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Abstract

Recent advancements in inoculation theory—a theory of resistance to
influence—have brought dynamic development, with implications on how
media is processed, including acceptance or rejection of mediated
arguments and behavioral responses to mediated content (e.g., further
information-seeking). One of the most promising areas for such
inoculation work is affect. In this essay, we propose future directions for
affect and inoculation theory research, including affect and the analogic
of inoculation theory, need for affect, timing of affect, and specific types
of affect (e.g., fear, anger, happiness) and clarify unique possibilities
with inoculation messaging and media.

Inoculation theory—the classic theory of attitudinal resistance to
persuasive influence (see Compton, 2013; McGuire, 1964)—is receiving
a good deal of attention from scholars addressing theoretical
development and empirical application. This resurgence is perhaps
fueled by increased awareness of the amount and influence of mis- and
disinformation in the media, which threatens health (van der Linden et
al., 2020), trust in science and scientists (Compton et al., 2021), and
more. Much of this work is applied inoculation research—to
underexplored types of persuasive attacks, like sarcasm (Clyne et al.,
2020) and covert advertising (Amazeen, 2020), and in underexplored
contexts, like science communication (Compton et al., 2021a; Ivanov &
Parker, 2021) and public relations (Compton et al., 2021b).

Along with this renewed attention has come dynamic advances
in the theory of inoculation. One of the theoretical areas seeing the most
development is affect, or the experience of feelings (Compton et al.,
2022). This area of inoculation research is forming a foundation for
promising new work, and at the same time, drawing attention to dynamic
relationships among affect, inoculation, and emerging contexts. lvanov
and colleagues (2018) argued that “the potential of inoculation-based
strategies may be ‘boundless’...in the rapidly evolving media
environment” (p. 272), and scholars have drawn connections between
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inoculation and media settings (Parker et a I., 2022). We contend that this
is particularly the case with affect and inoculation theory. We consider
some of these future possibilities in this essay.

Inoculation Theory: The Basics

Inoculation theory explains how a position (e.g., an attitude, a
belief) can be made resistant to influence in ways similar to how a body
can be made immune to viruses—through exposure to weakened forms
of the stronger attack (Compton, 2013; McGuire, 1964). The idea is that
exposure to weakened forms of stronger attacks—Iike raised and refuted
counterarguments, or two-sided messages—generates threat, or the
recognition that an existing position is vulnerable to change (see
Compton, 2020). The perception of threat motivates (Banas & Richards,
2017) more thinking (McGuire, 1964), talking (Compton & Pfau, 2009),
and other means of strengthening the vulnerable position (Compton,
2013). Decades of research have established inoculation as an effective
applied messaging strategy (see lvanov et al., 2020b) in the contexts of
politics (see Compton & Ivanov, 2013, for a review), health (see
Compton et al., 2016, for a review), public relations (see Compton et al.,
2021b, for a review), and more.

For decades, the process(es) of inoculation were largely
considered cognitive (Compton et al., 2022), even though one of the core
components of inoculation—threat—nhas clear implications for emotional
responses (Compton, 2009, 2021). More recently, scholars have turned
their attention to the affective dimensions of inoculation theory (see
Compton et al., 2022, for a review), revealing that inoculation messages
can elicit a number of discrete emotions, including anger (Miller et al.,
2013; Pfau et al., 2001), happiness (Pfau et al., 2001), and fear (Pfau et
al., 2009). Studies have also revealed that anger boosts resistance (Pfau
et al., 2001, 2009) whereas happiness dampens it (Pfau et al., 2009).
Researchers have also looked at emotions after encountering an “attack”
message (i.e., a message that runs counter to one’s attitudes or beliefs),
finding that fear, sadness, and anger elicited by inoculation treatment
messages persists even after an attack (Ivanov et al., 2020b). Other
inoculation and affect work has traced how affective-based inoculation
messages can influence associative networks—the makeup of attitudes
(Pfau et al., 2005, 2009) and how matching affect variables between the
inoculation message and the attack message can enhance the efficacy of
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inoculation messages (Compton & Pfau, 2008; Ivanov et al., 2009, 2012;
Nabi, 2003). More recent inoculation and affect research has also
explored how inoculation can protect against types of affect, including
decreases in pride (Pfau et al., 2008), anger (Richards & Banas, 2015;
Richards et al., 2016, 2020) and anxiety (Jackson et al., 2017) and
increases of fear (Ivanov et al., 2016) and jealousy (Sutton, 2011).
Finally, some inoculation and affect research has looked at affective
counterarguing—emotional refutations of counterarguments. Findings
have indicated that affective counterarguments are comparatively less
present than cognitive counterarguments; however, when they are
present, they are strong (Pfau et al., 2009; Wigley & Pfau, 2010).

Despite much progress in our understanding of inoculation
theory and affect (Compton et al., 2022), there remains much to learn,
including how affect functions with inoculation and media. We outline
some areas of future work here that we argue are particularly promising,
especially in the context of increasing attention to misinformation in the
media (see Compton et al., 2021a).

New Directions for Inoculation and Affect Research
Affect and the Analogy

With the exception of a brief reference to potential connections
between emotions affecting resistance to viruses and emotions affecting
resistance to persuasion (Compton, 2013), there has not been much
attention directed toward how the analogic of inoculation theory
functions—or not—in discussions of affect and inoculation theory. We
encourage continued study of both sides of the analogy—inoculation
against viruses and inoculation against persuasion—in future affect and
inoculation theory research.

One area seems particularly promising in such research:
therapeutic inoculation. Unlike the more conventional prophylactic
inoculation approach (i.e., preemptive protection against persuasion),
therapeutic inoculation is a reactive approach—administering inoculation
treatments to those who already hold a different opinion (belief, attitude,
etc.) from what is advocated in the inoculation message (see Compton,
2020). Indeed, empirical research has demonstrated the effectiveness of
therapeutic inoculation as a strategy for shifting opposing beliefs in the
direction of the advocated position (Ivanov et al., 2017). Perhaps more
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important, Ivanov and colleagues (2017) discovered “inoculation is
capable of protecting these persuasive gains” when eventually faced with
a subsequent attack (p. 120).

Since recipients would be interpreting arguments as either
supportive or oppositional to their existing attitudes and beliefs, it seems
likely that recipients of inoculation messages functioning therapeutically
have different affect responses and processes than those functioning
prophylactically. With the former—therapeutic inoculation, or
inoculation messages challenging an existing belief—perhaps we could
anticipate more anger because the information contradicts the
individual’s differing opinion. With the latter—prophylactic inoculation,
or inoculation messages supporting an existing belief—maybe there is a
combination of both fear and anger (Parker et al., in press). Anger may
be experienced in response to the unveiling of inadequately structured
counterarguments that may elicit irritation due to their poor structure. It
may also represent a natural or learned emotional reaction to the
realization—or confirmation—of the existence of oppositional
arguments. Fear, on the other hand, may represent an emotional
expression to the possibility of encountering challenges to the currently
held positions. Of course, these are empirical questions. We look forward
to research that looks into these, and related, areas of how extensions of
the inoculation analogy to the processes of resistance can inform both
research and application of inoculation theory and affect, with particular
attention to misinformation in the media—an area that likely uses and
elicits emotional strategies.

Timing of Affect

A recurring question about affect in inoculation is the issue of
when affect influences inoculation-conferred resistance to influence (see
Compton, 2013). The timing of affect in inoculation seems particularly
relevant to fast-paced, real-time mediated information. When, then,
might affect play a role in resistance? Before receiving the inoculation
message (e.g., mood)? During? After? All of the above? What about
affect elicited at the time of the stronger, subsequent attack? Or after the
attack? Whereas the majority of research has investigated the design of
messages and catalysts responsible for eliciting the inoculation process,
considerably less attention has been paid to the experience of individuals
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after they have encountered a persuasive attack (c.f., Ivanov et al.,
2020a).

To further explore the impacts of affect on inoculation,
researchers should measure affect at different phases of inoculation,
following the lead of Pfau and colleagues (2009). Additionally, timing
may also influence the relationship between affect and recall. Nabi
(1999) proposed that fear, anger, disgust, sadness, or guilt makes it more
likely that message recipients will recall reassuring information about
that emotion and will do so with greater accuracy. This proposition
should be tested in an inoculation context, where recall of refutations is
purportedly connected with resistance (i.e., those inoculated are able to
bring to mind refutational content when processing the attack message,
in addition to novel refutational content). Experiences of affect during
reception of the attack message, then, might differ based on whether the
arguments in the attack message are the same or different from those
mentioned in the inoculation message.

Discrete Emotions

Scholars have paid increased attention to communication and
affect, but they predominantly conceptualized the emotional experience
as discrete, meaning that emotions are qualitatively distinct and
differentiated by their unique pattern of responses (Nabi, 2002). In
inoculation research specifically, the focus has been centered on
designing messages that elicit one of two discrete emotions, anger or
happiness. Although both have been found to influence processes of
resistance, we wonder if other discrete emotions have a similar or more
pronounced message effect (see Compton, 2013). In addition, scholars
should continue to take a closer look at anger and happiness. We begin
with those two emotions before considering some less understood
emotions.

Anger.

We probably know more about anger than any other emotion
associated with inoculation (Compton, 2013). Anger is an emotional
response to encountering an obstacle and is associated with approach or
attack behaviors aimed at the source of interference (Lazarus, 1991).
Stated differently, according to the cognitive-functional model of
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discrete emotions: “To experience anger, receivers must perceive a
message to suggest a barrier or an affront that they face or is faced by
someone with whom they empathize” (Nabi, 1999, p. 307). When
message recipients think the rest of the message will help them achieve
the goal, they are more likely to engage in central processing of the rest
of the message. Inoculation messages can make people angry whether as
part of a specific response to threat (Pfau et al., 2001), as an emotion
elicited by the entire treatment message (e.g., Ivanov et al., 2009), or
something(s) else. Specifically, the forewarning component of a
message—designed to explicitly warn individuals of their vulnerability
to impending persuasive attacks—could unleash such motivation.

Research of inoculation theory and psychological reactance
theory—the idea that perceived threats to freedom elicit anger and
negative thoughts toward the perceived restrictor (see Brehm, 1966)—
also sheds light on how inoculation theory works with and against
reactance. Inoculation treatments can characterize opposing messages as
freedom-restricting (Miller et al., 2013) or can help to alleviate reactance
against an inoculation treatment’s aim by reminding recipients that they
have the freedom to choose (e.g., Richards & Banas, 2015; Richards et
al., 2016, 2020).

More research should explore the relationship between anger and
other variables, such as self-efficacy (Pfau et al., 2001; and see Dillard &
Nabi, 2006). Previous work has considered a relationship between threat
and anger, but some evidence suggests anger is more a product of
involvement than threat (Pfau et al., 2001). Scholars should also heed
Nabi’s (2003) advice to explore the targets of different emotions,
including targets of anger. Dillard and Nabi (2006) argue, “Whether an
emotion enhances or inhibits persuasion depends on its relationship with
the target of evaluation” (p. 130). If anger is directed toward the source
of the inoculation message, resistance to influence is likely lessened (see
Richards & Banas, 2015); if anger is directed toward the source of the
attack message, resistance is likely strengthened (see Miller et al., 2013).
How might other targets of anger, beyond sources of messages, affect
resistance to influence? For example, would anger toward the media, in
general, influence resistance to mediated messages?
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Happiness.

Scholars have called for more attention to positive affect in
general (Nabi, 2002), and inoculation in particular (e.g., Compton &
Pfau, 2005; Nabi, 2003). Happiness describes an emotional response to
making reasonable progress toward one’s goals and is associated with
behaviors that sustain or savor such contentment (Lazarus, 1991). Ivanov
et al. (2020a) built on earlier research pertaining to happiness (e.g., Pfau
et al., 2001) and found further evidence for reduced happiness in
inoculated individuals. The authors suggest that lack of happiness and
increased anger contribute to the persistent effectiveness of inoculation-
based resistance. Based on what we do know from affect, inoculation,
and happiness studies (e.g., Ivanov et al., 2020a; Pfau et al., 2001),
including that happiness lessens resistance (Pfau et al., 2001), and from
work in other persuasion studies (e.g., Dillard & Peck, 2001; Nabi,
2002), including that happiness is associated with lack of depth of
information processing and shorter-term, less stable persuasion effects
(Nabi, 2002), continued inquiry is needed to better understand how and
precisely when happiness influences the process of resistance.

Fear.

Fear is often associated with the tendency to protect oneself from
concrete and sudden physical harm by avoiding or escaping the threat
(Lazarus, 1991). Yet, Pfau (1995) initially argued that the inoculation-
generated threat should not be confused with, nor equated to, threat as a
dimension of fear appeals (see Compton, 2009). But perhaps fear plays a
more pivotal role in inoculation than previously thought. Consider the
perspective of the extended parallel process model (EPPM; Witte, 1992,
1994) which explains how fear appeals motivate recipients to protect
themselves from a certain danger. Similarly, inoculation explains how
messages motivate recipients to defend their attitudes against
counterattitudinal challenges.

According to the EPPM, for a fear appeal to be successful, a
message must generate perceived threat (i.e., susceptibility and severity)
and perceived efficacy (i.e., response efficacy and self-efficacy). When
individuals experience fear and feel prepared to cope, they are motivated
to attend to the message and follow recommendations protecting against
the threat (Witte, 1992, 1994). Do inoculation messages function
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similarly? We think they do. Inoculation messages generate perceptions
of threat by (a) explicitly forewarning individuals that their attitudes are
vulnerable to future persuasive attacks (i.e., susceptibility; Compton &
Ivanov, 2012; McGuire & Papageorgis, 1962) and (b) implicitly
highlighting the consequences of being unprepared to defend against
sample counterattitudinal arguments (i.e., severity; Compton & Ivanov,
2012; Ivanov et al., 2016). Additionally, inoculation messages generate
efficacy by (a) demonstrating how to effectively fend off persuasive
attacks (i.e., response efficacy) while (b) offering guided practice in
defending attitudes through counterarguing (i.e., self-efficacy; Pfau et al.,
2001, 2009). Empirical evidence is needed to better understand these
parallel mechanisms. As such, future investigations could examine how
levels of aroused fear, as well as perceptions of susceptibility, severity,
self-efficacy, and response efficacy, fluctuate during exposure to an
inoculation message.

Pride.

Pride occurs in response to an achievement and tends to result in
behaviors that point publicly to the source of achievement—whether that
is oneself or someone else (Lazarus, 1991). As a discrete emotion, pride
has received limited attention in inoculation-affect research. Pfau and
colleagues (2008) successfully inoculated against pride slippage in the
context of television coverage of the war in Iraq. Wigley and Pfau (2010)
designed some messages to elicit pride as part of their affective-positive
inoculation treatment messages. Otherwise, pride has been largely
neglected as an emotion for inoculation scholarship, and therefore
represents an opportunity for those interested in affect and resistance. We
anticipate several media-related opportunities for this work, including
how watching international sports competitions (e.g., Olympics) can
affect pride (Billings et al., 2013), how pride plays a role in reactions to
corporate social responsibility perceptions (He et al., 2022), and the use
of pride appeals in political campaigns (Ridout & Searles, 2011).

Sadness.

According to Lazarus (1991), sadness is aroused when an
individual appraises a personal loss with distinct consequences for
oneself. Unlike other emotions with active behavioral tendencies,
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sadness is accompanied by a passive withdrawal into oneself as a means
to recover (Frijda, 1986). When unintentionally evoked, sadness has been
positively associated with attitude change (Dillard & Peck, 2001; Dillard
et al., 1996). Should inoculation messages fail, the unintended emotional
outcome could be sadness as individuals realize they are not prepared
for, nor capable of, protecting their current attitudes. Indeed, findings
from Ivanov et al. (2020a) corroborated that, in comparison to those
receiving a control message, inoculated individuals indicated greater
levels of sadness after receiving the persuasive attack message.

As Burgoon and colleagues (1976) have argued, and their
findings confirmed, when individuals were told via an inoculation
message that they were almost certain to face counterattitudinal
challenges, they resigned to having their attitudes assailed and failed to
successfully defend them from persuasive attacks. Although the authors
did not assess the emotional state of individuals, it is highly plausible
that the inoculation message—intended to motivate and inspire defense
preparation—may have instead generated sadness by making the
inevitability of the attack, and the presumed “loss” of attitudinal
resistance, salient to message recipients. Consistent with later research
(Dillard & Peck, 2001; Dillard et al., 1996), the inoculation message
attesting to the inevitability of the attack generated greater negative
attitude change than its counterpart attesting to the uncertainty of a
forthcoming attack (Burgoon et al., 1976; cf. Ivanov et al., 2013). To the
extent that an individual estimates an “irrevocable loss” (Nabi, 1999, p.
307), it is reasonable to suggest that sadness played a role. Such
theorizing should be further tested in future affect and inoculation
research, including the possibility that sadness weakens motivation to
counterargue.

Disqust.

Disgust is a negative emotion aroused by organically or
psychologically spoiled ideas or objects (Lazarus, 1991; Rozin et al.,
1993), a product of “a noxious object or idea” (Nabi, 1999, p. 307).
Disgusted individuals are generally motivated to turn away from, or to
remove, the object of disgust (Nabi, 2002). In the persuasion literature,
message-induced disgust has been shown to negatively correlate with
attitude change. Nabi’s (1998) findings showed that message-induced
disgust toward animal experimentation reduced the favorability of animal
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experimentation. Building on such findings, an inoculation message
could elicit disgust toward the outcome or position purported by the
attack message or message source, thereby bolstering resistance. There is
reason to believe that this approach would work. In a follow up
inoculation study, Nabi (2003) constructed inoculation messages that
provided “graphic images of monkeys being inflicted with head injuries
as well as the debilitating physical consequences of those injuries”
(2003, p. 2006). As expected, the messages generated negative affect;
however, disgust, although measured, was confounded with multiple
other discrete emotions such as hate, anger, anxiety, fear, guilt, and
surprise. Future studies should attempt to measure the effectiveness of
disgust-eliciting inoculation messages by isolating this discrete emotion.

Guilt.

Although guilt has received some attention in persuasion
(O’Keefe, 2002), it has received limited attention in inoculation
scholarship (Compton & Pfau, 2008). Guilt is felt in response to having
personally transgressed a moral imperative and often leads individuals to
atone or make reparations (Lazarus, 1991). The level of emotional
intensity may produce different outcomes and coping behaviors (Nabi,
2002). What should be the level of intensity of guilt for optimum
resistance? At moderate levels, guilt may assist in the attainment of
persuasive goals (Coulter & Pinto, 1995); however, at high levels guilt
may arouse high levels of anger that may thwart the attainment of the
same persuasive goals (Coulter & Pinto, 1995; Pinto & Priest, 1991).

Nabi (1999) noted that message-induced guilt (as well as fear
and disgust) can lead to either more or less motivation to centrally
process the rest of a message, depending on how the receivers interpret
the value of the rest of the message. If guilt-ridden individuals expect the
remainder of the message will enhance or prolong the experience of
guilt, then they are less likely to carefully process the content of the
message in an effort to downregulate this negative emotion. On the other
hand, should guilt-ridden individuals expect the message will provide
them with information that may alleviate guilt and lead to reparation,
they are more likely to carefully process the message. If an inoculation
message were to induce guilt, then, perhaps guilt would affect the
process of resistance by influencing how people process the inoculation
message content.
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Surprise.

As a discrete emotion, surprise occurs in response to sudden and
unexpected occurrences and directs individuals to orient their attention
and focus on the novelty (Cowen & Keltner, 2017). Because resistance is
thought to depend on preparedness for an attack on a position, surprise
logically plays a role in inoculation-conferred resistance to influence.
However, to date, it has received even less attention in inoculation-affect
research than guilt or disgust. Ivanov and colleagues (2020a) have been
among the first to assess surprise in the context of inoculation-conferred
resistance. The authors predicted that inoculated individuals would be
less surprised after encountering an attack than those in the control
condition. In other words, because they had been directly forewarned that
the persuasive attack might be coming, they would be less surprised
when they actually encountered it. However, much to their surprise,
inoculated individuals reported greater post-attack surprise than those in
the control condition (lvanov et al., 2020a).

The researchers offered a few explanations for the unexpected
findings, which center on the idea that an expectancy violation may have
contributed to heightened levels of surprise in inoculated individuals.
First, the authors turned to early findings from Burgoon and Chase
(1973) in which mismatching language intensity between the inoculation
treatment and attack message influenced the effectiveness of inoculation.
It was possible, then, the authors argued, that the attack argument was
stronger than the participants expected, therefore resulting in surprise.
Second, the authors proposed that the inconsistency between cognitive-
based inoculation message (i.e., grounded in logic) and affective-based
attack message (i.e., emotionally-charged content such as video footage
of Westboro Baptist Church members thanking “God for dead soldiers™)
may have also represented an expectancy violation. Consequently, the
mismatch in expectations could have increased expressions of surprise
(Ivanov et al., 2020a). Nevertheless, this unexpected finding suggests
that future research should uncover how and when surprise contributes
(or detracts from) resistance.

Boredom.
Future affect and inoculation theory research should also explore

the counterpart of surprise: boredom. Evidence supports the
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conceptualization of boredom as a discrete emotion, despite its
similarities with other emotions like sadness, frustration, guilt, and
disappointment (see van Tilburg & Igou, 2017). Boredom describes the
experience of wanting to engage in a satisfying activity but being unable
to do so; as a result, it is often associated with “attentional
disengagement from the environment” and seeking out alternative stimuli
(Danckert, 2018, p. 2). Preliminary evidence has indicated that, as a
preventive strategy, inoculation may be effective in protecting peoples’
interest and motivation when faced with monotonous or repetitive tasks
(e.g., Dimmock et al., 2016).

Compton (2019) has offered a theoretical case for how
inoculation theory-informed messages could be crafted to decrease the
negative effects of boredom in the workplace, including burnout and low
retention. For example, inoculation messages could be used to either
prevent the arousal of boredom or simply protect employees’ beliefs that
their work is meaningful and challenging. However, his predictions have
not yet been empirically tested. Additionally, we encourage inoculation
theory and affect research that looks at boredom as part of the process of
resistance. That is, in addition to inoculating against boredom,
researchers should see if it is possible to inoculate with boredom, e.g., as
part of the way of weakening a counterargument. An impending attack
on a position could be framed as boring or uninteresting, which might
lessen the persuasiveness of an argument.

Narratives and Affect

Narratives play a prominent role in people’s media diet, whether
through journalistic accounts of local news, movies and television
dramas, literature, or stories passed along social media networks.
However, narratives remain underexplored in the context of inoculation
(Compton & Mason, 2020). The inherent argumentative structure of two-
sided refutational messages (i.e., weakened counterargument followed by
strong refutation) has led most researchers to use factual evidence (e.g.,
Pfau et al., 2004), logic-based reasoning (e.g., Cook et al., 2017), or a
combination of the two (e.g., Banas & Miller, 2013) to refute
counterarguments. While some inoculation messages have used
anecdotal evidence (e.g., Pfau et al., 2001), narrative as a primary
message form has not yet been thoroughly studied in inoculation
research.
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There is reason to believe that narratives could be used to elicit
more affect during the process of resistance (see Oatley & Gholamain,
1997). According to Pence (2004), “Emotions are a primary feature of
our reaction to, and interaction with, narrative” (p. 273). Consequently,
narratives have been found to generate more emotion than non-narrative
content (e.g., argument-based content; Krakow et al., 2018), and that
greater levels of emotions (positive and negative) are connected with
more negative attitudes toward the advocated position (Murphy et al.,
2013).

Much of the affective reactions to narratives is attributed to the
narrative’s transportation effect, “a convergent process, where all mental
systems and capacities become focused on events in the narrative”
(Green & Brock, 2000, p. 701). Individuals who are engaged in the
narrative become emotionally involved and affected by the narrative
(Pence, 2004). As a result, any persuasive messages embedded in the
narrative can easily “get under the radar” (Dal Cin et al., 2004, p. 187) as
they are “often implied as opposed to stated explicitly” (Dal Cin et al.,
2004, p. 178). Thus, persuasive messages presented in a narrative form
can be very effective in generating attitude change because their structure
may impede the forewarning of counterattitudinal pressures (Dal Cin et
al., 2004) and their transportation effect may suppress the counterarguing
process associated with resistance (Green & Brock, 2000; Slater &
Rouner, 2002).

Should narratives suppress threat (in a form of a forewarning)
and counterarguing (by depleting processing capacity via the
transportation effect), they may have an impact on the inoculation-
generated process of resistance, possibly through elicited affect. Along
with others (Compton & Mason, 2020), we contend that the narratives
can have an impact on this process via affect in two important ways: as
attacks (more persuasive because of the reasons outlined above) and as
protection messages (inoculating with or against narrative
persuasiveness). For example, Banas and Miller (2013) showed how
inoculation messaging could be used to blunt the effectiveness of
mediated conspiracy theories by using an illogical and emotionally
charged film as the persuasive attack. Their findings highlighted the
effectiveness of inoculating against a unique and potentially destructive
type of narrative.

In addition to the impact of affect in narratives used as
persuasive vehicles, narrative-elicited affect may influence resistance as
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well. As Oatley and colleagues (Oatley, 2002; Oatley & Gholamain,
1997) have discussed, readers of narratives start identifying with the
characters of the narrative. Dal Cin and colleagues (2004) suggested the
emotional connections with the characters of the narratives can be
exploited to strengthen the affective components of attitudes, which
should increase attitudinal resistance (Fuegen & Brehm, 2004). As they
suggested:

If we integrate positive or negative emotions elicited by a

narrative into our associative networks, it seems plausible

that implicit attitude change might occur. We have already

suggested that identification with story characters leads to

positive associations with particular beliefs. It seems

plausible that on a purely implicit level, these positive

responses may become integrated in the network of

associations one already has regarding these beliefs. (Dal

Cinetal., 2004, p. 188)
If Dal Cin et al.’s (2004) reasoning is confirmed, inoculation messages
used in a narrative form may be successful in generating resistance in
part by boosting attitudinal resistance using affect. Future inoculation
studies should investigate the links among affect, narratives, and
inoculation-conferred resistance (see also Compton & Ivanov, 2013;
Compton & Mason, 2020).

Need for Affect

Inoculation scholarship has not yet accounted for individual
differences in the motivation to pursue affect. Maio and Esses (2001)
stated that individuals have different levels of need for affect (NFA),
which they defined as “the general motivation of people to approach or
avoid situations and activities that are emotion inducing for themselves
and others” (p. 585). Individuals with a strong disposition to approach
emotions (i.e., high in NFA) are more likely to engage with stimuli that
elicit affective responses. Maio and Esses (2001) further suggested that
individuals high in NFA might be more likely to allow emotions to
influence and shape their attitudes, at least partly by having developed
stronger cognitive associations with their emotions. Indeed, media effects
research has shown that NFA facilitates narrative persuasion, such that
individuals high in NFA have a stronger experience of transportation
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when processing the emotional content of fictional narratives (Appel &
Richter, 2010).

Based on the above information, affect-based inoculation
messages may have significantly more pronounced impact on individuals
with high, rather than low, NFA. Attack messages, however, may also
have a more pronounced effect on individuals high in NFA. That is, the
same variation in NFA that might make recipients more receptive to
inoculation messages (e.g., experiencing more threat from threatening
content, or experiencing more anger in response to counterattitudinal
content) might also make them more responsive to messages that attempt
to challenge their beliefs (i.e., the “attack” messages) when either type of
message (inoculation or attack) uses affective content. The pertinent
guestion for inoculation scholarship, then, is whether NFA moderates the
effectiveness of inoculation and attack messages, and if so, how. Future
inoculation studies should empirically test the dynamic of the
relationship among inoculation messages, attack messages, and NFA.

Conclusions

Affect is one of the theoretical areas seeing the most
development during the recent resurgence of inoculation theory
development and application (Compton et al., 2022). This area of
inoculation research has formed a foundation for promising new work. In
this review, we have proposed some future possibilities for affect and
inoculation theory research, including affect and the analogic of
inoculation theory, need for affect, timing of affect, and specific types of
affect. Of course, what we have proposed here is not a complete list. We
hope that continuing research in affect and inoculation theory will
explore these and other opportunities. We see particular relevance for
this theory development and application in media contexts. Several years
ago, after reviewing extant research in media and emotions, Wirth and
Schramm (2005) concluded: “Clearly, research on media and emotion is
making satisfactory progress” (p. 25). The same can be said, we argue,
about research on media and emotion and inoculation theory. We hope
that our review helps this work to grow and progress even further.
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