful manercould do so. Still,
the total main effect of priming was not significaBkperiment 5where we manipulated
priming and situational affordances orthogonally, revealed no systematic interactions.

Beyond the total main effect of priming drelping behavior, we examined the
mediating role of construct accessibility proposed by the current theories. The data revealec
mixed results. Nonetheless, consistent with extant theorizing the results suggest tha
variability in construct accessibility is an impartadriver of priming effectsHelpfulness
priming increasedhelping behavior indirectly through construct accessibility in two
experiments. When variation in construct accessibility was modestly associated with
behavior Experiments 2 and)4 priming had a indirect influence on behavior through
construct accessibility. As mentioned previously (see discussidxmériment 2, it is
possible thahelpfulnessconstruct accessibility particularly mediates the effect of priming
onhelpingbehavior positivelyeven though the overall effect of priming, which may include
a host of suppressors and moderators, on behavior is close to zero (see Wheeler & DeMarre
2009, on multiple mechanisms of prime to behavior effects). Priming had neither direct nor
indirect efects on behavior in the experiments where variations in construct accessibility
displayed weak to no association with behavior (Egperiments 1, 2, and.5

Retrospective reports, from awareness checksAppendix A6), after we assessed
helpfulnessonstruct accessibility indicated that, for some participants, changes in construct
accessibility did not occur outside of awareness. This is to be expected since the priming
procedure in this research was upfront and required deliberation. Howevpogsikle that
hindsight bias (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977) and inference from awareness assessment
instructions (Ericsson & Simon, 1980) contributed to such awareness reports. Our data are
therefore, unable to fully decipher the roles of automaticity antetelion in the effects of
priming on assimilative changes in construct accessibility.

It is possible that the wotfilagment completion task, where all participants-self
generatedhelpfulnesselated (and neutral) words could have inadvertently pringgng
behavior among those in the control group. Mussweiler and Neumann (2000) have
demonstrated that such sginerating procedures are more likely to induce misattribution
of resultant construct accessibility as internally generated compared to eatetrediortful
priming. We acknowledge this limitation and note that such contamination effects may have
particularly obscured our efforts to disentangle how perspective taking inducesirself
overlap through perspective takingxperiments 1 and)2That notwithstanding, Bargh,
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Bond, Lombardi, and Tota (1986) have found that different sources of construct accessibility
can influence behavior additivellyurthermore, Higgins and Brendl (1995) have found that
when a primed construct is applicable in aegiwaffordance, sufficiently higher construct
accessibility can yield stronger assimilative judgments in spite of awareness of the priming
event.Since participants in thieelpfulnesspriming group selgenerated morkelpfulness
words compared to the coakrgroup, one would expect that both sources of construct
accessibility (i.e., external priming manipulation and-gelierated words) would combine
additively for a larger effect in tHeelpfulnesgpriming groupMoreover, reported awareness

of the possile influence of the priming manipulation, which could have led primed
participants to contrast their behavior away from the prime (i.e., Mussweiler & Neumann
2000), did not influence the nature of the resiitgure research should explore measures

of corstruct accessibility and/or manipulation of mediator research designs (see Pirlott &
Mackinnon, 2016) that assess the impact of priming while having little possibility of
contaminating total main effects of priming on behavior. This would be particularly
insightful in expounding the mechanisms of priming effects.

Samples characteristics and inadequate affordances may account for cases wher
construct accessibility was not associated wigiping behavior. Generally, awareness
reports inExperiment 1suggested that feasibility concerns about the enactment of some
helpfulnessctions may have watered down the possible influences of construct accessibility
as observed ifExperiment 2 We suspect that the nature of the different samples could
explain this pattern. lExperiment Wve recruited Amazon MTurk workers, many of whose
income depends on completing many experiments; hence, they may have a tendency t
prefer tasks that requiretle time and effort as possible. Thus, they may have been more
prone to discarding the possibility of enacting any of the lise#gfulnessactions that were
slightly demanding compared to participant&kperiment 2vho were volunteers tested at
a labaatory. InExperiment 3 and ,4participants in the American sampExperiment 3
indicated lower subjective importance of donating than did Swedish participants
(Experiment ¥ see Table4. This hints at the possibility that, overall, the American
participants did not consider donating to UNHRC as important as their Swedish counterparts
did. Hence, the invitation to donate could have provided more suitable affordances for
Swedish participants. Thielpfulnessprime seemingly had significant indirect effect
influence onhelping behavior, throughhelpfulnessconstruct accessibility, only when
participants perceived a suitabExperiment 2 or relevant Experiment 4 affordance to
enacthelpingbehavior. Taken together, these findings provide some suppsituétion
based models, which posit that, beyond changes in construct accessibility, assimilative
priming effects are more likely to occur in suitable situations.

The pilot test forExperiment 5indicated that participants in the high (vs. low)
suitability condition were more likely to donate in a hypothetical scenario. However, in the
main study where we solicited actual donations, this finding did not replicate. Moreover, the
predicted interaction effect between priming and situational affordance wabsewved in
the main study. One possible explanation for this inconsistency could be that indicating how
|l i kely one is to offer onebs resources i ¢
parting with oneds r eyswesuspecktsatparficipants inthé high t |
(vs. low) suitability condition may have overstated their generosity because no real resource
consequences were involved. We acknowledge that these null findings may also be due ti
limited power of the analysegiven the small sample in each cell of the experimental design.

It should be noted, however, that the means in the critical cells were in the opposite directior
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to what was predicted (i.e., foelpfulnesgprimed participants, donations were larger in the
low [vs. high] suitability condition). This speaks against the possibility that limited power is
responsible for our failure to confirm our predictions.

Conclusions

In this research, we aimed to shed light on the underlying mechanism@ipffiness
priming effects by drawing on extant theoretical accounts that explain the occurrence of
priming. The results provide useful information regarding the importance of variability in
helpfulnessconstruct accessibility and suitable affordances in preditiatgingbehavior.

In terms of basic priming effects, however, there was little support for our predictions.
Across five experiments, we failed to observe any direct effect of our priming manipulation
on behavioral responses, indicating that behavioralipgreffects, as operationalized and
measured in the currergsearchare likely to be weak or nonexistent. This is an important
contribution to the cumulative evidence on the topic, and is important to consider in future
estimations of the true underlyingffect size (e.g., metanalyses). The current work
provides initial steps toward uncovering the nature, and the reliability, of behavioral priming
effects. We hope this study will inspire similar research that aims to replicate, and expand
on, our findirgs directly and conceptually.

Part 2: How Priming Works in Intelligence Interviews

Experiment 6

Overview

The findings of Part1 were extended to a HUMINT interview context to examine
when and how helpfulness priming influences information disclo¥\egtheorized that a
helpfulnessocused interview stylewhich draws on helpfulness accessibiligffords a
high-suitability affordance that may facilitate the helpfulness priming effBleeé main
objective of Experiment 6was to investigate this propasit (see Appendix B1 for an
extended report of the current experimeRarticipants were invited to prepare for an
interview, assuming the role of a police informant with some information about an upcoming
terror attack. Subsequently, they were interviewed about the attack using either a
helpfulnessocused or control interew style. These served psoxies for high and low
suitability affordances respectively. Prior to the interview, in a seemingly unrelated
experiment, we primed and assessed partic
control group engaged asimilar task that was relatively neutral to the helpfulness prime.

We hypothesized that participants in the helpfulness (vs. control) priming condition
would disclose more information (Hypothesis 1). In addition, we predicted an interaction
between tk helpfulness (vs. control) prime and helpfulregsised (vs. control) interview
style wherebythe helpfulness priming effect would produce a stronger assimilative effect
on disclosure when combined with the helpfulriegsised interview style (Hypothes23.
Finally, we predicted a conditional mediation effegpectingthat the mediation effect of
helpfulness accessibility would be stronger in the helpfulfesssed (vs. control) condition
(Hypothesis 3)Figure 1 depicts the proposed conditional meainat
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Method

Participants and design.The sample consisted 15 Swedish university students
and community members (84 woménsge= 28.88 years)A sensitivity analysis indicates
that a sample of this size provide¥5% power to detect an effectcbf .50 andan 80%
power to detect an effect df= .52 at the .05 significance levBased on previous research
examining helpfulness priming effects using similar methods (i.e., Macrae & Johnston,
1998, Experiment 1d = .59], Experiment 2d = .51]), itis reasonable to expect an effect
size ofd = .51 or higher.

A 2 (priming: helpfulness vs. control) x 2 (interview stylelpfulnessocused vs.
control) betweergroups design was usédandom assignment produced a distribution of
between 28 and 33 panipants in each cell of the design. Participants were compensated
with a movie ticket worth 90 SEK (~ 10 USD)escriptive statistics for all dependent
measures are reported in Table

Procedure and Materials

The experimental procedure consistedonfr phases, which were guised to appear
as two independent experiments in order not to give the working hypotheses away. In the
alleged first experiment, we told participants that a range of interview techniques was being
examined. In the second experimerhich contained the priming manipulation, we told
participants that we were exploring individual differences in language use and
communication.

Phase 1 (Background and planning)We used the same background and planning
materials as designed by Oleszkicz et al. (2014). Each participant prepared for an
interview, assuming the role of a police informant with some information about an
impending terror attack. To prepare for the interview, participants were provided with a
booklet that contained incompéeinformation about anock terror plot by a leftwing
extremist groupWe presented the information in a coherent storyline consisting of 37
distinct units of information. Participants received the following instructions (with an
incentive) to @lfill the informant role: (a) at to provide too little information (since assisting
the police was necessary to be granted free passage out of the)candit(}) ot to provide
too much information (because participants were to imagine having strong ties to the
extremist group). These instructions embody the tenets of the previously disaimss
costreward model Doviodo et al., 1991) because they induce éosissociated with
providing too much or too little informatiédnthat mimic a reaorld instance. Tat is, in
the current informant role, proving too much information bears the cost of potentially
betraying trusted comrades (viz., imagined strong ties to the extremist group). On the othel
hand, providing too little information bears the coslosing tre desired benefit (vizfree
passage out of the country). Indeed, these instructions have been shown to successfull
induce competing motivations to disclose and to withhold information, thereby leading
participants to economize their disclosure such thay share some but not all the
information at their disposal (e.g., Oleszkiewicz, 2016; Oleszkiewicz, Granhag, &
Kleinman, 2017).

Phase 2 (Priming).When participants indicated completion of Phase 1, they were
invited to complete the supposed second experiméattold participants that because the
police-contact was going to conduct the interview a couple of minutes later, they could save
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time by conpleting the second experiment while they waited. No participant objected to this.
The priming phase was fully computerized and we used the same procedure pesidcols
materialsas used irfExperiment 4o administer the helpfulness (vs. control) prime afl w

as assess helpfulness accessibility.

Phase 3 (The interview).Participans were interviewedvia an audio Skype call
approximately liree minutes after the priming angre permitted to fabricate information
and lie.The interviews were recorded fortdaanalysis. During the interview, they were
allowed to access the notes they had prepared in Phase 1. We implemented this feature
eliminate potential memory confounds.

The interview protocols were scripted and consisted of three thematicallyrsimila
non-directive and opernded question# each interview condition, the interviewer opened
with an introduction, then asked for details about the attack. Next, the interviewer requestec
additional and omitted information respectivelyvo interviewers were trained to conduct
the interviews and were instructed to follow the interview protocols strictly without any
improvisation.

Despite the similar internal structure of the interview protocols, the specific questions
were phrased diffently. In the helpfulnessonsistent interview condition, the questions
were phrased to exude high fit wi t h h e
i ntroduction was sympathetic and emphasi:
information b share. Previous research indicates that an empathic understanding of the
requesterds needs (Small & Simonsohn, 20
Ryan, 2010) encourage people to enact helpful behaviors. Additionally, the helpfulness
focusedmterview style questions were worded to make it readily apparent to the interviewee
that helpfulness can be exhibited by sha
helpus by providing details about thethe@l an
phrasing of the questions in the control interview condition was relatively neutral to
helpfulness. The interviewer took a businkks approach and the questions were
straightforward and direct (e. g. i Ythosu c @
attacko) . Each i n trimtimvandecadedia the numbarimfermationb e d
units disclosed. Information that was disclosed more than once was counted as one unit C
information.



Table 5
Interview Protocols Used iExperiment 6

Interview Protocols

Helpfulnessfocused

Control

Introduction and first question

Yes, hello, this is Kim from the police. |
called to talk to you about the planned
bomb attack.

Are you okay?

Okay, shall we go over to what we are
going to talk about?

First, | want to emphasize that | understat
that you are in a difficult situation. At the
same time, you do understand that we
cannot allow this deed to be executed.
Therefore, | want to beginylexplaining
what | want to achieve with this
conversation. | believe in collaborations a
will not put any pressure on you, but will |
you decide what information you can give
me. Therefore, | will only ask a few open
guestions. When you feel you cahigive
anything more, we will end the
conversation. We hope you chelp usby
providing details about the plans for the
upcoming attack. Please tell me what you
know about this attack.

Yes, hello, this is Kim was from the polic
| called to talk to yowabout the planned
bomb attack.

Are you okay?

Okay, shall we go over to what we are
going to talk about?

| have a few questions that | want you to
answer. You can begin by telling us deta
about the upcoming attack.

Second question

Thanks, that wakelpful | feel that this
cooperation can reallyelp usunderstand
more about the attack. It would be really
helpfulif you had something more you
could add.

Thanks, is there anything more you can 1
us? Perhaps you remembered somethin
more?

Third question

As | mentioned earlier, | want you to knov
what you can expect when you talk to me
and | feel that we have something good
going on here. So, before we finish this
interview, is there any additional
information that you cahelpuswith? You
might have just remembered something
more?

So, before we conclude, is there any mol
information you can add for our
investigation? If there is anything else yo
can remember.

Closing line
Thank you for taking the time. The interview is nover.

Note: Interview protocols are translated from Swedish

35
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Phase 4 (Postinterview questions).After the interview, each participant completed
a computerized posnterview questionnaire. The questionnaire included extensive
reliability c he c k s t o ensur e consistency bet we
information disclosurésee Appendix B1 for analyses of reliability and consistency checks)
Furthermore, we conducted an awareness assessment of the priming influence on disclosu
(see Appendix B1)As none of the participants indicated awareness of the priming influence,
the awareness data was not analyzed any furtimgortantly, however, the participants
provided a retrospective rating of the extent to which they were motivatéelp the
interviewer by sharing information (0 rot motivated at aJl 10 =very motivateyl This
measure was included for exploratory analysis.

Coding of interviewsAll interviews were transcribed verbatim. Each transcript was
coded for the numberfanformation units disclosed (rangei 3¥). When a piece of
information was disclosed more than once, it was counted as one unit of information.
Incorrect and/or fabricated information was counted but not included in the quantity
measure. Thirteight (336) of the transcribed interviews were randomly selected and coded
separately by two coders. Reliability analysis indicated that-mater reliability was
excel | en®=0(90.0rheeassidtants discussed and settled minor disagreements for
the thirty-eight transcripts after reliability analysis. One of the coders coded the remaining
67% of transcripts.

Results and Discussion

We first examined the main effect of priming and the Priming x Interview Style
interaction on the amount of informatidrsclosed in a moderation analy&se Table 6 for
descriptives) Fol |l owing Hayesbé6s (2013, p. 277)
coded before the analyse8.6 = control priming, 0.5 = helpfulness primin@;5 = control
interview, 0.5 = hipfulnessfocused interview). fie main effects of priminfp = -0.56,SE
= 0.69,p = .414, 95% BCa CI-1.92, 0.80])and interview styléb = -0.50,SE= 0.69,p =
461, 95% BCa CI-[.87, 0.85])on information disclosed were not statistically significant.
The formerindicatesthat participants who received the helpfulness (vs. control) prime did
not disclose significantly more units of information. Hence, Hypothesis 1 was not supported.
Moreover, the interaction between priming and interview style wasigmaticant b=-1.40,
SE=1.37,p=.311, 95% BCa CHj.12, 1.32] Thus, Hypothesis 2, which predicted that the
helpfulness (vs. control) prime would produce a stronger assimilative effect on disclosure
when combined with the helpfulneixused (vs. @ntrol) interview style did not receive
support.

We conducted a conditional mediation analysis, allowing the helpfufoegsed
(vs. control) interview style variable to moderate the helpfulness accessilaihty
helpfulness (vs. control) priméo disclosure links, in order to examine Hypothesigtse
mediation analysis was conducted despite the previous null findings because it has bee!
argued that indirect effects should be estimated based on a formal mediation test rather o
tests of individuabpaths in the proposed mediation model. Hayes (2013, p17@B8has
posited that a null total main effect does not prevent the existence of a significant mediation
effect. This is because a total main effect is an aggregate of the direct effect arttiall of
possible, positive and negative, indirect effects that connect an independent variable to ¢
dependent variable
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On a descriptive level, the participants who received the helpfulness (vs. control)
prime displayed higher levels of helpfulness accdssiljpatha in Figure 1), b= 0.66,SE
=0.37,p=.075, 95% BCa CHFD.07, 1.39] As observed in the previous moderation analysis
the Priming x Interview Style interaction was not significant (gtb =-1.96,SE= 1.37,

p = .156, 95% BCa CI-f.69,0.76] However, the Helpfulness Accessibility x Interview
Style interaction was statistically significant (p&hb = 0.78,SE= 0.34,p = .027, 95%
BCa CI[0.09, 1.47]The decomposed interacti@re., conditional effects analysesyealed
that at lowlevels of helpfulness accessibiliyl SD), the helpfulnes$ocused (vs. control)
interview style had a significantly negative effect on disclgdure-1.91,SE= 0.96,p =
.048, 95% BCa CI-B.80,-0.01] This indicates that the helpfulneegusednterview style,
which drew on helpfulness accessibility, decreased disclosure when such helpfulness
accessibility was lacking. Though the effect of the helpfukfiesssed (vs. control)
interview style was positive at high levels of helpfulness acceasgiptl SD), the effect
was not statistically significanb = 0.91,SE= 0.97,p = .350, 95% BCa CI-1.01, 2.82].
Figure 2illustratesthe full interaction

Helpfulnessfocused
VS.
controlinterview
style

Helpfulness
accessibility

a
Helpfulness Amount of
VS. _ information
control priming disclosed

Figure 1. A conceptualmodel of the conditional mediation illustrating the relationships
between priming, interview style, amount of information disclosed, and helpfulness
accessibility
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Control == -Helpfulness-focused

(-)1SD Mean (H)1SD

Helpfulness Accessibility

Figure 2.Information disclosed as a function of helpfulness accessibility (M1BD]) and
interview style (Helpfulnesfocused vs. Control).

Regarding mediations, the helpfulness (vs. control) prime had a significant negative
indirect effect, through helpfulness accessibility, on disclosure in the control interview style
condition b=-0.34, 95% BCa CH]L.03,-0.01] Thus, thee data suggest that thelpfulness
prime reduced disclosure by increasing helpfulness accessibility when participants were
interviewed using the control interview style. This finding should, however, bgieted
with caution. Since the helpfulness (vs. control) prime did not significantly increase
hel pfulness accessibility by conventiona
accessibility may have been due also to more stable preexistings¢eugehelpfulness
values). The mediation effect of helpfulness accessibility was positive but not statistically
significant among participants who were interviewed using the helpfuloessed styleb
=0.16, 95% BCa CI-0.17, 0.82] Hence, in all, Hgothesis 3 received partial support.

Exploratory analysis on parreports ingicatedt s 6
that helpfulness motivation scores were positively and significantly correlated to disclosure
r=.29,p=.002, 95% CI [0.12, 0.45The main effects of primingy(= 0.03,SE= 0.38,p
=.933, 95% BCa CI-p.71, 0.77]) and interview styl®d € 0.32,SE= 0.38,p = .393, 95%

BCa CI O . 4 2, 1.06]) on participantso helpf
significant. Moreover, thanteraction between priming and interview style was not
significant at the .05 levab=1.41,SE=0.75,0=.063, 95% BCa C}.08, 2.89]. However,

a significant Helpfulness Accessibility x Interview Approach interactioa 0.40,SE =

0.19,p = .036, 95% BCa CI [0.03, 0.77#hdicated that when helpfulness accessibility was
high (+1 SD), the helpfulnes§ ocused (vs. control) i nter
motivations to be helpful to the interviewer by disclosing information 1.16,SE= 0.53,

p = .031, 95% BCa CI [0.11, 2.20The effect of the helpfulnedecused (vs. control)
interview style on helpfulness motivations was not statistically significant at low levels of
helpfulness accessibilityl SD), b =-0.43,SE= 0.53,p = .416, 95% BCa CI{1.47, 0.61]

In summary, the findings dExperiment 6suggests that when accessibility to a
primed motivation is lacking, using an interview style that seeks to draw on the primed
motivation could counteract the goal of increasing d=male. The previously discussed
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proposition that a helpfulnedscused interview style, which draws on helpfulness
accessibility, would serve as a higsuitability affordance and thus enhadceot
counteracdd the assimilative effect of the helpfulness prime disclosure cannot fully
account for the findings. The proposition, which was deduced from current priming theories,
largely informed the design d&xperiment 6 However, the proposition would not have
predicted (a) the observed negative effect of tHpfll@essfocused interview style when
helpfulness accessibility was lacking and (b) the negative mediation effect of helpfulness
accessibility among participants interviewed using the control interview style. We, hence,
speculated that interpersonal dynesrbetween the interviewer and interviewee, in addition

to the priming effect malgavebeenat play. Thus, we drew on principles of the interpersonal
octagon (Birtchnell, 1994), which considers such interpersonal dynamics, to explain the
findings fully.

Birtchnell (1994) posited that when pursuing a goal that requires interpersonal
interaction with another individual, using an interpersonal style that considers the other
i ndividual 6s state of mind and/ ortve)thands i
a relating style that does not consider
terms of interpersonal relating, it is possible that among participants experiencing low
helpfulness accessibility, the helpfulndssused intervie style functioned
maladaptively to the relating goal ahcreasingdisclosur® because it was inconsiderate
of intervieweesd current | ow helpfulness
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Table6
Group Means of Dependent Measure&kperiment 6

Control priming Helpfulness priming

Measure Control Helpfulnessfocusec Control Helpfulnessfocused

Helpfulness 4.50 (2.03) 4.93 (2.31) 5.36 (1.91) 5.39(1.66)

accessibility [3.76, 5.25] [4.15, 5.64] [4.58, 6.15] [4.71, 6.08]

Information 7.46 (3.17) 7.66 (4.47) 7.60 (4.10) 6.39 (2.81)

disclosed [6.09, 8.84] [6.20, 8.95] [6.15, 9.06] [5.13, 7.66]

Helpfulness 5.07 (2.02) 4.69 (1.87) 4.40 (2.08) 5.42(2.03)

motivatiorf [4.32, 5.82] [3.96, 5.47] [3.60, 5.20] [4.73, 6.12]

::]?éf;';ﬁgn 4.21 (1.64) 3.59 (1.45) 3.80 (1.83) 3.68 (1.58)
. [3.62, 4.81] [3.11, 4.31] [3.17, 4.43] [3.12, 4.22]

disclosed

Perceived

isnﬂgfr':;tion 8.64 (4.54) 8.21 (3.85) 8.96 (4.76) 7.88 (3.39)
. [7.09, 10.19] [6.70,9.80] [7.32, 10.60] [6.45, 9.31]

disclosed for

clarity®

'rir(‘)rt erv 3.93 (6.38) 3.03 (4.09) 3.48 (4.32) 2.24 (3.68)

P . [2.19, 5.67] [1.01, 4.49] [1.64, 5.33] [0.64, 3.85]

informatior?

][gg‘:lg:g da”C 0.14 (0.36) 0.07 (0.26) 0.36 (0.64) 0.15 (0.44)

ot [-0.02, 0.31] [-0.09, 0.24] [0.19, 0.53] [0.00, 0.30]

Note Values in parentheses represent standard deviations. Values in square brackets represent €
3Possible range: 0 (minimal accessibility) to 20 (maximal accessibiRg}sible range: 0 (no
information) to 37 (all informationfPossible range: 0 (no motivation) to 10 (maximal motivation).
dPossible range: 0 (no information) to 10 (maximal information).

Experiment 7

Overview

Drawing on the findings ifExperiment 6 Experiment 7examined the proposition
t hat consistency bet ween an i ntervi ewe e
interviewerods interpersonal approach whe
(see Appendix B2 for an extended report & turrent experimentyVe aimed to increase
the ecological validity in this study by expanding the interview protocols previously used in
Experiment 7to now include probing followup questions.In addition, the potential
i nfl uences of iewexmenencese(&aeg,est@omy and @érusyy and their
perceptions about the interviewer weegplored.
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Participants took on the role of a police informant with information about an
upcoming terrorist attack. Subsequently an interviewer solicifedmation about the attack
using either a helpfulnedgecused or a control interpersonal approach; theseedeas
proxies for high and loe ui t abi | ity affordances respe
helpfulness motivations and assessed helpfulnesssibdity, in an ostensibly unrelated
experiment, before the intervieW.e predicted that participants primed with the helpfulness
related content (vs. control) would disclose more information (Hypothesis 1). Additionally,
we predicted an interactiomherbythe effect of the helpfulness (vs. control) prime would
be stronger when combined with the helpfulrlegsised (vs. control) interpersonal
approach (Hypothesis 2). Finally, we predicted a conditioraliationeffectexpectinghat
the mediation effectof helpfulness accessibility would be stronger in the helpfuiness
focused (vs. control) interpersonal condition (HypothesisTBg experimental procedure
consisted of five phases, which were guised to appear as two independent experiments.

Method

Participants and design.The sample consisted of 188vedish university students
and community members participated in the experiment (93 wdvhger 29.91 years)A
sensitivity analysis indicates that a sample of this size provides a 75% power taadetect
effect ofd = .50 and an 80% power to detect an effect9f52 at the .05 significance level.
Based on previous research examining helpfulness priming effects using similar methods
(i.e., Macrae & Johnston, 1998, Experimentdl=[.59], Experiment 2d = .51]), it is
reasonable to expect an effect sizel ef.51 or higher.

The participants were randomly assigned to one of four groups in a 2 (priming:
helpfulness vs. control) x 2 (interpersonal approach: helpfuloessed vs. antrol)
between subjects desigRandom assignment resulted in a distribution of betvi2¥eamd
30 participants in each cell of the design. Each participant received a gift card worth 100SEK
(~11.5USD) as compensatiorhe full procedure consisted of fiphases that we guised to
appear as two independent experiments in order to conceal the working hypotheses. Th
cover stories were the same as what we useaperiment 6

Procedure and Materials

Phase 1 (Helpfulness valuesfVe a s s e s s e ddispoaitiomal ocidantptiam t s
toward helpfulness using a shortened ve
designed by Lindeman and Verkasalo (2005). The survey contained ten motivationally
distinct values(e.qg., seltdirection, universalisjnand particignts were to indicate the
importance of each of the values as personaflifiing principles, using a-point scale
Likert scale (0 =opposed to my principlegé=Not important 4 =important 9 =of supreme
importance. Helpfulness values, which was noslevant to the objectives of this study was
included as a potential covariate when testing the influence of the independent variables or
disclosure. The survey was computerized and sent to participants via a web link prior to
arrival at the labratoryfor the main experiment.

Phase 2 (Background and planning)Similar to Phase 1 oExperiment 6
participants were invited to prepare for an interview, assuming the role of a police informant
with some information about an upcoming terror att&¢k.used th same background and
planning materials, designed by Oleszkiewicz et al. (2014), as uEegéniment 6 A pilot
test (N = 373) indicated that all the 37 distinct pieces of information in the background and
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planning material were considered to be sultistiy relevant to a police investigation.
Participants were incentivized to economize their disclosure in order to induce competing
motivations to disclose and withhold informati@m., arousal costeward model)

Phase 3 (Priming). After completion of Phase 2, we primed and assessed
participantsd cognitive accessibility to
and procedure protocols as usedExperiment 4(i.e., guided imagination and writing task
as well as wordragment task)The priming materials are reported in Appendix A2.

Phase 4 (The interviewSimilar toExperiment §each participant was interviewed
about three minutes after the priming and we implemented the same procedure protocols
However, unlike Experiment 6 the scripted interview protocols consisted of three
thematically similar directive opeended questions that solicited specific details about the
attack(see Table 7)Each interview condition opened with an introduction and request for
detals about the members of the terrorist group planning the attack. The next question,
which included four suguestions, solicited information about the specific plans for the
attack.We implemented this feature to probe the responses about the speosi¢gplthe
attack.Finally, the interviewer requested additional information and closed the interview
after the informant responded.

Just like inExperiment 6 the specific questions in the helpfulnéssused and
control interpersonal approach conalits were phrased differently. In line with helpfulness
concerns, the intervi ewaeusédsonditiort was empathietic o n
and emphasized the informantds autonomy.
displayed higHit with helpfulness. In contrast, the interviewer in the control interpersonal
approach condition took a stoic approach and asked straightforward direct questions.

We trained a female interviewer (using practice trials) to conduct all the interviews.
To ensure internal validity, she was instructed to follow the interview protocols strictly and
not to improviselnspection of the recorded interviews indicated tlnegt adhered to the
script throughout all the interviews and did not improvise. The interviewer was blind to the
priming condition of the participant.
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InterviewProtocols Used in Experiment 7
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Interview Protocols

Helpfulnessfocused

Control

Introduction and first question

Yes, hello, this is Kim was from the police. | call¢
to talk to you about the planned bomb attack.

Are you okay?

Okay, shall we go over to what we are going to
talk about?

First, | want to emphasize that | understand that
you are in a difficult situation. At the same time,
you do understand that we cannot allow this dee
to be executed. Therefore, | want to begin by
explaining what | want to achieve with this
conversation. believe in collaborations and will
not put any pressure on you, but will let you deci
what information you can give me. Therefore, |
will only ask a few open, but specific questions.
When you feel you cannot give anything more, v
will end the conversain. | hope you cahelpme
by telling me more about the upcoming attack.
Please tell me about the members of the group
are planning the attack.

Yes, hello, this is Kim was from the police. |
called to talk to you about the planned bomb
attack.

Are you okay?

Okay, shall we go over to what we are going ti
talk about?

| have a few open, but specific questions that
want you to answer. You can begin by telling t
details about the upcoming attack: Please tell
about the members of the group who are
planning the attack.

Second question

Thank you, that wakelpful | feel that this
cooperation can reallyelpme to understand more
about the attack. It would be reallgluableto me

if you could tell me about the area where the grc
has chosen to perform the attack.

Follow up questions:

1 Could youhelpme with information
about where the bomb will be placed?

1 Information about the date on which the
attack will take place will also be
valuablefor my investigation. Do you
have any information about the date of t
attack?

1 Could youhelpme with information
regarding when and how the bomb will
delivered?

1 Do you have any information about whe!
and how the bomb will be triggered? Th
will also helpmy investigation.

Thank you. Could tell me about the area wher
the group has chosen to perform the attack?

Follow up questions:

1 Could you give me information abb
where the bomb will be placed?

1 Do you have any information about th:
date of the attack?

I Could you give me information
regarding when and how the bomb wil
be delivered?

1 Do you have any information about
when and how the bomb will be
triggered?

Third question

As | mentioned initially, | want you to know what
you can expect when you talk to me, and | feel t
we have something good going on here. So, bef
we finish this interview, is there any additional
information that you cahelpme with? Perhap
somet hi ng | hav egodiforme ¢
to know?

So, before we finish this interview, is there any
additional information you can give? Perhaps
some information | have not asked about?

Closing line
Thank you for taking the time. Theterview is now over.

Note: Interview protocols are translated from Swedish
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Phase 5 (Posinterview questions)Each participant completed a computerized
postinterview questionnaire after the interview and was instructed to answer truthfully. The
guestions were the same as the ones (i.e., reliability checks, as well as helpfulness motivatio
and awareness assessisg used in Phase 4 Bkperiment §see Appendix B2 for the full
analyses of reliability and consistency checKs).addition, participants provided two
separate ratings of the extent to which
= did not match my expectations at allp = matched my expectations completeind
mismatched (0 did not mismatch my expectations at &b, =mismatched my expectations
completely their expectations. The ratings were aggregated to an average to create ar
expectancy confirmation score for each participant. Next followed three items about
participantsdé subjective interview exper
autonomy in choosing what information to disclose, (b) trust in the interviewe(camat
ease during the interview. The ratings were provided opairit scale (1 €lonot agree at
all, 7 =agree complete)y Finally, participants indicated their perceptions of the interviewer
using #point Likert scales. We included perceptions dbout he i nt er vi3ewer
= not sympathetic at al8 =very sympathetj¢ friendliness {3 =not friendly at all,3 =very
friendly), and interpersonal warmtk3(= not warm at all,3 = very warmn), which were
aggregated to create an intervieweedkility index.

Coding procedure for interviewsEach interview was transcribed verbatim. All
transcripts were coded for the quantity of information disclosed (raii@&).0Repeated
information was marked as one unit of information only. Incorrect/canfabricated
information was counted but not included in the quantity measure because iremoeu
was extremely low. Thirty percent of the transcribed interviews were randomly selected and
coded separately by two coderkso were blind to the purpose of the experimdaliability
analysis indicated that inteater reliability was very goo@,= 0.89 SE=0.02, 95% CI [.85,

.92]. The assistants discussed and settled minor disagreements after reliability analysis. On
of the coders coded the remaining 70% of transcripts.

Results andDiscussion

We analyzed the data using the same analyses strategigseinment 6 Overall,
the analysisincluding the helpfulness values variable did not influence the nature of the
resuts.

The main effects of primindp = 1.03,SE=0.74,p=.165, 95% BCa C}D.42, 2.51,
and interview approagio = 0.19,SE= 0.74,p = .795, 95% BCa CI-1.24, 1.69],0n the
amount of information disclosed were not statistically significant. The former indicates that
participants primed with the helpfulness content did not disclose significantly more
information as predicted. Thus, Hypothesis 1 did not receive suppoet.Priming x
Interview Approach interaction was not significant by conventional standard2.57,SE
= 1.49,p = .083, 95% BCa CI-p.31, 5.49] However, a conditional effects analysis to
examine the interaction in detail revealed that participantsredeved the helpfulness (vs.
control) prime disclosed significantly more information when the helpfulness focused
approach was used=2.31,SE=1.11,p = .036, 95% BCa CI [0.14, 4.44The helpfulness
priming effect on information disclosure was s@nificant when the control approach was
usedb=-0.26,SE=0.99,p=.792, 95% BCa C}R.16, 1.69] Hence, Hypthesis 2 received
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some supportFigure 3 illustrates the interaction and descriptive statistics are reported in
Table8.

e Control approach == == Helpfulness-focused approach

b=231,p=.036

9 — i
-
-

-

8 e
- b=-026,p=.792
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7 -
6
5
Control priming Helpfulness priming

Figure 3. Information disclosed as a function of helpfulness priming and interpersonal
approach.

Finally, the conditional mediation analyses revealed no significant mediation effects.
Failing to support Hypothesis 3, the indirect effect of priming, throbglpfulness
accessibility was neither significant among participants who were interviewed using the
helpfulnessocused  =-0.01, 95% BCa CI-p.41, 0.28]) nor control approach £ -0.03,

95% BCa CI{0.45, 0.10]).

Exploratory Analyses

Helpfulness motivations.The correlation between helpfulness motivation and
information disclosure was positive and significant,.29,p = .002, 95% CI [0.11, 0.45].
The main effect of priming on helpfulness motivations was not signifibant).39,SE=
0.35,p = .271, 95% BCa CI-D.30, 1.07]. Nevertheless, the main effect of interview
approach was significanb, = 0.86,SE = 0.35,p = .014, 95% BCa CI [0.18, 1.55]. This
indicates that participants interviewed using the helpfulfeassed (vs. contipapproach
reported higher helpfulness motivations. The Priming x Interview Approach interaction was,
however, not significantb(= 0.70,SE= 0.70,p = .318, 95% BCa CI-D.67, 2.07]). The
interaction between helpfulness accessibility and interview apprwas significanty =
0.41,SE=0.19,p = .028, 95% BCa CI [0.06, 0.78]. Conditional effects analyses revealed
that at high levels of helpfulness accessibility§B), the effect of the helpfulnedscused
(vs. control) approach was positive and sigaifit,b = 1.61,SE= 0.50,p = .002, 95% BCa
Cl1[0.62, 2.61]. The effect of the helpfulnedsgused (vs. control) approach at low levels of
helpfulness accessibilitySD) was not significanty) = 0.07,SE= 0.50,p = .877, 95% BCa
CI1[-0.91, 1.06]. Thishows that for participants who experienced high levels of helpfulness
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accessibility, the helpfulnegecused (vs. control) approach boosted helpfulness motivation
selfreports.

Expectancy confirmationPerceived expectancy confirmation was positivahd
significantly correlated to information disclosure; .18,p = .025, 95% CI1[0.03, 1.00]. The
main effects of priming(=-0.30,SE= 0.41,p = .459, 95% BCa CI-[1.10, 0.55]) and
interview approach(= 0.03,SE=0.41,p=.936, 95% BCa C}(.77, 0.82]) as well as their
interaction b = 1.31,SE= 0.84,p = .117, 95% BCa CI-D.26, 2.89]) were not significant.
The Helpfulness Accessibility x Interview Approach interaction was not signifibant,
0.03,SE=0.24,p = .907, 95% BCa CI-D.46, 0.48].

Interview perceptions

Regarding ©participantsdo interview pe
focusedapproach condition rated the interviewer as ntikedble than their counterparts in
the control approach adition did t(114) = 4.87p < .001,d = 0.91, 95% CI [0.52, 1.29]
Also, participants who were interviewed using helpfulffiessised (vs. control) approach
reported the feeling more trust in the intervieiét14) = 3.88p < .001,d = 0.72, 95% CI
[0.35, 1.10), more at ease during the interviéifd14) = 2.14p = .039,d = 0.40, 95% CI
[0.03, 0.77]) and perceived a higher level of autonomy in deciding what information to
disclose(t(114) = 1.16p = .249,d = 0.22, 95% CI1{0.15, 0.58]) Descriptive statistics are
reported in Table 9.

In summary, the findings d&xperiment 7rovided some support for the theoretical
proposition that consistency between an i
an i ntervi ewmeuged)interpeesbnpl bpproatcke when soliciting information,
could facilitate disclosure. Specifically, the full Priming x Interview Approach moderation
analysis suggested that helpfulness priming and a helpfdioessed interpersonal
approach may worksymbiotically to facilitate disclosure. Additionally, even though
participants in the helpfulnegscused (vs. control) approach condition reported more
positive perceptions of the interviewer, the helpfulFfessised interpersonal approach
promoted information disclosure only when helpfulness had been primed.



Table8

Group Means of Dependent Measureg&xperiment 7

Control Approach

Helpfulnessfocused Approach

Measure Control Helpfulness Control Helpfulness
Priming priming Priming priming

gfgggus'ﬁjlft; 5.69 (1.95) 5.50 (2.13) 4.851.83)  5.80 (1.50)
[5.00, 6.37 [4.14, 5.56] [4.83,6.18]  [5.12, 6.48]
Information discloset 8.14(4.26) 7.90 (3.28) 7.00 (3.63) 9.33 (4.74)
[6.66, 9.62] [5.47, 8.54] [6.44,9.36]  [7.88,10.79]
ﬁ?éfg';ﬁgnsgfgose g 948(422) 9.17 (3.00) 9.00 (3.68)  10.33 (4.73)
A [8.02,10.94]  [7.49, 10.51] [7.73,10.60]  [8.90, 11.77]

for clarity®
giirc?sls\:aeed information 4 »g (196 3.90 (1.32) 426 (1.66)  4.87 (1.48)
[3.68, 4.87] [3.64,4.88] [3.32,4.48]  [4.28, 5.45]
Zi'tﬁ’\j:'t?:;s 476(1.94)  4.80 (2.04) 5.26 (1.79) 6.0 (1.88)
[4.05, 5.46] [4.52, 5.99] [4.11,5.49]  [5.31, 6.69]
Egrﬁ’ﬁfr;aart‘%yﬁ 6.02 (2.74) 5.01 (2.27) 537 (1.82)  5.73 (2.24)
[5.17, 6.86] [4.24, 5.89] [4.49, 6.25]  [4.90, 6.57]
7.52 (1.38) 8.03 (1.40) 7.59 (1.47)  7.80 (1.63)
Helpfulness valués [6.98, 8.06] [7.03, 8.16] [7.50,8.58]  [7.27, 8.33]

Note Values in parentheses represent standard deviatiahges in square brackets represent 9

Cl

3Possible range: 0 to 28Possible range: 0 to 3%ossible range: 0 to 1#Possible range: 1 to 9.

Table9

Group Means of Interviewer Perceptions

Measure Control Approach Helpfulnessfocused

Approach

Autonomy 5.29 (1.80) 5.65 (1.54)
[4.86, 5.72] [5.21, 6.09]

Trust 3.31 (1.65) 454 (1.78)
[2.86, 3.74] [4.09, 4.99]

Atease 3.66 (1.86) 4.36 (1.14)
[3.20, 4.12] [3.90, 4.84]

Interviewerlikeability 4.22 (0.96) 5.15 (1.10)
[3.96, 4.49] [4.88, 5.42]

Note Values in parentheses represent standard deviatlahges in square brackets
represent 95% CPossible range for all measuresis 1 to 7.

a7
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CHAPTER 3: GENERAL DISCUSSION

The objective of this thesis was to examine the possibility of eliciting information
through priming and delineate the underlying processes thereof. Helpfulness motiration
primed as a means to facilitate disclosure based on previous research findiicagsgig that
helpfulness motivation positivelypredicts cooperation (e.g., Van Lange, 1999), and
cooperation fits neatly with the intervi
commencedight around the start of the debate about the relliglof priming effects (e.g.,
Newell & Shanks, 2014). Thus, to conduct a viielbrmed application of priming in
intelligence interview contexts, the underlying processes of helpfulness priming were first
examined. The findings were then extended to atligeénce interview to address when and
how (helpfulness) priming influences information disclosure.

The Underlying Mechanisms of Helpfulness Priming

Part1, which consisted of five main experiments and a pilot test, was dedicated to
investigating the processes that elicit helpfulness priming effects. From a synthesis of curren
priming theoriesit wasdeduced that assimilative helpfulness priming effecsltérom the
interplaybetween increased cognitive accessibility to helpfulness and suitability affordances
that promote the enactment of helping behavior.

The results of experiments Fart lindicated that the helpfulness priming reliably
increased agnitive helpfulness accessibilitowever, unlike previous research (e.g., Arieli
et al., 2014; Fitzsimons & Bargh, 2Q0@acrae & Johnston, 199%he total effect of the
helpfulness prime on helping behavior was not significant in any of the five eqres.
Recent research by Caruso, Shapira, and Landy (2017) has similarly found that mone)
primes reliably activated cognitive accessibility to the concept of money but did not impact
any subsequent dependent measure. Furthermore, the potential modpeaspsctive
taking and situational affordance, did not moderate the link between helpfulness priming and
helping behavior.

The indirect effect of the helpfulness prime, through helpfulness accessibility, on
helping behavior, was also examined. Ovetla#,examination revealed mixed results. Only
two of the five experiments (i.e., Experimer&sand 4) indicated significant mediation
effects of helpfulness accessibility. The results of those experiments suggested that whel
helpfulness accessibility was gitively associated with helping behavior, the data were
consistent with the hypothesis that helpfulness priming indirectly increases helping behavior
by increasing helpfulness accessibility. One possible explanation to account for the indirect
helpfulnesspriming effect, in the absence of a total helpfulness priming effect is that,
perhaps, helpfulness accessibility positively mediates the helpfulness priming effect. Thus,
it is possible that helpfulness priming indirectly increases helping behavior,gkthrou
helpfulness accessibility, even though the sum of all the mechanisms (i.e., total effect) that
link helpfulness priming to helping behavior is zero. These mechanisms may include an
array of suppressors and moderators. Wheeler and DeMaree (2009) haasedrthat a
total priming effect usually consists of multiple mechanisms.
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Theoretical I mplications

Taken together, and in line with the theories categorized under the construct
accessibility (Eitam & Higgins, 2010; Wheeler et al., 2014; Schrdder & Thagard, 2014) and
situationbased (Loersch & Payne, 2011; Barsalou, 2016) themes, the experinfeatslin
suggest that priming reliably increases cognitive accessibility to the primed construct.
Retrospective reports, from the awareness probes, indicated that some participants may ha
noticed the priming influence on their increased primed construct dmtigssThis is to be
expected, since the delivery of the prime, in all of the experiments, was upfront and effortful.
Nonetheless, it is likely that hindsight bias (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977) and retrospective
inference, caused by the awareness assessnsnictions (Ericsson & Simon, 1980),
played a role in such awareness reports. TRag,l was unable to fully elucidate the extent
to which priming automatically produces assimilative changes in construct accessibility.
Failing to support all the previolysdiscussed priming theories, however, there was no
evidence of a total priming effect on behavior, in any of the experiments, in spite of the
significant increase in construct accessibility. In addition, the proposition put forth by the
activeself accoant (Wheeler et al.,, 2007; 2014), that taking the firstson perspective
during a priming episode is likely to enhance the assimilative priming effect by inducing a
self-prime overlap, generally did not receive support. Perspective taking did not moderate
the priming effect in the first experiment when tested. In the remaining experiments (i.e.,
Experiments 2 and 3), all participants took the {stson perspective during priming;
again, a significant assimilation to the prime on target behavior wadbsetved.

The moderating role of suitability affordance, as proposed by the sittmgad
theme (Loersch & Payne, 2011; Barsalou, 2016) and demonstrated by Macrae anc
Johnstondés research, also did notxperimentei v
3). Perhaps, in the suitability affordance pilot test, participants in theshitdbility
affordance condition may have overstated their generosity because the helping scenario we
hypothetical. Hence, it is possible that in the main experimemich featured a
consequential helping scenario, the hagglitability manipulation was not evocative enough
to elicit higher donations.

In all, the mediation effect analyses provided some support for sittizdsed
models, which posit that assimilative priming effects are most likely to occur in situational
affordances that encourage the enactment of the primed behavior (Loersch &224yne,
Barsalou, 2016). In the two experiments where priming had an indirect assimilative effect
on the target behavior, participants seemed to perceive a more feasible (i.e., Exggriment
or relevant (i.e., Experimed) suitability affordance than in thiree experiments where
priming had neither direct nor indirect influence on behavior (i.e., ExperimetttsS3
Furthermore, in general support of the current theoretical perspectives of priming, the
mediation results suggest that variability in constaccessibility is an important predictor
of priming effects. That is, the indirect effect of priming achieved significance only in the
experiments where construct accessibility was positively associated with the target behavior
In the cases where constt accessibility displayed weak to no association with behavior,
neither direct nor indirect priming effects emerged.
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When and How Helpfulness Priming Influences Information Disclosure

Based on théindings of Part 1Experiment Gexamined the proposition that when
helpfulness has been primed, a helpfulfessised interview style, which draws on the
previously primed helpfulness motivation, would function as a-bigtability affordance
and enhance the priming effect on disclosiifee majority of the hypotheseshxperiment
6l did not receive support. That is, participants who were primed with the helpfuétate]
content did not disclose significantly more information than their unprimed counterparts did.
In addition, there as no differential effect of the helpfulness prime when the helpfulness
focused, nor control interview, was used. Unexpectedly, however, it was discovered that
among participants who exhibited low levels of helpfulness accessibility, the helpfulness
focusal interview style decreased disclosure. The current theoretical perspectives of
priming, on whichExperiment 6was based, could not fully account for the results. The
priming theories would have predicted an increase in disclosure when there was cgnsistenc
between helpfulness accessibility (i.e., predisposition) and interview style, but not the
observed decrease in disclosure when t he
about interpersonal relating (i.e., the interpersonal octagon) was emplogedijtion to the
priming theories, to fully explain the finding.

Birtchnell (1994) proposed that adaptive (i.e., constructive) and maladaptive (i.e.,
unconstructive) relating styles revolve around eight octants. Most relevant to the findings of
Experiment 6 are the vertical octants, which indicate relating styles that signal dominance
(i.e., uppernessor submission (i.elowernesy It was speculated that, in terms of the
interpersonal octagon, the helpfulndssused interview style may have signaled
submissiveness on the side of the interviewer and positioned the interviewee to assums
domi nance with regard to provi dihalpgusby nf o
providing details about the plans for tF
levels of helpfulness accessibility, the helpfulrfesgsised interview style may have
functioned maladaptively (i.e., lowuitability affordance). That is, the helpfulndssused
interview style counteracted the relating goal of increasing disclosure because it consistently
sought help from interviewees who were least predisposed to be helpful. Possibly, signaling
the intenvewee to be helpful and inviting them to assume a dominant relating position (i.e.,
provide information), when in fact helpfulness is sparsely accessible, may have been 3
maladaptive approach. Indeed, Alison, Alison, Noone, Elntib, and Christiansen K20&3)
found that interviewees disclosed less information when interviewers displayed even
minimal amounts of maladaptive interpersonal behaviors during an interview.

The findings ofExperiment GnspiredExperiment 7which examined the theoretical
propogtion that consistency between helpfulness priming and a helpfdioessed
interpersonal approach would facilitate information disclosure. Specifically, it was proposed
that when helpfulness priming predisposes the interviewee toward helpfulness (i.e.,
cooperation), employing a higduitability affordance in the form of a helpfulndssused
interpersonal approach would promote disclosure. Overall, the proposal received some
support. The results indicated that the helpfuliesased interpersonal apprdaded
primed participants to disclose significantly more information than their unprimed
counterparts did. The participants interviewed using the helpfufoessed approach rated
the interviewer as more likable and reported higher levels of trust intémeiewer than the
participants interviewed using the control approach did. Nonetheless, the helpfulness
focused approach increased disclosure only when helpfulness had been primed.



51

It is worth noting that the effects observedBrperiments 6 and Were small by
conventional standards. However, these effect sizes are similar to previous research that h:
examined priming influences in intelligence interviews (e.g., Dawson et al., 2015; Dawson,
et al., 2017). That notwithstanding, any amount of infoilonatoss or gain could be
damaging or highly beneficial in intelligence contexts. Thus, these small effects still have
the potential to produce important impacts in the real worldl(skens, 2018

Applied Implications

Taken togetherPart 2 provides some useful practical implications regarding
information elicitation through priminggirst, the studies revealed no evidence that priming
had a direct and/or independent influence on information disclosure. InStgaiment 7
suggested that a priming influence and a complementary interpersonal approach may worl
synergistically to increase disclosure in an intelligence interview. Interpersonal relating is
an essential aspect of intelligence interviewing because intelligemceienting typically
involves some level of interpersonal interaction between an interviewer and an interviewee
(Granhaget al.,2015). Birtchnell (1994) noted that in order to achieve a relating goal (i.e.,
information disclosure), it is important to impient an interpersonal approach that is
considerate of the other relatords curr
predisposes the interviewee toward behaving consistently with the primed motivation, an
interview style that embodies an interpeoapproach that encourages the enactment of
the primed motivation is most likely to maximize the utility of the prime (i.e., disclosure),
as observed iExperiment 7

Dawson et al. (2015) have cautioned interviewers to be wary of inadvertently
priming eertain concepts since such primes may influence disclosure deciSwpesiment
6 lends indirect support to such a caution. The finding&xgeriment 6indicated that
implementing a primdocused interpersonal approach (i.e., interview style), which draw
on the primed motivation, when the interviewee is not effectively predisposed to the primed
motivation, could counteract the goal of increasing information disclosure. Thus, it would
be advantageous fanterviewers who plan to harness potential ben&fitsombining a
prime and a complementary interpersonal approach (as discussed above) to tailor thei
priming tactics to fit a specific disclosurelated characteristic of the interview, in order to
effectively predispose the interviewee to the motivatibmterest.

Limitations and Future Directions

There is an important limitation in iththesisthat is worth highlighting. The
assessment of helpfulness accessibility, using a Vlmgiment completion task, was
identical throughout all the studies. During the word completions, all participants self
generated helpfulnesslated (and relatively neutral) words. Mussweiler and Neumann
(2000) posit that such sejenerating priming prockires are more likely to induce
misattribution of the source the priming influence as-gseither than prim@enerated.
Consequently, a setfenerated prime is more likely to induce assimilation to the prime than
external and effortful primingTwo experments reported by Mussweiler and Neumann
(2000) supported this assertion. It was found that participants whgesedfated primes
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assimilated theijudgmentsto the prime and the participants who received the external
primes contrasted thgudgmentsaway from the prime gee alsdHayes& Schimel, 2018).

It is possible that in the studipsesented ithis thesis, the participants in the control groups
were inadvertently primed with helpfulnesdated content by generating helpfulress
related words. Thughe total effect of the helpfulness (vs. control) prime on helping
behavior and information disclosed may have been obscured. In addition, persetition
process othehelpfulness accessibility measure may have induced a higprsa# overlap

in both first and thirdperson perspective conditions. Hence, eliminating the possibility of
disentangling the potential role of perspective taking in inducing th@selé overlagi.e.,

Part 1 Experiment Jand 2.

| acknowledge the limitatiodiscussedbove. That notwithstanding, it was deduced
from previous research that different sources of construct accessibility can influence
behavior additively. For example, Higgins and Brendl (1995) have found that if a primed
construct is applicable in an aff@mce, sufficiently higher accessibility to the prime can
yield stronger assimilativeidgmentsin spite of awareness of the priming evesgg also
Bargh, Bond, Lombardi, & Tota, 1986). In the individual studies, participants who received
the helpfulness nime generally selfjenerated more helpfulnessated words than their
counterparts in the control condition did. Additionally, all participants took thepi@ston
perspective during priming in thmajority of the experimentsgi.e., Experiment3 to 7)
Hence, it was expected that both sources of helpfulness acceséileiljtgxternal priming
manipulation and seljenerated wordsyould combine additively to produce a larger effect
in the helpfulness priming conditions. Moreover, reported awarenesbeopossible
influence of the priming manipulation, which could have led primed participants to contrast
their behavior away from the prime (i.e., Mussweiler & Neumann 2000), did not influence
the nature of the results Part 1 In fact, no significant@ntrast effects emerged in any of
the studies. Furthermore, as no participaneéported awareness of the priming
mani pul at i on Bxperimentf6jand eomlyct@o participants ifExperiment 7
reported awareness, it is reasonable to assume that the intended effect of the helpfulnes
prime was nofapparent to participania Experiment 6 or Experiment Tt is alsoworth
noting that the awareness reports were retrospective. Thus, the awarehessgiructions
could have triggered participants to inf e
their behavior.

The body of work examining the potential usefulness of priming in HUMINT
contexts isn thenascent stageand the specific pcesses thalicit theinfluence of priming
on disclosure were relatively unknown when this project (i.gs, ttlesis) commenced.
Current priming theories suggested that variability in primed construct accessibility is a
critical component in the manifegion of priming effects. Thusnexplicit examination of
the role of construct accessibility was necessary. Unfortunately, the assessment of constru
accessibility in this thesisuffered fromthe shortcomings discussed the preceding
paragraph Futue research would benefit from implementing assessments of construct
accessibility that are able to elucidate how priming influences disclosure without
accidentallypriming control groups. This imdeeda challenging tasksince other possible
measures ofonstruct accessibility (e.g., the lexical decision task) also have the potential to
expose control groups to the primed construct. Pirlott and MacKinnon (2016) have proposec
some alternative manipulatiasf-mediator researetiesign approaches to experimed
mediation that may be useful in providing insights about the mediating role of construct
accessibility in the relationship between priming and information disclosure. One such
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approach is thelouble randomization desigm which a first experiment idedicated to
investigating the effect of an independent variable on both a mediating @depkendent
variable to allow a clear estimation of any causal influeAtterward, a second experiment

is implemented where participants are randomly assignetfeécedit levels of the mediating
variable determined by how the previous independent variable influenced the mediator in
the first experiment. Pirlott and MacKinnon (2015) note that if the different |e¥edlse
mediator significantly influence the depenteariable in the second experimghen there

is evidence to support an indirect effect of the independent variable on the dependent
variable, through the mediat@ege als®pencer, Zanna, & Fong, 2005).

Another limitation of this thesis pertains to the use of Skype interviews and the
scripted nature of the interview protocols useBxperiment 6 and.These features are not
typical of realworld, faceto-face intelligence interviews. Hence, the extewelldity of
Experiment GandExperiment s reduced. Ideally, an interviewer in an actual intelligence
interview would probably probe the responses of the interviewee further and be more
sensitive to nuanced reactions. However, the purpose of the thasido investigate
underlying mechanisms. In that regard, the scripted interview protocols and Skype
interviews were deliberately employed to ensure interviewer equivalence across the
interview conditions and maximize internal validity. Future researdhaihas to increase
external validity would benefit from implementing sestiuctured interview protocols,
which embody the relevant prinfecused interpersonal approach. Using sstmictured
interview protocols opens up the possibility for researchenadertake additional relevant
investigations, such as the effect of the interplay between a prime and its complementary
interpersonal approach on intervieweterviewee interpersonal dynamics. For instance,
elements of theObserving RappoiBased Interpesonal Techniques (ORBIT; Alison,
Alison, EIntib & Noone, 2012) coding framework, which assess (mal)adaptive interaction
patterns between an interviewer and interviewee, could be implemented to further explore
whether (in)consistency between a prime andlissbnant)complementary interpersonal
approach, indeed elicits (mal)adaptive interviewee behali@mse recommendations may
help researchers capture more nuanced insights and advance knowledge about subt
influences in intelligence interviews.

The extat research examining priming influences in intelligence interviews has
found weak and preliminary results in support of priming. Similarly, the findings of this
thesis are preliminary. It is possible that the various studies in this emerging body of
reseachd including those in this thegishave been underpowered because of the complex
nature of potential priming effects in intelligence intervieivacknowledge the limitation
that the null findingf the interview studies (i.eExperiment Gand Experiment7) could
have been due to low poweflowever, the design of the interview studies, in part, were
conceptually based on Macrae and Johnsto
consistent mediursized Helpfulness Priming Situational Affordance ietraction effect on
helping behaviord = .59 and .51). Sensitivity analyses suggested that the interview studies
were adequately powered to detect a meesirad interaction effect. The findings of this
thesis hint at the possibility that in an intelligence interview, a priming tactic elicits
additional interpersonal influences, which may facilitate or inhibit the effect of the priming
tactic on information disclosure. As discussed, the extent of symbiosis between the priming
tactic and an interviewer 0s nformdtiens potentialyo n a
contributes to the conduciveness of the priming influence to facilitating disclosure. Thus, in
light of the potential benefits of priming, higlowered replications and theoretical
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extensions of the current findings are neededllp dmcover the nuanced interplay between
priming and interpersonal dynamics in an intelligence interview.

Priming Tactics and Interviewee Autonomy: An Ethical Analysis

In line with previous research (e.g., Dawson et al., 2015; Dawson et al., 2017), the
findings of this thesis suggest that the use of priming tactics in HUMINT interviews could
have a subtle influence on intervivewaees
lack of awareness of the intended purpose of priming influences on their disclosure raises
concerns about the extent to which such subtle influence tactics amount to morally

problematic infringements on iidingthe spacikcwe e
type and amount of information to share. Indeed, Aarts and van Den Bos (2011) have founc
t hat i ndividual s6 beliefs in their abil:i

outcome are particularly strong when unconscious pgrofrthe action outcome engenders
experiences of seHdgency, when the primed outcome occurs. Put simply, primes that
mentally activate action outcomes, before an individual actually performs the action and
perceives the resultant outcome, lead individt@lsrroneously assume that their behavior
was sel rather than primgenerated (Aarts & van den Bos, 2011). In that light, one may
argue that priming a disclosure motivat.i
the interviewee a false senseseffagency and lead the interviewee to make a decision (i.e.,
disclose more information) outside of their actual will and reason. | use the phitased
reasonto denote behaviors an actor performs due to egselérated motive.

Hartwig, Luke, andSk er ker (2016) have notdehd t h
ability to make independent decisions without interferénaee inextricably linked with
their human rights. Thus, in the wake of calls for ethically defensible interview tactics (e.g.,
Fallon, 2014),apprehensions about the potential for priming tactics to grossly violate
intervieweesd rights, by wunjustifiably i
Nevertheless, the inherent limitations of priming effects, as well as the ethos and purpose o
priming tactics in the intelligence interview context, show that using priming as a tool to
facilitate disclosure does not necessaril
di scussion, which draws on Di adofpraminge ( 2
free will, outlines a supporting argument. The propositions therein are not meant to be
exhaustive. Instead, the reflections are intended to stimulate a discussion about the ethics
implementing subtle influence tactics to elicit infation. It is also worth noting that | have
focused solely on the impact of priming tactics on autonomy in intelligence interview
contexts. The interested reader should see Skerker (2010) for a thorough discussion abot
the morality of interrogation (i.eipvestigative interviewing).

Di Nucci (2012) has argued that priming influences are only efficacious within the
will and reason of the primed individual. That is, the body of work on priming does not
suggest that when individuals are under a primingu@nfte it is impossible for them to
perform behaviors that are not congruent with the prime. In fact, proponents of priming have
maintained that primes do not have an unbridled influence on behavior (e.g., Dijksterhuis &
Bargh, 2001). As noted in the earligliscussion about the origins and theoretical
perspectives of priming, the influence of a prime can be inhibited when the primed individual
perceives disincentives associated with the primed suggestion and/or when the primec
suggestion is incompatiblewit t he i ndi vi dual 6s current g«
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supported empirically; in their experiment, Macrae and Jonhnst@8) 18und that when
helpfulness had been primed, participants enacted more helping behavior than their
unprimed counterpartid, by picking up more pens in aid of an experimental confederate
who had dropped the pens. Critically, however, the helpfulness priming effect manifested
only when the primed participants perceived that there was enough time to offer their help.
The helpulness priming effect was eliminated when the primed participants perceived that
they were running late for another experiment. These findings are also in line with
propositions of the previously mentioned situatised theme of priming effects (Loersch

& Payne, 2011; Barsalou, 2016), which posit that the occurrence of a priming effect is
moderated by the behaviors allowed in a particular situation. These findings, thus, indicate
that primes do not | imit i ndi vsahdileehadods e X
(but, see Bargh, 2008). In that regard, it is unwarranted to conclude that priming tactics are
overly manipulative such that implementing priming as a tool to elicit information totally
nul | i fies t he-agencytiredetermiaingehetiiersto sharé ér completely
withhold information.

As mentioned in the Introduction, in intelligence interview contexts, human sources
who possess vital information are typically motivated to both disclose and withhold
information (Herbig, 2008). Hee¢ such interviewees are usually s@woperative and
implement information management strategies to satisfy their personal objective of
appearing cooperative by providing some
information objectives. The ppose of priming in the intelligence intervieswto harness the
disclosure motivations of such seowoperative interviewees iarder toincrease their
disclosure. Since priming effects are inhibited by disincentives and conflicting goals, it is
unlikely that priming tactics could lead interviewees who have decided not to share any
information at all (i.e., fully uncooperative) to disclose information because such disclosure
would not be within their will and reason to be uncooperative. It is possiblesulbht
interviewees would provide completely deceptive information in order to seem cooperative.
Such an outcome indicates that the interviewee has contrasted their behavior away from th
prime, which would demonstrate that no assimilative priming effeab¢@sred.

It can be argued that showing that primed individuals have control over their
behaviors still leaves unanswered the question of intentionality because priming effects are
often reported to occur outsi d§Acoofdingtadi v
classic philosophical conceptions of intentional action (e.g., Davidson, 1963), an individual
has performed an action intentionally if that individual has a favorable attitude toward said
action and believes that performing the action wdulfll that favorable attitude. Thus,
intentional action has occurred when a favorable attitude and the belief leads the individual
to perform the action. In that light, Di Nucci (2012) argues that if the behaviors of control
groups (in priming experimés) that resemble the targeted primed behavior are considered
to be intentional, then the behaviors of primed participants ought to be intentional as well.
The following illustration is modeled after a similar example offered by Di Nucci (2012).
Considerig Experiment 6 and Experimentof this thesis, it is uncontroversial to assume
that the information units disclosed by participants in the control condition, who were
interviewed using the control interview approach, were disclosed intentionally. If so, then it
ought to be granted thatlpfulnesspriming participants, who were interviewed using the
helpfulnessocused approach, must have also shared their information units intentionally.
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To mimic the mindset and behavior of a typical seooperative interviewee, recall
that as parf their roletaking instructions, participants were incentivized to economize their
disclosure. That is, (a) not to provide too little information (since assisting the police was
necessary to be granted free passage out of the country), and (b) natide fwo much
information (because participants were to imagine having strong ties to the extremist group).
Under the assumptions of the previously discussed araussttewardmodel of helping
behavior (Piliavin et al., 1981; Dovidio et al.,1991), thestrlikely course of action for the
interviewee to fulfill the information management dilemma is to help indirectly by sharing
at least some information. Thus, in their r@d&ing persona, all participants had some
favorable attitude toward disclosing amfmation and believed that sharing at least some
information would positively serve the favorable attitude (i.e., being a-ceoperative
informant). Hence, if the control participants disclosed their units of information
intentionally to fulfill the semrcooperative informant role, then so did the helpfulness
priming participants. This is because priming effects are one of many antecedents that play
a role in influencing behavior (e.drriesen & Cresswell, 201Klatzky & Creswell, 2014;
Wheeler & DeMaree, 2009. Thus, the combined effect of the helpfulness priming and the
helpfulnessfocused interview approach is one of the numerous causal fadiotsthe
primary (i.e., rational) factdr that led such participants to disclose the units of information
they did (see Davidson, 1963 on rational and causal explanations). Indeed, the priming
effects observed in the individual studies did not account for much of the variance in primed
participantso disclosure. The i mdreirrdeptht e d
discussion on automatic behavior and intentionality.

To concl ude, Il concur with Di Nucci 0s
efficacious in scenarios in which multip
actor is no compelled to choose a patrticular option. In that regard, | propose that priming
tactics do not amount to a gross mor al Vv

tactics are intended to specifically increase sewmoiperativé not uncooperativ@

intevi ewees O di s c lcoopeuative intenieivees are typieathi motivated to
both disclose and withhold information, an intelligence interview in such instances become
a case where any amount of information the interviewee discloses rationallguzity e
satisfies their objective to be sewuoperative. Thus, whatever amount of information a
semtcooperative interviewee shares due to the influence of a prime and afpcinsed
interview approach is still within their will and reason.

Concluding Remarks

To contribute to the emerging body of work examining priming influences in
intelligence interviews, the present thesis sought to map out the underlying mechanisms tha
elicit the impact of priming tactics on information disclosure. The work wasdbasea
synthesis and empirical examination of current theoretical perspectives that explain how
primes affect individual sd& baephnaingitactics.canl n
have some subtle influence on disclosure. Specifically, it waslfthat when a disclosure
motivation has been primed, soliciting information using a complementary interpersonal
approach that draws on the primed motiva
It was also discovered that implementing such ag@fooused interview approach when the
interviewee is not sufficiently predisposed to the primed motivation could counteract the
goal of increasing disclosure. This work provides initial empirical evidence about when and
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how priming tactics may facilitatend possibly discourage disclosure. Adding to the
emergingoody of research on priming in intelligence interviewing, this thesis highlights the
importance of implementing priMleocused i nterview approach
primed motivations. Furtmmore, this work has laid the foundation for future research to
examine how various primed motivations work in tandem with their complementary
interview approaches to influence disclosure.
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