Mere Measurement Effect on Blood Donation:

Attitudes, Intentions and Behaviors

by

Aylin Uzun

A Thesis Submitted to the
Graduate School of Social Sciences
In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for
The Degree of
Master of Arts
In
Psychology
Kog University

April 2015



Koc University

Graduate School of Social Sciences and Humanities

This is to certify that I have examined this copy of a master’s thesis by

Aylin Uzun

and have found that it is complete and satisfactory in all respects,

and that any and all revisions required by the final

examining committee have been made.

Committee Members:

@ Prg)/f. G. Tarcan Kumkale

// Assoc. Prof. Zeynep Cemalcilar

(@ Prof. Lemi Baruh

Date: \H%. Ok 2215




STATEMENT OF AUTHORSHIP

This thesis contains no material which has been accepted for any award or any other degree or
diploma in any university or other institution. It is affirmed by the candidate that, to the best
of her knowledge, the thesis contains no material previously published or written by another

person, except where due reference is made in the text of the thesis.

Signed Aylin Uzun



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Overcoming a challenge is never a simple process; however it can become easier with
the support of special people. Throughout my graduate education, certain individuals
provided help and encouraged me to keep moving forward and this thesis would not have
been possible without their support.

First and foremost, | would like to express my gratitude to my thesis advisor, G.
Tarcan Kumkale for his endless support and wisdom throughout my thesis. His diligent and
patient guidance supported me during challenging moments and helped me overcome any
difficulties. Thank you for always being motivating and understanding.

I would also like to extend my special thanks to my thesis committee members, Assoc.
Prof. Zeynep Cemalcilar and Asst. Prof. Lemi Baruh for their constructive feedback, valuable
knowledge and unique insights.

Next, [ would like to thank Celia K. Naivar Sen for her patience in explaining and
providing support whenever | had questions. | would also like to express my gratitude to all of
the faculty members in our department for challenging us and helping us gain unique
perspectives. | am also immensely thankful to all of my peers for their continuous feedback
and unwavering emotional support.

| am sincerely grateful to my family, especially to my parents Alev Uzun and Erdener
Uzun for their everlasting love, support and care. Thank you for always being there and
encouraging me to follow my own path. I would also like to thank, my dear friend, Miige
Ayal for listening to my concerns and supporting me emotionally throughout my graduate
education.

Finally, I would like to thank The Scientific and Technological Research Council of
Turkey (TUBITAK) for the graduate scholarship that supported me and allowed me to

complete my thesis.



ABSTRACT

Research has shown that when people have favorable attitudes towards a behavior, merely
asking people about their intention to perform the behavior increases their likelihood of
performing the behavior. The goal of the study was to examine the effects of meta-cognitive
processes as a moderator of this effect. It was shown that when individuals receive
manipulation designed to increase their level of confidence in their future actions, they
showed increased levels of blood donation than people who did not receive manipulation.
This study introduced, not only a feasible method to increase blood donation but also meta-
cognitive processes as a novel moderator. Furthermore it demonstrated that people’s decisions
to perform a behavior can be affected, not just by content presented but also by their level of

confidence regarding their future behavior.

Keywords: mere measurement effect, question behavior effect, blood donation, meta-

cognitive processes, theory of planned behavior, intention, attitude



OZET

Arastirmalar gdstermistir ki, eger kisiler bir davranisa karsi olumlu tutumlara sahiplerse,
onlara davranig1 gerceklestirme konusundaki niyetlerini sormak davraniginin yapilma
olasiligini arttirmaktadir. Bu ¢aligmanin amaci, st biligsel isleme siireglerini (meta-cognitive
processes) bu etkinin bir diizenleyici degiskeni olarak incelemekti. Kisiler gelecekteki
davranislariyla ilgili kendine giiven seviyelerini arttirmaya yonelik bir manipiilasyona tabi
tutulduklarinda, manipiilasyonu almayan kisilere kiyasla daha fazla kan bagis davranisi
gosterdiler. Bu ¢alisma hem kan bagisini arttirmak i¢in kolay uygulanabilen bir yol gdstermis,
hem de f{ist bilissel isleme siireclerini yeni bir diizenleyici degisken olarak tanitmistir. Ayrica,
bu aragtirma insanlarin bir davranista bulunma kararlarinin gelecekteki davranislar1 hakkinda

kendilerine giiven seviyelerinden etkilendigini de gostermistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: salt 6lgtim etkisi, soru cevap etkisi, kan bagisi, iist biligsel isleme

stiregleri, planli davranig kurami, niyet, tutum

Vi
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

Most people have favorable attitudes towards blood donation (Armitage & Conner,
2001; Godin, Sheeran, Conner, & Germain, 2008). However, these attitudes do not always
translate into corresponding behaviors (Boulware et al., 2002; Cioffi & Gamer, 1998; Davey,
2004; Héma-Québec, 2003; World Health Organization, 2007). Thus, practical interventions
are sorely needed to increase the correspondence between attitudes and behaviors (Godin,
Conner, Sheeran, Bélanger-Gravel, & Germain, 2007; Schreiber, Sanchez, Glynn, & Wright,
2003; Yu, Chung, Lin, Chan, & Lee, 2007).

According to a phenomenon called “mere measurement effect”, when people have
favorable attitudes towards a behavior, merely asking them whether or not they intend to
perform a behavior in the future increases the likelihood of performing that behavior (Conner,
Godin, Norman, & Sheeran, 2011; Godin et al., 2008; Sandberg & Conner, 2011; Sherman,
1980). Sherman (1980) was the first to establish this effect when he observed how people who
were asked to make a prediction about volunteering for the American Cancer Society were
more likely to agree to collect neighborhood donations for this organization. Thus, mere-
measurement can be a promising intervention strategy as people do not encounter decision
points regarding blood donation in everyday life frequently. Indeed, when asked to indicate a
reason for donation, many people report “being asked to donate” as an important factor in
influencing their decisions (Duboz & Cuneo, 2010; Duboz, Macia,& Cuneo, 2010; Gillespie
& Hillyer, 2002).

Presumably, answering a question or making a prediction about a target behavior
increases the accessibility of the behavior in mind. Then, when the opportunity to engage in
the behavior arises or becomes salient, this accessible attitude guides the behavior (Sprott et

al., 2006). It is also possible that when people make a prediction about a target behavior and
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when their tendency is towards performing that behavior, they may be making an implicit
commitment. This commitment, in turn, may induce pressures to comply with the initial
prediction (Sprott et al., 2006). In any case, mere-measurement effect has been shown to be
influential in various fields such as volunteering, voting, marketing, and health (Borle,
Dholakia, Singh, & Westbrook, 2007; Conner et al., 2011; Godin et al., 2008; Greenwald,
Carnot, Beach, & Young, 1987; Imai, Goldstein, Goritz, & Gollwitzer, 2007; Janiszewski &

Chandon, 2007; Sandberg & Conner, 2009; Sherman, 1980; Spangenberg & Sprott, 2006).
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Chapter 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Mere-Measurement Effect in Health Behavior Domain

In the context of health, Godin et al. (2008) showed that participants who expressed
their attitudes and intentions about blood donation made more registrations at a blood drive
later on than those who did not express their attitudes and intentions.

Sandberg and Conner (2009) found similar results for cervical screening. Participants
who completed a survey about their intentions, attitudes and other cognitions regarding
cervical screening showed higher attendance rates to screening appointments than participants
who did not complete the survey. In another study, Conner and colleagues (2011) replicated
the effect for getting vaccination and check-up adherence.

Cox and colleagues (2012) further demonstrated how making self-predictions
increased vaccination acceptance for patients who perceive high barriers against target
behavior. Additionally, Van Dongen, Abraham, Ruiter, and Veldhuizen (2013) showed that
participants who received and returned a questionnaire about blood donation were more likely
to donate blood than participants who did not receive the questionnaire. More recently, Wood,
Conner, Sandberg, Godin, and Sheeran (2014) showed that when participants reported their
intentions to eat healthy foods, they were more likely to choose a healthy snack compared to
participants who did not report their intentions.

Despite previous research verifying the effect across different health behaviors, it
could not be reliably replicated in some contexts. Godin et al. (2010), for instance, could not
detect the effect for blood donation behavior. In their study, participants who reported their
future blood donation intentions were not different from the control group with regards to

registration rates to blood drives. Similarly, Ayres et al. (2013) demonstrated that completing
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a questionnaire about diet, did not increase the rates of obtaining a health plan for participants
with elevated serum cholesterol levels.

Indeed a recent meta-analysis focusing on different health behaviors verified that
behavioral changes caused by mere-measurement were at best small (Mankarious & Kothe,
2014). Another meta-analysis focusing on health behaviors verified the small magnitude of
the effect and added that the small effect size may be overestimated due to risk of bias within
studies and publication bias (Rodrigues, O’Brien, French, Glidewell, & Sniehotta, 2015).

Finding an overall small effect with some inconsistencies across studies could be
regarded as a call for further investigation of moderators of mere-measurement. Thus, the goal
of the present study was to contribute to the literature by examining the relevance of possible
moderators of the effect. In particular, we focus on meta-cognitive processes that presumably
take place at the time of making a judgment about future behaviors.

2.2 Meta-Cognitive Processes

According to the self-validation paradigm, one of the factors that affect the likelihood
of performing a behavior is the degree of confidence people have in their thoughts about the
behavior (Brinol & Petty, 2004; Olson & Stone, 2005; Petty, Brinol, & Tormala, 2002). Thus,
in the present context, when asked to state their predictions or intentions about a target
behavior, the degree of confidence people have in these predictions or intentions can make a
difference. Especially for challenging health behaviors that have a higher chance of invoking
fear such as vaccination, blood donation, and cervical screening, these meta-cognitive
processes might be even more vital. Hence, one of the goals of the present study was to
explore this possibility in the present context for the first time. We reasoned that bolstering
people's confidence in their predictions could increase the magnitude of the mere-

measurement effect.
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2.3 Moderators and Correlates of Meta-Cognitive Processes

Various factors can influence the level of confidence people have in their cognitions
and evaluations. For instance, people's perceptions of their control over the behavior or their
perceptions of the social norms can affect the degree of confidence they have in their
predicted actions (Conner et al., 2011; Sprott, Spangenberg, & Fisher, 2003).

Similarly, whether or not people have past experience with the behavior can make a
difference. Morwitz, Johnson, and Schmittlein (1993), for instance, demonstrated that
participants who had no experience with the products mentioned in a description were found
to be more affected by the mere-measurement effect as they had higher rates of purchase after
the intent question. In line with this, Fitzsimons and Morwitz (1996) found that after
individuals were asked about their purchase intentions, current car owners were more likely to
repurchase their current brand whereas first time car buyers were more likely to purchase
brands that hold higher market shares.

Anticipation of negative consequences for not performing intended behavior can also
affect the confidence level that people have in their predictions. In a series of studies,
Sandberg and Conner (2009, 2011) demonstrated that when participants were asked additional
questions about whether they would regret not performing the target behavior, they were more
likely to perform that behavior, compared to participants who only completed a questionnaire
on cognitions regarding the behavior.

In conclusion, there is some extant evidence linking meta-cognitive processes to the
mere-measurement phenomenon. Thus, factors that increase confidence in thoughts and
predictions can be expected to lead to stronger mere-measurement effects and factors that
decrease confidence can be expected to lead to weak mere-measurement effects—

possibilities tested for the first time in the present study.
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Chapter 3
PRESENT STUDY

In the present study, people were asked to indicate their willingness to make a
donation in the next coming blood drive on campus (Mere-Measurement condition). After
stating their intentions, some of these participants received additional information and
questions designed to increase or decrease their level of confidence in their blood donation
behavior (Self-Validation and Self-Doubt conditions, respectively). In about ten days,
opportunity for actual donation behavior was provided through the blood drive, which was
announced to everyone on campus via e-mail. Two weeks after the departure of the blood
drive, self-reported donation behavior was assessed with a follow-up questionnaire.
Participants in the control condition did not respond to questions about blood donation, but
about exercising regularly.

More important than showing the main effect of mere-measurement, the purpose of
this research was to examine the role of meta-cognitive processes as a moderator of the mere-
measurement effect. With increased levels of confidence in their intended actions, participants
were expected to engage in the target behavior. However, when participants’ level of
confidence has been undermined, they were expected to fail at performing the intended
behavior. Given the focus on meta-cognitive processes, relevant individual difference
variables such as preference for consistency, self-concept clarity, and self-doubt were

measured as control variables.
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Chapter 4
METHOD
4.1 Participants

A total of 361 university students (Mage = 22.53, SDage = 3.06; 69% female)
participated in the study in exchange for a chance to win a shopping check that can be used in
a local bookstore. * Each participant was randomly assigned to one of the four conditions
(Mere-Measurement; Control; Self-Validation; Self-Doubt).

4.2 Procedure

The study consisted of two sessions. In the first session, participants were directed to a
web-based survey. All of the participants completed a set of individual difference measures
including self-concept clarity, preference for consistency, and self-doubt.

Participants in each experimental condition (Mere-Measurement, Self-Validation,
Self-Doubt) additionally answered questions regarding blood donation—typically measured
within the theory of planned behavior framework (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010) as well as other
factors such as self-efficacy and fears regarding blood donation. Additionally, participants
indicated their intention to donate blood in the blood drive which was scheduled to arrive on
campus within the semester. Participants in the control condition answered similar questions
for a different behavior (i.e. exercising regularly).

After completing blood donation questionnaire, participants in each meta-cognition
condition received additional questions designed to increase or decrease their level of
confidence in their predicted behaviors— self-validation and self-doubt conditions

respectively. Participants in these meta-cognition conditions were given information about

! The invitation to participate in the study was sent approximately to 5.000 people via email. Of 435
participants who completed the first session of the study, 361 participants completed the follow-up and

hence constituted the present sample.
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previous intended blood donation behaviors of other individuals and additionally asked two
confidence questions related to their future behavior. Finally, participants in all four
conditions completed a measure of demographics, which included questions on gender, age,
and major.

After the departure of blood drive from campus, participants were invited to the
second session of the study to complete a brief follow-up questionnaire. First they answered
questions regarding their blood donation and exercising behaviors. Then, using the same
question structure from the first session of the study, they indicated their blood donation
intentions for the following six months.

4.3 Materials

Participants in the experimental conditions reported the following cognitions and
evaluations about blood donation, along five-point rating scales. Participants in the control
condition received equivalent questions on exercising behavior.

4.3.1 Intention. Intentions to donate blood in the blood drive were assessed with three
items adapted from Armitage and Conner (2001). Specifically, participants indicated whether
they intend to, and want to donate their blood in the blood drive which will come to campus.
Additionally, they indicated their probability of donating blood in the blood drive (a = .90).

4.3.2 Attitudes. Attitudes toward donating blood in the blood drive were measured
with four items (o = .92; adapted from Armitage & Conner, 2001; Conner, Godin, Sheeran, &
Germain, 2013; Godin et al., 2005). Specifically participants indicated their attitudes towards
donating blood along semantic differential anchors such as "very bad-very good", "very
unpleasant-very pleasant”, and "very negative-very positive".

4.3.3 Norms. Normative considerations tapping on subjective norms, descriptive

norms, moral norms and injunctive norms were measured with six items (o = .75) such as,
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“The people who are most important to me think I should give blood in the blood drive”, “My
personal values encourage me to give blood”, “A lot of the people | know give blood”.

4.3.4 Perceived behavioral control. Perceived behavioral control was assessed with
three items taken from Godin et al. (2005). For instance; “I am confident that | can overcome
the obstacles that could prevent me from giving blood” (o = .83).

4.3.5 Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy regarding the blood donation behavior was assessed
with three items such as, “If | wanted to donate blood, I could easily do so in the next months”
and “If I wanted to donate blood, I could cope with any tension or nervousness associated
with blood donation” (o = .78; adapted from Armitage & Conner, 2001; Lemmens et al.
2009).

4.3.6. Fears regarding blood donation. Fears regarding blood donation was assessed
with five items such as, "I’m afraid of needles” and “l am concerned that | could contract an
infectious disease while donating” (a = .66; adapted from Hupfer, Taylor, & Letwin., 2005;
James, Schreiber, Hillyer, & Shaz, 2013; Martin-Santana & Beerli-Palacio, 2013).

Participants in all of the experimental conditions completed these measures. In
addition to these measures, participants in self-validation and self-doubt conditions received a
specific manipulation designed to change their degree of confidence.

4.3.7. The degree of confidence manipulation. To induce a difference in confidence
levels regarding expressed intentions, a short passage about other individuals’ past
experiences were presented. To increase the level of confidence, some of the participants read
how 90% of individuals went through with their intention to donate blood and found the
process to be easy. This information was expected to boost their confidence by showing
participants that others could follow through their intended actions. To decrease the level of
confidence, other participants read how 90% of individuals could not go through with their

intention to donate blood and found the process to be hard. The negative version of the
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passage was expected to undermine participants’ confidence by showing how others failed to
follow their intended actions.

After reading the passage, participants in both conditions answered if they think they
could go through with their intended decision about blood donation, and if they were
confident that they can go through with their intended behavior (r = .84).

4.3.8 Follow-up. After the departure of blood drive participants in all conditions
received the follow-up questionnaire designed to get self-reported measure of the blood
donation behavior. Specifically, participants were asked if they applied for blood donation;
either in the blood drive that came to campus or elsewhere. Participants also indicated their
intention to donate blood in the next six months (o = .90).

4.3.9. Individual difference variables related to meta-cognitive processes. Besides
all these measures related to blood donation, individual difference variables related to meta-
cognitive processes were measured as control variables in the first session.

4.3.9.1 Self-concept clarity. Self-concept clarity was measured with Campbell et al.’s
(1996) 12-item scale (o = .87), which contains items such as “My beliefs about myself often
conflict with one another,” “On one day I might have one opinion of myself and on another
day I might have a different opinion,” “I spend a lot of time wondering about what kind of
person I really am.”

4.3.9.2 Self-doubt. In order to measure the general state of self-doubt, a 10-item
measure (o =.84) was constructed by selecting items from the following two scales: Self-
Doubt Subscale (Oleson, Poehlmann, Yost, Lynch, & Arkin, 2000); Judgmental Self-Doubt
Scale (Mirels, Greblo, & Dean, 2002). Sample items included “More often than not | feel
unsure of my abilities.”, “T have a tendency to change my mind according to the last opinion |

hear.”
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4.3.9.3 Preference for consistency. Preference for consistency was assessed with
eight items (o =.79; Cialdini, Trost, & Newsom, 1995) such as the following: “I’m
uncomfortable holding two beliefs that are inconsistent” and “I typically prefer to do things

the same way.”

11
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Chapter 5
RESULTS

5.1 Descriptive Analysis

In terms of the theory of planned behavior (TPB) variables, participants who dropped
out after the first session and participants who completed the study were similar to each
other.? Out of 361 participants who completed the study, only 36 of them (10%) reported
applying for blood donation and 26 of these participants (72%) were female. Conditions did
not differ in age (F(3, 357) = 1.37, p > .25).

Although participants in this sample had very favorable attitudes toward donation (M
=4.01, SD = 0.97), intentions to donate were not very strong (M = 3.33, SD = 1.13). As
expected, all planned behavior variables were found to be positively correlated with each
other (See Table 1), In particular, intentions were most strongly related to perceived
behavioral control (r = .81, p <.001) and self-efficacy (r = .75, p <.001). Perceived
behavioral control (PBC) and self-efficacy were strongly correlated (r = .84, p <.001).
Therefore, further analyses were conducted by using the combined version of PBC and self-
efficacy, named as control perceptions. Out of all planned behavior variables, norms were the
most weakly related one to intentions (r = .46, p <.001). Furthermore, fear was negatively
associated with all of the planned behavior variables, including intentions (r = —.51, p <.001).

5.2 TPB variables and Intention

Next, regression analysis was used to test if planned behavior variables (attitudes, norms,

control perception) significantly predicted intentions to donate blood.

2 Age was found to be significantly different between participants who dropped out (M = 21.55, SD =
2.09) and who continued (M = 22.38, SD = 2.92; F(1, 325) = 3.73, p <.05). Also a marginal
difference was observed for fear (F(1, 325) = 3.56, p <.06). Participants who completed the study (M

= 2.48, SD =0.78) had higher levels of fear than drop outs (M = 2.26, SD = 0.67).
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Table 1.

Descriptive results and Correlations between variables

Self- Control

Variable  Mean SD Intention Attitude Norm PBC efficacy perception Fear
Intention 3.33 1.13 1

Attitude 4.01 0.97 70* 1

Norm 3.80 0.61 46* 45* 1

PBC 3.40 0.96 81* 61* 37* 1

Self- 3.60 0.92 75% 57* 36*  .84* 1

efficacy

Control 3.50 0.90 81* .62* 38*  .96*  .96* 1
perception

Fear 2.48 0.79 —.51* -.36* —-.30* -59* -—.60* —.62* 1
Note. * p <.01

The results of the regression indicated the three predictors explained 73% of the variance (R?
=.73, F(3,273) = 246.62, p < .001). It was found that attitude significantly predicted intention
to donate (B = .28, t(273) = 6.67, p <.001), as did norms (p = .10, t(273) = 2.88, p < .005) and
control perceptions (p = .60, t(273) = 14.84, p <.001). Multicollinearity was not a problem
for this analysis; all VIF scores were below two.

5.3 Intention and Donation

Logistic regression analysis showed that with increasing intention to donate,
participants also showed increased donation application rates (Odds ratio [OR] = 3.64, 95%
Cl [2.11, 6.27], p < .001).

For descriptive purposes, participants' intentions to donate were grouped into three
levels. A crosstab analyses with this measure showed that with higher levels of intentions,
participants also reported higher levels of donation behavior. While at the lowest level of

intention, only three out of 93 (3%) of participants reported blood donation behavior, at the
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moderate levels of intention, the number of participants engaging in donation behavior
increased to six out of 109 (5%). When participants had the highest level of intention, 22 out
of 75 (29%) reported donating blood.

As these analysis demonstrated, there is a very strong relation between intentions and
donation behavior. However, at low levels of intention very few participants engaged in blood
donation behavior. Considering that this divergence would make observation of intervention
effects harder, before proceeding to hypothesis testing, participants who had intentions equal
and lower than two on a five-point scale (n = 55) were excluded from the analysis and further
analyses were conducted with 306 participants. Out of the remaining 306, only 34 (11%)
reported applying for blood donation.

5.4 Hypothesis Testing

We expected that blood donation would be more likely among participants who were
asked about their blood donation intentions about ten days before the opportunity to donate
was presented. Furthermore, we expected blood donation behavior to be bolstered when
participants read a passage designed to increase their level of confidence, by informing them
how 90% of individuals in the past acted out their favorable intentions and found the process
easy. In contrast, we expected the mere measurement-effect to be weakened when people’s
confidence was undermined upon receiving information about how 90% of individuals could
not act out their favorable intentions and found the process hard.

In order to investigate donation behavior, cross-tab analyses concerning conditions
and donation behavior were conducted. In the control condition, only five out of 84 (6%)
participants reported donating blood. In mere-measurement condition a slight increase was
observed, with six out of 69 (9%) indicating blood donation behavior. This difference was not
significant (d = 0.20, 95% CI [-0.40, 0.80] ). However, an important leap was found for the

meta-cognition conditions. As expected, participants in the self-validation condition donated
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blood to a greater extent (16%) than participants in the control condition (6%; d = 0.58, 95%
CI1[0.03, 1.13] ). Furthermore, donation rate for the self-validation group was almost double
the rate observed in the mere-measurement condition (d = 0.38, 95% CI [-0.16, 0.93] ).

Surprisingly, donation rate was high in the other meta-cognition condition as well: 11
out of 80 (14%) participants in the self-doubt condition indicated donating blood. This rate
was marginally different from the rate observed in the control condition (14 vs. 6%; d = 0.47,
95% CI [-0.08, 1.02] ). Taken together, donation rate observed in the meta-cognition
conditions (self-validation and self-doubt) was significantly higher than the rate observed in
the control condition (d = 0.52, 95% CI [0.03, 1.01] ) and marginally higher than the rate
observed in the mere-measurement condition (d = 0.32, 95% CI [-0.16, 0.81] ). * (See Table
2)

Thus, merely responding to questions about future behavior or indicating intentions
was not sufficient enough to trigger behavior in this study (Ayres et al., 2013; Godin et al.,
2010). As expected, however, providing people an extra opportunity to reflect on their level of
confidence made a difference and increased their likelihood of performing the behavior.

In line with these results, demonstrating the importance of meta-cognitive processes in this

context is the main contribution of current research.

* In order to eliminate other explanations and demonstrate there were no differences between
experimental groups, comparisons between conditions were conducted. There were no differences
between groups, regarding TPB variables (attitudes towards blood donation; F(2,219) = 0.61, p > .54,
norms; F(2,219) = 0.96, p > .38, control perception; F(2,219) = 0.98, p > .37, intention to donate;
F(2,219) = 0.69, p > .50) and although there was a marginal difference regarding fear (F(2,219) =

2.58, p > .07), post hoc tests showed no significant difference between groups.
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Table 2.
Blood Donation Behavior across Conditions
Condition N Intention Donation
(%)

Control 84 — 5.95
Mere- M = 3.67 8.70
measurement 69 SD =0.77

. M =3.74 16.44
Self-validation 73 SD = 0.79

M =3.82 13.75

Self-doubt 80 SD = 0.82
Between F(2,219) =0.69, p > .50

One surprising finding is the increase in blood donation behavior observed in the self-
doubt condition. A possible explanation for this unexpected outcome might be the difference
in interpretation. When participants received normative information about how others failed
to act on their intentions, we expected them to be less likely to engage in donation behavior as
their confidence would be undermined by others’ failure. However, learning how other people
failed can also be interpreted as a challenge, and as they further ruminated over whether or not
they can succeed, participants may have concluded that even though others failed, they can
act out their favorable intentions.

To further investigate this surprising result, control perceptions and confidence levels
of self-validation and self-doubt conditions were checked. As expected, no difference was
found between control perceptions (F(1,151) = 0.38, p > .50), demonstrating that at pre-
manipulation both self-validation and self-doubt conditions had similar perceptions regarding
their ability to control their actions. Furthermore, no difference was found between post-
manipulation confidence levels (F(1,151) = 0.43, p > .51), supporting the conclusion that self-

doubt manipulation did not lower participants’ confidence level and both meta-cognition
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manipulations regarding confidence only caused participants to reflect further upon their
future behavior.

5.5 Supplementary Analyses with Individual Difference Variables

Current study focuses on how meta-cognitive processes affect engagement in future
behavior. Therefore, it was necessary to examine the relevance of certain individual
difference variables potentially related to meta-cognitive processes. However, due to sample
limitations the relation between individual difference variables and meta-cognitive processes
could not be investigated. Therefore, we examined the relationship between these individual
difference variables and intentions to donate. Specifically, we wanted to examine the strength
of the relationship between preference for consistency (PFC), self-doubt (SD), and self-
concept clarity (SCC) and intention to donate blood. None of these variables correlated with
intentions, (rs < .10 for all variables).

Next, we examined whether these individual differences could account for those who
indicate strong intentions to donate but do not follow up their intentions; in other words those
who do not enact on their strong favorable intentions. For instance, people with low PFC may
not follow up their intentions even if these intentions may be strong. Similarly, people with a
high level of SD or low level of SCC, may fail to follow their strong intentions to donate.

To examine these possibilities, participants who indicated strong intentions to donate
(Mint > 4) were chosen. Of these 121 participants, only 27 (22%) made a donation. Thus, even
among participants with strong intentions there was a large discrepancy between donation
intentions and donation behavior. To examine if individual difference variables were different
across participants who applied and not applied for donation, a MANOVA was conducted
with individual difference variables as dependent variables. No difference was found between
participants who applied or did not apply for blood donation regarding PFC (F(1,119) = 0.10,

p>.74), SD (F(1,119) =0.00, p > .94) and SCC (F(1,119) = 1.05, p > .30), demonstrating
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that these individual difference variables were not related to the discrepancy between

intentions and behavior.

18
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Chapter 6

DISCUSSION

The goal of current research was to contribute to the mere-measurement literature by
introducing meta-cognitive processes as a novel moderator of the effect. As participants’ level
of confidence in their future behavior was manipulated, increased level of confidence in
intended actions was expected to lead to higher levels of engagement in blood donation
behavior, whereas when participants’ level of confidence was undermined, participants were
expected to fail at performing the target behavior. The results showed, as expected, that
providing self-validating information increased donation behavior; but trying to undermine
people's confidence did not have the opposite effect. On the contrary, participants in both
conditions donated more than those who were in the mere-measurement condition.

Initial conclusion that can be drawn from these results is, self-doubt manipulation
failed to undermine participants’ level of confidence. Considering no difference was found
between confidence levels of self-doubt and self-validation conditions, this conclusion is
plausible. However, even though confidence manipulations did not create a difference
between self-doubt and self-validation conditions, results still show the importance of
examining meta-cognitive processes as a moderator of mere-measurement effect.

The reason why both meta-cognition conditions were effective in increasing blood
donation behavior could be because they encouraged participants to reflect more on their
future behavior. In each meta-cognition condition, we first presented normative information to
be evaluated, and then asked two extra questions about how confident participants feel about
their intended actions. This information and questions might have evoked deeper processing
or elaboration over the behavior (e.g., leading them to analyze the information with regards to
their previous experiences and subsequently directing them to generate new implications

about their actions; Petty, Cacioppo, Strathman, & Priester, 2005). At each step, as
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participants compared their situation to other individuals, we compelled them to further reflect
on their intentions, level of confidence, ability and motivation to carry out their predicted
actions. This deeper processing might have increased their commitment to the intended
behavior.

For participants in the self-validation condition this process might have been easier as
they received information about how others succeeded. Participants in the self-doubt
condition who received information about how others failed to perform the behavior,
however, might have perceived this feedback as a challenge. Specifically, a person who
indicates a strong intention to donate may not necessarily get demotivated by information
about how others had difficulty performing the behavior in the past. On the contrary, such
information might have increased people's determination and motivation to donate. Several
participants in the self-doubt condition might have concluded that they can overcome this
challenge. In both conditions, engaging in meta-cognitive activities and further thinking about
intended actions seems to strengthen participants’ resolve to carry out their intentions, thus
increases donation behavior compared to mere-measurement effect.

Another reason why donation likelihood was stronger in the meta-cognition conditions
could be because of the increased length of the survey. In the mere-measurement condition,
participants not only indicated their intentions to donate but answered 19 other questions
related to blood donation. Despite the long and comprehensive structure of mere-
measurement questionnaire, the increase in donation behavior was strongly observed when
confidence manipulation was added on donation questionnaire. Considering how both meta-
cognition conditions have the same length and layout, the combined number of questions
might have led to similar higher percentages in blood donation, compared to the mere-
measurement condition. As previously mentioned by Godin et al. (2008), the minimum

number of items necessary to observe the mere-measurement effect is still unclear. Although
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a recent meta-analysis (Rodrigues et al., 2015) found no difference between intensive or non-
intensive measurement of mere-measurement, further research is needed on this question.
Considering how meta-cognitive processes strengthened the effect of mere-
measurement by providing normative information, future research can further focus on
another aspect of meta-cognition: different time periods. As Zauberman and Lynch (2005)
have shown with their concept of ‘time slack’, people can be quite optimistic about the
actions that are in distant future. This phenomenon can demonstrate interesting results as
extend of time has been shown to be quite controversial in mere-measurement literature.
Apart from introducing meta-cognitive processes as a moderator of mere-
measurement, present study aimed to contribute to the literature by investigating individual
difference variables that are related to meta-cognitive processes. However, due to small
percentage of donation behavior, the effect of individual difference variables on meta-
cognition conditions could not be examined. Further research on this question is still needed.
As another goal, the relevance of these individual difference variables to the question
of intention-behavior gap was examined to the extent that the data permitted. Previously,
individual difference variables such as; conscientiousness, willpower, perceived behavioral
control and executive control abilities were found to account for intention-behavior gap in
various behavior contexts (Allan, Johnston, & Campbell, 2011; Fitch & Ravlin, 2005; Hall,
Fong, Epp, & Elias, 2008; Rhodes, Courneya, & Hayduk, 2002). However, results from the
current study did not show any effect of individual difference variables on intention strength
or intention-behavior relation. One possible explanation of these null results might be the
nature of the behavior, as blood donation can be regarded as a challenging, demanding, and
anxiety inducing behavior. Thus, further research focusing on different behaviors is still
needed, as individual difference variables used in the present study might have worked better

for another behavior.
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6.1 Limitations

One of the limitations of the current study was its reliance on self-report for blood
donation behavior. Although self-reports may not be reliable for socially-desirable behaviors
(Stone et al., 2000), as in the case of blood donation, one would still expect participants who
claimed to donate for social desirability purposes to be randomly distributed across
experimental conditions .Thus, the fact that donation behavior was self-reported cannot
constitute an alternative explanation to the difference observed between the traditional mere-
measurement condition and the meta-cognition measurement conditions.

Another limitation of the study was the low percentage of blood donation behavior.
With only 10% of the sample engaged in donation behavior, previously planned investigations
regarding individual difference variables and meta-cognition conditions could not be
conducted. As a future direction, either a larger sample or a sample with higher likelihood of
donation is needed to explore these interactions involving individual differences.
6.2 Conclusion

Even when people have favorable attitudes towards blood donation they do not
always act accordingly (Boulware et al., 2002; Cioffi & Gamer, 1998; Davey, 2004; Héma-
Québec, 2003; World Health Organization, 2007). As shown, only a small number of people
carried out their intentions to donate blood. Against this discrepancy between intentions and
behavior, mere-measurement effect on its own was not enough to motivate people to perform
the behavior (Ayres et al., 2013; Godin et al., 2010).

The novelty as well as the main contribution of the current study is its proposition of
meta-cognitive processes as an alternative way to strengthen the mere-measurement effect. By
demonstrating that participants showed increased levels of engagement in blood donation
behavior after a meta-cognition manipulation, current research presented a cost effective way

to increase blood donation. Furthermore, it illustrated that people’s decisions to perform a
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behavior can be affected when they are urged to further think about their intentions, level of
confidence and ability regarding their future behavior. Future research should expand on the
strength of meta-cognition by testing it on different target behaviors, by manipulating the

length of the survey and by focusing on different aspects of meta-cognitive processes.
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Appendix A

Consent Form

AYDINLATILMIS ONAM FORMU

Kog Universitesi Yard. Dog. Dr. dgretim iiyesi G. Tarcan Kumkale ve egitim-6gretim
gorevlisi Aylin Uzun tarafindan saglik davraniglart konusunda yiiriitiilen arastirmaya
katiliminiz rica olunmaktadir. Bu calismaya 18 ve 18 yas iizerindeki kisiler katilabilir ve
katiliminiz tamamen goniilliilik esasina dayanir. Liitfen asagidaki bilgileri okuyunuz ve
katilmaya karar vermeden 6nce anlamadigmiz her hangi bir sey varsa ¢ekinmeden sorunuz.

Arastirmanin Adi: Saghk Davranislar Arastirmasi
Arastirmanin amaci: Bu calisma cesitli saglik davraniglar1 ve genel tutumlar hakkinda bilgi

toplamak amaciyla yapilmaktadir. Caligmada toplanan tiim bilgiler, saglik davraniglari
baglaminda incelenecektir.

Prosediirler: Bu calisma iki kisa etaptan olusmaktadir. {1k etabin tamamlanmasmimn
ardindan 1 ay dolmadan ikinci etabin sorular1 e-posta yoluyla size ulastirilacaktir.

Bu ¢aligmaya goniillii katilmak istemeniz halinde, sizden ¢esitli saglik davranislar1 hakkindaki
goriisleriniz ve yasama dair genel tutumlariniz hakkinda sorular cevaplamaniz istenecektir.
Sordugumuz sorularin dogru ya da yanlis cevabi yoktur; sadece vereceginiz samimi ve kisisel
cevaplarinizi 6grenmek istiyoruz.

Arastirma siiresi: Arastirmanin her iki etabimmin da 5-10 dakika siirmesi beklenmektedir.

Arastirmanin olasi yarar ve zararlaryriskleri: Katilimcilar katilimlar1 karsiliginda Pandora
Kitabevi’nden her biri 100TLIik 5 tane alig-veris ¢ekinden birini kazanmaya hak
kazanacaklardir. Cekilis calisma bittikten sonra yapilip, kazananlar e-posta yolu ile
bilgilendirileceklerdir. Bu arastirmaya katilmak higbir zarar igermemektedir.

Arastirmanin topluma ve/veya deneklere olasi faydalari: Bu calisma cesitli saglik
davranislar1 ve genel tutumlar hakkinda bilgi toplamak amaciyla yapilmaktadir. Elde edilen
bilgiler 151g1nda toplumdaki saglik tutumlarinin ve durumlarinin degigsmesine yonelik adimlar
atilmasi olasidir.

Gizlilik ilkesi: Bu ¢alismayla baglantili olarak elde edilen ve sizinle 6zdeslesmis her bilgi
gizli kalacak, ti¢lincii kisilerle paylagilmayacak ve yalnizca sizin izniniz veya kanunun
gerektirdigi Olciide ifsa edilecektir. Gizlilik tanimlanmis bir kodlama prosediiriiyle saglanacak
ve kod ¢oziimiine erisim yalnizca ¢aligmanin sorumlusu arastirmacilarla sinirli kalacaktir.
Tiim veriler, sinirh erisime sahip, glivenli ve sifreli kaynaklarda saklanacaktir.

Aragtirma bittikten ve veriler analiz edildikten sonra, size ait verilerin oldugu tiim orijinal
dosyalar ve dokiimanlar imha edilecektir. Eger bu arastirma bilimsel toplantilarda sunulur
veya bilimsel makalelerde yaymlanirsa, kimliginiz hicbir sekilde ifsa edilmeyecektir.

Katihm ve Ayrilma: Bu ¢alismanin i¢inde olmak isteyip istemediginize tamamen bagimsiz
ve etki altinda kalmadan karar verebilirsiniz. Bu ¢alismaya goniillii olarak katilmaya karar
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vermeniz halinde dahi, sahip oldugunuz her hangi bir hakk: ve faydayi kaybetmeden veya
herhangi bir cezaya maruz kalmadan istediginiz zaman ¢ekilebilirsiniz.

Eger arastirma ile ilgili sorunuz olursa, baglanti Kurabileceginiz vetkili Kisi:
Aylin Uzun

Kog Universitesi, Psikoloji Boliimii, Rumelifeneri Yolu, 34450, Sariyer, Istanbul
Email: aylinuzun@ku.edu.tr

Eger bir arastirma katilimcisi olarak haklarimizla ilgili sorularimiz varsa, baglanti
kurabileceginiz vetkili Kisi:

Pinar Yazici Yaman

KU Insan Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu, Rumelifeneri Yolu, 34450, Sariyer, Istanbul

Email: chr@ku.edu.tr

"] Yukarida agiklanan prosediirleri anladim. Sorularim tatmin olacagim sekilde
yanitlandi ve diledigim zaman ayrilma hakkim sakli kalmak kosulu ile bu ¢alismaya
katilmay1 onayliyorum.
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Appendix B

Individual Difference Variables related to Meta-Cognitive Processes

A. Self-Concept Clarity

Liitfen asagida verilen ifadelere ne derecede katildigimizi belirtiniz.

1. Kendim hakkindaki inanclarimin birbiriyle ¢elistigi oluyor.

. Ne katiliyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katilmryorum Katilyyorum Katilyorum
Lo 2 3 4--- 5

2. Bir giin akhhmda bir fikrim vardir ve diger bir giin bagka bir fikrim vardir.
. Ne katiliyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Katilyyorum
katiimiyorum Katilyyorum
Lo e 3 4--- 5
3. Gergekten ne cesit bir insan oldugumu merak ederek ¢ok fazla zaman harcarim.

.. Ne katiliyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katilmryorum Katiliyorum Katilyorum
Lo e 3 4--- 5

4. Bazen gerc¢ekten goriindiigiim gibi bir insan olmadiginm hissediyorum.

. Ne katiliyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katilmryorum Katiliyorum Katilyorum
R 2 - 3 4--- 5
5. Gegmiste ne tip bir insan oldugumu diisiindiigiimde, gercekten nasil biri oldugumdan emin

olamiyorum.

. Ne katilyyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katilmiyorum Katulyyorum Katilyorum
R 2 3 4--- 5

6. Kisiligimin degisik yonleri arasinda celiski yasadigim oluyor.
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Ne katiliyorum, ne Katulyyorum Kesinlikle
katimiyorum Katilyyorum
L-emmmmmm e e 2o eeee 3 4--- 5

7. Bazen diger insanlar1 kendimi tamdigimdan daha iyi taniyormusum gibi hissediyorum.

. Ne katulyyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katilmiyorum Katilyyorum Katihyorum
1--emmmmmmm e 2-mmmmmmmmme e e eeee 3 4--- 5

8. Kendi hakkimdaki diisiincelerim siklikla degisiyormus gibi goriiniiyor.
. Ne katilryorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Katulyyorum
katimriyorum Katilyyorum
1--mmmmmmmmmem e e eeeeee 2-mmmmmmmmme e e 3 4--- 5
9. Kisiligimi tarif etmem istense, bir giinii digerine uymaz diye tarif edebilirim.
Ne katilyyorum, ne Kesinlikle

Kesinlikle Katimiyorum Katilmiyorum Katiliyorum

katimiyorum

Katilyyorum
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Lo 2 e 3 -4--- 5
10. Birine gercekten nasil biri oldugumu anlatirken zorlamirdim herhalde.

. Ne katilyyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katilmiyorum Katilyyorum Katihyorum
Lo Y 3 4--- 5

11. Genel anlamda kim olduguma dair net bir fikrim var.

.. Ne katiliyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katilmyorum Katilyyorum Katilyorum
Lo Y 3 4--- 5

12. Bircok konuda aklimi netlestirmek benim icin zor oluyor, ciinkii gercekten ne istedigimi
bilmiyorum.
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Ne katilryorum, ne Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katiimiyorum Katilyyorum
Lo Y 3 4--- 5
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Liitfen asagida verilen ifadelere ne derecede katildigimiz belirtiniz.

1. Cogu zaman yapabileceklerimden/kabiliyetlerimden emin degilimdir.

Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Ne katilryorum, ne Katilyyorum Kesinlikle
katiimiyorum Katilyyorum
Lo e 2 e e 3 4--- 5
2. Bazen 6nemli aktivitelerde basarili olup olamayacagim merak ederim.
. Ne katiliyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katilmiyorum Katilyyorum Katihyorum
Lommmmm o e e 3 4--- 5

3. Onemli bir faaliyete baslarken genelde yeteneklerimden/kabiliyetlerimden eminimdir.

Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Ne katilryorum, ne Katilyyorum Kesinlikle
katiimiyorum Katilyyorum
Lo 2 3 4--- 5
4. En son duydugum fikre gore kendi diisiincelerimi degistirme egilimim vardir.
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Ne katilryorum, ne Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
4 4 katilmyyorum Y Katiliyorum
Lo e 3 4--- 5
5. Bir karar verdikten sonra, o kararimin yanhs olup olmadigindan endise ederim.
. Ne katiliyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Katiliyorum
katilmyyorum Katiliyorum
R 2 - 3 4--- 5
6. Genelde dogru karar1 vermek konusunda kendime giivenmem.
. Ne katiliyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katilmryorum Katiliyorum Katilyorum
R 2o 3 4--- 5

7. Bir konu hakkinda hangi tarafta yer alacagim konusunda sorun yasama egilimindeyimdir.

Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Ne katiliyorum, ne Katulyyorum Kesinlikle
katimiyorum Katulyyorum
1--mmmmmm e e oo 2-mmemmmmme e 3 4--- 5
8. Hemen hemen her durumda dogru karar verebilecegimden eminim.

. Ne katilyyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katilmiyorum Katilyyorum Katihyorum
1--emmmmmmm e 2-mmmmmmmmme e e eeee 3 4--- 5

9. Keske kendi fikirlerimden daha ¢ok emin olabilseydim.
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Ne katiliyorum, ne Katulyyorum Kesinlikle
katimiyorum Katilyyorum
1--mmmmmmmmmem e e eeeeee 2-mmmmmmmmme e e 3 4--- 5
10. Kendi fikirlerimden ¢cok eminimdir.
. Ne katilryorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katilmiyorum Katulyyorum Katihyorum
Lo e 2-mmmmmm e e 3 4--- 5
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Liitfen asagida verilen ifadelere ne derecede katildigimz belirtiniz.
1. Benim icin davramslarimin, fikirlerimle ve inan¢larimla tutarh olmasi 6nemlidir.

Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Ne katilryorum, ne Katilyyorum Kesinlikle
katiimiyorum Katilyyorum
Lo Y 3 4--- 5
2. Tutarh goriinmek, cevreme yansittigim imajin 6nemli bir parcasidir.

. Ne katiliyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katilmiyorum Katilyyorum Katihyorum
Lo Y 3 4--- 5

3. Tutarsizmusim gibi goriinmekten hoslanmam.
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Ne katilryorum, ne Katilyyorum Kesinlikle
katiimiyorum Katilyyorum
Lo Y 3 4--- 5
4. Davramslarimin fikirlerimle/inanclarimla celistigini fark etti¢imde rahatsiz olurum.

- Ne katiliyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katilmuyorum Katiliyorum Katihyorum
Lo Y 3 4--- 5

5. Genelde bir seyleri daha énce yaptigim sekilde yapmay tercih ederim.
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Ne kanliyorum, ne Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katilmyyorum Katiliyorum
Lo 2 - 3 4--- 5
6. Diger Kisilerin beni istikrarh biri olarak gormeleri benim icin 6nemlidir.

. Ne katiliyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katilmryorum Katiliyorum Katilyorum
Lo 2o 3 4--- 5

7. Celiskili iki ayr fikre/inanca sahip olmak beni rahatsiz eder.
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Ne katiliyorum, ne Katilyyorum Kesinlikle
katimiyorum Katulyyorum
Lo 2 3 4--- 5
8. Davramslarimin birbirleriyle tutarsiz olmasi beni rahatsiz etmez.
. Ne katilyyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katilmiyorum Katilyyorum Katihyorum

S — y S— 3 - 5
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Appendix C
Mere-Measurement Questionaire: Blood Donation Behavior

Daha &nceki donemlerden hatirlayabileceginiz gibi, Kog¢ Universitesine sonbahar ve bahar
olmak tizere her donem kan bagis arabasi gelmektedir.

Calismanm simdiki boliimiinde, bu donem gelecek olan kan bagis arabasiyla ne derecede
ilgilendiginizi merak ediyoruz.

A. Attitudes

Liitfen asagida verilen ifadelere ne derecede katildigimz belirtiniz.
1. Okula gelecek olan kan bagis arabasinda kan vermek, benim icin...

Ne kotii, ne iyi

Oldukg¢a kotii olurdu Kotii olurdu Iyi olurdu Oldukga iyi
olurdu
olurdu
Lo 2 3 4--- 5
. Ne hos olurdu ne Oldukca hos
Hi¢ hos olmazdi Hos olmazdi hos olmazdi Hos olurdu olurdu
Lo Y 3 4--- 5
Oldukca olumsuz olurdu Olumsuz olurdu Ne olumsuz, ne Olumlu olurdu Oldukga
olumlu olurdu olumlu olurdu
Lo Y 3 4--- 5
2. OKula gelecek olan kan bagis arabasinda kan vermeye karsi tutumum...
Oldukca olumsuzdur Olumsuzdur Ne olumlu, ne Olumludur Oldukca
olumsuzdur olumludur
Lo 2 3 -4--- 5

B. Norms

A. Subjective Norm
Liitfen asagida verilen ifadelere ne derecede katildigimz belirtiniz.

1. Benim icin 6nemli olan kisiler okula gelecek olan kan bagis arabasinda kan vermem gerektigini

diisiiniir.
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Ne katiliyorum, ne Katilyyorum Kesinlikle
katimiyorum Katilyyorum
1--mmmmmmmmmem e e eeeeee 2-mmmmmmmmme e e 3 4--- 5
B. Moral Norm
Liitfen asagida verilen ifadelere ne derecede katildigimz belirtiniz.
1. Kisisel degerlerim, kan vermek konusunda beni tesvik eder.
- Ne katilyyorum, Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum ne katilmyorum Katilyyorum Katihyorum
Lo e 2-mmmm e e 3mmm e 4--- 5
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C. Descriptive Norm
Liitfen asagida verilen ifadelere ne derecede katildigimz belirtiniz.
1. Kan bagislayan bir¢ok tamdigim var.
Lo Ne katiliyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Katilyyorum
katiimiyorum Katilyyorum
Lo Y 3 4--- 5
D. Injunctive Norm
Liitfen asagida verilen ifadelere ne derecede katildigimz belirtiniz.
1. Kan bagis1 yapmak onemlidir.
- Ne katiliyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katilmyorum Katiliyorum Katiliyorum
Lo Y 3 4--- 5
2. Kan bagis1 yapmak gereklidir.
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Ne kanliyorum, ne Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katilmyyorum Katiliyorum
Lo 2 - 3 -4--- 5
3. Herkes diizenli olarak kan bagis1 yapmahdir.
. Ne katiliyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katilmryorum Katiliyorum Katilyorum
Lo 2 - 3 4--- 5
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C. Perceived Behavioral Control

Asagida verilen ifadelere ne derecede katildigimz belirtiniz.

1. Okula gelecek olan kan bagis arabasinda kan verebilecegimi diisiiniiyorum.

Ne katil , Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum ¢ Rautyorum. ne Katilyyorum
katiimiyorum Katilyyorum
Lo Y 3 4--- 5
2. Kan vermemi engelleyebilecek sorunlarin iistesinden gelebilecegimden eminim.
Ne katil , Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum & Rattyoruis, ne Katilyyorum
katiimiyorum Katilyyorum
Lo Y 3 -4--- 5
3. Benim i¢in okula gelecek olan kan bagis arabasinda kan vermek...
Oldukga zor olacaktir Zor olacaktir Ne zor, ne kolay Kolay olacaktir Oldukga kolay
olacaktir olacaktir
Lo Y 3 4--- 5

D. Self-Efficacy

Liitfen asagida verilen ifadelere ne derecede katildigimz belirtiniz.

1. Eger kan bagislamak istersem, okula gelecek olan kan bagis arabasinda bunu rahathkla

yapabilirim.
Ne katil Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum ¢ KauByorum, ne Katulyyorum
katimiyorum Katulyyorum
1--mmmmmm e e oo 2-mmemmmmme e 3 4--- 5
2. Eger kan bagislamak istersem, kan bagsi ile ilgili her tiirlii gerginlik ve tedirginlik ile bas
edebilirim.
- Ne katil , Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum ¢ ratifyorunt, ne Katilyyorum
katimiyorum Katilyyorum
1--emmmmmmm e 2-mmmmmmmmme e e eeee 3 4--- 5
3. Okula gelecek olan kan bagis arabasinda, kan bagis1 yapabileceginizden ne kadar eminsiniz?
Hig¢ emin degilim Emin degilim Ne eminim, ne Eminim Kesinlikle
emin degilim eminim

U —— y S—— 3 - 5
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Liitfen asagida verilen ifadelere ne derecede katildigimizi belirtiniz.

1. Ignelerden korkarim.

. Ne katiliyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katilmiyorum Katilyyorum Katihyorum
Lo Y 3 4--- 5

2. Kan gormekten hoslanmam; tedirgin olurum.
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum Ne katilryorum, ne Katilyyorum Kesinlikle
katiimiyorum Katilyyorum

Lo Y 3 4--- 5

3. Kan bagis1 sirasinda bulasic1 bir hastalik kapacagimdan korkuyorum.

. Ne katiliyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katilmiyorum Katilyyorum Katihyorum
Lo Y 3 4--- 5

4. Kan bagis merkezine giiveniyorum.
Kesinlikle Katilmryorum Katilmiyorum Ne katiityorum, ne Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katilmyyorum Katiliyorum

Lo Y 3 4--- 5

5. Kan bagis merkezinden hoslanmiyorum.

. Ne katiliyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Katilmiyorum katilmryorum Katiliyorum Katilyorum
Lo 2 - 3 4--- 5

F. Intention
Liitfen asagida verilen ifadelere ne derecede katildigimzi belirtiniz.

1. Okula gelecek olan kan bagis arabasinda kan vermeye niyetliyim.

. Ne katulyyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum — Katilmiyorum katilmiyorum Katilyyorum Katilyorum
Lo 2 - K 4--- 5

2. Okula gelecek olan kan bagis arabasinda kan vermek istiyorum.

. Ne katilyyorum, ne Kesinlikle
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum  Katilmiyorum katilmiyorum Katilyyorum Katilyorum
Lo 2 - K 4--- 5

Liitfen asagidaki olcegi size uygun olan viizdeye dogru kaydirarak soruyu cevaplayimz.

3. Okula gelecek olan kan bagis arabasinda kan verme olasihgimz (%) nedir?

(NS, MU, T NSNS, ) AT NS, N, ) UM [ WU , M.
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Appendix D

The Degree of Confidence Manipulation: Self-Validation

Daha onceki ¢caliymalarda insanlarin yiizde 90’1min kan bagisinda bulunma kararlarim
uyguladiklan goriilmiis ve bu kisiler uygulama siirecini ¢cok kolay bulduklarim
belirtmislerdir.

Biraz onceki sayfalarda kan bagis1 hakkinda verdiginiz cevaplan diisiindiigiiniizde...

1. Kan bagis1 hakkindaki kararimm yerine getirebilecegimi diisiiniiyorum.

Kesinlikle Katilmvorum Ne katilryorum, Katilvor Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum 4 ne katilmiyorum yorum Katiliyorum
Lommmmm e 2-mmmmmmmm e 3o fmmmmm 5

2. Kan bagis1 hakkindaki kararimi yerine getirebilecegimden eminim.
Kesinlikle Katilmvorum Ne katilyyorum, Katlvoru Kesinlikle
Katilmiyyorum 4 ne katilmiyorum yorum Katiliyorum
1--mmmmmem oo 2-==mmmmm e e e e 3-mmmmmmm e Bmem e oo 5
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Appendix E

The Degree of Confidence Manipulation: Self-Doubt

Daha onceki caliymalarda insanlarin yiizde 90’1min kan bagisinda bulunma kararlarim
uygulayamadiklar goriilmiis ve bu Kisiler uygulama siirecini ¢ok zor bulduklarini
belirtmislerdir.

Biraz onceki sayfalarda kan bagis1 hakkinda verdiginiz cevaplan diisiindiigiiniizde...

1. Kan bagis1 hakkindaki kararimm yerine getirebilecegimi diisiiniiyorum.

Kesinlikle Katilmvorum Ne katilryorum, Katilvorum Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum 4 ne katilmiyorum Y Katiliyorum
Lommmmm e 2-mmmmmmmm e 3o fmmmmm 5

2. Kan bagis1 hakkindaki kararim yerine getirebilecegimden eminim.
Kesinlikle Katilmvorum Ne katilyyorum, Katilvorum Kesinlikle
Katilmiyyorum 4 ne katilmiyorum Y Katiliyorum
1--mmmmmem oo 2-==mmmmm e e e e 3-mmmmmmm e Bmem e oo 5
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Demographic Information

Litfen asagidaki boliimii doldurunuz.

Cinsiyetinizz: Kadin O Erkek [

Dogum Yilimz:

Su anda okumakta oldugunuz boliim:

Litfen asagidaki boliime cekilis sonuclarini haber verebilmemiz icin KU e-posta adresinizi

giriniz.

E-posta adresiniz (__@ku.edu.tr):
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Appendix G

Follow-up

A. Consent Form

Merhaba,

Daha 6nce Saghk Davramislar Arastirmasi ¢calismamizin birinci béliimiine katilmistiniz.
Ayni ¢alismanin devami olarak size birkag¢ soru daha sormak istiyoruz.
Bu sorular1 yanitlamaniz 1 dakikanizi alacaktir.

Ikinci asamay1 da tamamladiginiz takdirde Pandora Kitabevi’nden her biri 100TLIik 5 tane
ahis-veris ¢ekinden birini kazanmaya hak kazanacaksiniz.

Cekilis ¢aligma bittikten sonra yapilip, kazananlar e-posta yolu ile bilgilendirileceklerdir.
Yardiminiz ve ilginiz i¢in ¢ok tesekkiir ederiz.

"] Caligmanin ikinci kismina devam etmek istiyorum.

B. Behavior related questions

Liitfen asagidaki sorular vanitlayiniz.

1. Bahar déneminde Kog¢ Universitesi’ne gelen kan bagis arabasina, bagis yapmak

amaciyla basvurdunuz mu?
Evet [0 Hayr [

2. Son 2-3 hafta icerisinde (Kog¢ Universitesi’ne gelen kan bagis arabas1 disinda)
baska bir merkeze kan bagis1i yapmak amaciyla basvurdunuz mu?
Evet [0 Hayr [

3. Son 2-3 hafta icerisinde Ko¢ Universitesi’nin spor merkezlerinde her hafta

diizenli egzersiz yaptimiz mi?
Evet [0 Hayr [

4. Son 2-3 hafta igerisinde (Ko¢ Universitesi’nin spor merkezlerinin disinda) baska
bir spor merkezinde ve/veya mekanda her hafta diizenli egzersiz yaptimz m?
Evet 1 Hayr U
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C. Intention

Liitfen asagida verilen ifadelere ne derecede katildigimz belirtiniz.
1. Oniimiizdeki 6 ay icerisinde kan bagis1 yapmaya niyetliyim.

Kesinlikle Ne katiliyorum,
Katilmiyorum ne Katilyyorum Kesinlikle Katilyyorum
Katilmiyorum
katilmiyorum
Lo Y 3 e 5
2. Oniimiizdeki 6 ay icerisinde kan bagis1 yapmak istiyorum.
- Ne katiliyorum,
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum ne Katilyyorum Kesinlikle Katilyyorum
Katilmyyorum
katiimiyorum
Lo Y 3 e 5

Liitfen asagidaki olcegi size uygun olan viizdeye dogru kaydirarak soruyu cevaplaviniz.

3. Oniimiizdeki 6 ay icerisinde kan bagis1 yapma olasihgimz (%) nedir?
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