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Abstract 

People are frequently exposed to different extents of affective and cognitive appeals, but it 

remains unclear whether appeals targeting emotions or beliefs are differentially effective 

across cultures. Hence, this meta-analysis investigates the relative influence of affective 

versus cognitive appeals for persuasion outcomes as a function of individualism-collectivism. 

Using 133 samples across 22 countries (N = 29,338), we found affective appeals to be 

relatively more effective than cognitive appeals in collectivistic societies but both appeals 

were similarly effective in individualistic societies. These analyses demonstrate the 

fruitfulness of examining affective-cognitive appeals through a cultural lens, and suggest new 

directions for future research. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Keywords: affect, cognition, persuasion, individualism, collectivism 

  

  



CULTURE AND AFFECTIVE-COGNITIVE PERSUASION  2 
  

 

The Influence of Affective and Cognitive Appeals on Persuasion Outcomes:  

A Cross-Cultural Meta-Analysis 

Winning “hearts and minds” is central to many persuasion strategies. While 

individuals often rely on their own emotions and beliefs when forming their attitudes and 

acting on them (e.g., Aquino et al., 2016; see Haddock & Maio, 2019), they also frequently 

encounter different affective and cognitive appeals. For instance, with digital media and 

social media usage, people are exposed to appeals that target their emotions or beliefs to 

different extents (Matz et al., 2017; Rocklage & Fazio, 2015; Rocklage et al., 2018). Even in 

private interpersonal contexts, individuals are presented with more affective or cognitive 

appeals from their romantic partners depending on their partner’s understanding of their 

processing interests (Tan & See, 2022). Furthermore, the prevalence of affective and 

cognitive appeals, such as web advertisements, differs across cultures (e.g., Albers-Miller & 

Royne Stafford, 1999; Ju-Pak, 1999). However, little research has examined cultural 

differences in receptivity to these two types of appeals. That is, even if a particular type of 

appeal is more prevalent in a culture, it does not mean that the particular type of appeal is 

more effective in producing message-congruent attitudes or behavior in that culture. Thus, we 

address this gap via a meta-analysis that examined the influence of affective versus cognitive 

appeals on attitudes and behaviors as a function of societal individualism-collectivism.  

Affective Versus Cognitive Appeals 

Given the lack of consistency in conceptualizing affective and cognitive appeals 

across disciplines, it is important to elaborate on what is and is not considered affective or 

cognitive in the current meta-analysis. By clarifying the conceptual and operational 

definitions for affective versus cognitive appeals, we extend from theoretical perspectives to 

examine the effectiveness of the two types of appeals across cultural contexts. According to 

tripartite perspectives on attitudes (e.g., Katz & Stotland, 1959; Rosenberg & Hovland, 1960; 
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Zanna & Rempel, 1988), attitudes are overall evaluations that are based on emotions, beliefs, 

and behaviors. While there are debates on the independence of affect and cognition (Breckler, 

1984; Crites et al., 1994; Duncan & Barrett, 2007; Storbeck & Clore, 2007), the current meta-

analysis seeks to examine the relative persuasiveness of affective versus cognitive appeals 

(e.g., Haddock & Maio, 2019; Teeny et al., 2021).  

In addition, variations of affective or cognitive appeals have also been referred to in 

other ways such as, informational versus transformational appeals, which focus on the facts 

and information or the excitement and enjoyment of experience related to the attitude object, 

respectively (e.g., Deng et al., 2022; Nuweihed & Trendel, 2023; Puto & Wells, 1984). 

Another variation is the rational-functional versus emotional-experiential appeals, where the 

former focuses on the features, benefits, and value, and the latter on the feelings, sensations, 

and imagination of the attitude object (e.g., Albers-Miller & Stafford, 1999; Zarantonello et 

al., 2013). Importantly, these variations of affective-cognitive appeals are the same as the 

ones in research that directly refers to persuasion as “affective” or “cognitive,” where 

affective appeals influence the recipient’s feelings and emotions via the message content 

(e.g., reading about others’ emotions toward the attitude object; Smith & De Houwer, 2015; 

See et al., 2008). Likewise, cognitive appeals are operationalized as messages that influence 

the recipient’s thoughts and beliefs, for instance, by having the recipient read about some 

facts, information, or attributes related to the attitude object. Accordingly, examples of 

affective appeals include the use of words such as “optimism!” in association with the target 

attitude object or images such as smiling faces, and examples of cognitive appeals include the 

use of words such as “give various benefits” or images of scientific diagrams (Bol et al., 

2014; Carfora et al., 2016) 

At the same time, certain types of appeals do not fall neatly into the category of 

affective or cognitive appeals. One prominent example is narrative appeals. Narrative appeals 
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are distinguishable from affective appeals because they rely on stories to elicit a 

transportation process that not only influences a recipient’s emotions but also their beliefs 

(Green et al., 2004; see Green, 2021). That is, narrative appeals can be especially persuasive 

because it reduces counterarguments, encourages the misconstrual of stories as actual 

memories, or induces identification with the story characters. Similarly, the same metaphor in 

an appeal can serve as a communication tool for enhancing both emotional intensity and 

cognitive understanding (Landau et al., 2018). As a final example, the use of gain versus loss-

framed appeals has also been established to not only influence beliefs about probabilities but 

also elicit specific emotions (e.g., Nabi et al., 2020; Seo & Dillard, 2019; see Rothman et al., 

2006). Given that these various forms of appeals do not correspond neatly to affective or 

cognitive appeals, we excluded them from the current meta-analysis.  

We also consider that the dominance of emotions in pre-existing attitudes does not 

necessarily mean that affective appeals are more persuasive. Indeed, people might rely on 

their own emotions to resist attempts to change their attitudes, such that they can better 

counter-argue affective messages compared to cognitive messages (e.g., See et al., 2013a; see 

Clark & Wegener, 2013). Therefore, cognitive appeals might be more persuasive than 

affective appeals in general. We refer to this as the cognitive superiority hypothesis. On the 

other hand, an alternative possibility is that affective appeals are more persuasive than 

cognitive appeals. We refer to this as the affective superiority hypothesis. One reason for this 

is that people might experience more fluency in processing affective messages due to the 

greater accessibility of emotions (e.g., Giner-Sorolla, 2004). This fluency could then be 

attributed to their agreement with the message (e.g., Mayer & Tormala, 2010).  

Yet another possibility is that because some individuals are more emotional in their 

attitudes while others are more cognitive (e.g., Aquino et al., 2020; see Haddock & Maio, 

2019), such individual differences may lead to corresponding variations in openness to 
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affective and cognitive appeals (e.g., Aquino et al., 2016; Clarkson et al., 2008; Fabrigar & 

Petty, 1999; See et al., 2008). Such matching effects can occur because the matched appeal is 

more relevant to the recipient’s self-concept (see Petty et al., 2000). Indeed, among 

emotionally-oriented individuals, affective appeals are more relevant to their own general 

motivation (Aquino et al., 2016), and their processing interests and abilities (See et al., 

2013b), and such matched appeals are remembered with greater accuracy (Haddock et al., 

2008). Likewise, these studies have also shown parallel matching effects for cognitive 

appeals among cognitively-oriented individuals. Importantly, if affectively- and cognitively-

oriented individuals are similarly prevalent across different societies, then on average, 

affective and cognitive messages should be equally persuasive across cultures.  

In the current research, we considered attitudes and behavioral intentions as 

persuasion outcomes. Attitudes are defined as the degree of positive or negative evaluation 

for the attitude object ( Eagly & Chaiken, 2007; Fazio, 2007; Petty et al., 2007), and 

behavioral intentions refer to the extent to of willingness to engage in the targeted behavior 

(Ajzen & Fishbein, 2005; Webb & Sheeran, 2006). We examined attitudes and behavioral 

intentions because they are key determinants or proxies for behaviors (Ajzen & Fishbein, 

2005; Glasman & Albarracín, 2006; Rhodes & Ewoldsen, 2013). At the same time, we also 

included studies that measured actual behaviors as persuasion outcomes. 

Cultural Differences in Influence of Affective-Cognitive Appeals 

 Scholars have highlighted the importance of cultural contexts in attitudes and 

persuasion (Albarracin & Shavitt, 2018; Riemer et al., 2014). Much of this research has 

examined differences in the role of personal versus social factors in attitudes and persuasion. 

For instance, appeals that emphasized social factors such as group benefits and harmony are 

more persuasive in societies that are more collective whereas appeals that emphasized 

personal factors such as individual success and preferences are more persuasive in societies 
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that are more individualistic (Hornikx & O’Keefe, 2009; see also Eom et al., 2016; Savani et 

al., 2008). However, relatively little research has examined how cultural differences can 

influence the openness to affective and cognitive appeals. Although previous content analyses 

found affective and cognitive advertisements to be more prevalent in societies that are more 

collectivistic and individualistic respectively (e.g., Albers‐Miller & Stafford, 1999; Ju-Pak, 

1999), it remains unclear if greater prevalence of a type of appeal in a cultural context is 

related to its greater effectiveness. Moreover, even when one compares the persuasiveness of 

affective versus cognitive appeals within or across individual studies, there lacks a 

quantitative summary on whether one is more influential than the other across cultures. 

 Of relevance, one of the most established differences across culture is individualism-

collectivism (e.g., see Hofstede, 1980; Triandis, 1996). It is worth noting that individualism-

collectivism is a multi-faceted construct that has been examined as an individual difference 

(e.g., Aaker, 2000; Hornikx & Groot, 2017), and as a cross-nation difference (e.g., 

Maximilian & van Zoomeran, 2021; Adam-Troian et al., 2021). The latter approach allows us 

to consider the role of cultural differences in individualism-collectivism, and to include a 

relatively large number of studies in our meta-analysis because we do not need to limit our 

analysis to only studies that have included psychological measures of independent-

interdependent self-construal. One caveat is that countries have become more similar to one 

another in some values that are related to individualism-collectivism (Inglehart & Baker, 

2000; Kaasa & Minkov, 2020), thus suggesting that cross-nation differences are not stable 

over time. However, in the same analyses, it was also noted that countries have also become 

more polarized in other values that are also related to individualism-collectivism, thus 

suggesting that it is still worthwhile to examine the effects of differences across countries. 

Moreover, in an examination of individual value preferences and culture-referenced values 

(i.e., perceived cultural norms for values), the correlations between self- and culture-



CULTURE AND AFFECTIVE-COGNITIVE PERSUASION  7 
  

 

referenced values were found to be strong for two values that are most relevant to our 

predictions for affective-cognitive appeals –– autonomy and embeddedness (Fischer, 2006). 

This suggests that at least for these two facets of individualism-collectivism, the norms that 

are assessed via a country-level approach should overlap with the individual level approach 

(see also Adam-Troian et al., 2021).  

 More specifically, societies that are relatively more individualistic (e.g., North 

America and United Kingdom) generally value an independent self-construal, where 

individuals perceive themselves as unique and distinct from others; in contrast, societies that 

are relatively more collectivistic (e.g., Japan and China) tend to value an interdependent self-

construal, where individuals perceive themselves to be embedded in relationships with others 

(Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Moreover, in individualistic societies, descriptive and 

prescriptive norms focus on people’s actions as arising from their own internal states that are 

independent and separate from external factors, whereas in collectivistic societies, actions are 

responsive to others’ desires and expectations (Markus & Kitayama, 2004). Importantly, 

these differences suggest that there are cultural differences in openness to affective or 

cognitive appeals.  

That is, it is possible that affective appeals are more persuasive than cognitive appeals 

in collectivistic societies, and cognitive appeals are more persuasive than affective appeals in 

individualistic societies. This is because in societies that are relatively collectivistic, the 

importance and prevalence of interdependence promotes attention to the wider context 

(Nisbett et al., 2001; Varnum et al., 2010). Such attention facilitates adherence to group 

norms and rules, which help guide an individual to fulfill the expectations that accompany 

their social roles and to maintain social harmony. Moreover, in collectivistic cultures, the 

experience of emotions has been theorized to be a shared rather than an individual 

phenomenon (Uchida et al., 2022; Mesquita, 2022). That is, one’s emotions are intertwined 
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with the emotions of others, and reflect one’s interpersonal context. Indeed, when asked to 

review their lives and describe events that they regret, Japanese participants expressed regret 

more intensely than American participants for events that involved a social context (e.g., 

family, friends), but not for events that involved only themselves (Komiya et al., 2011). 

Similarly, when thinking about social relationships, Japanese athletes were more likely to 

mention their emotions such as excitement and joy than American athletes (Uchida et al., 

2009). In the same research, relative to American participants, Japanese participants also 

mentioned emotions more when describing a target in relation to their social context, and 

mentioned the social context more when describing a target’s emotions. Thus, to the extent 

that the interdependence of emotions also engenders greater integration of others’ emotions 

that are conveyed in external stimuli (e.g., persuasive messages) into one’s own experience, 

greater openness to affective rather than cognitive appeals should occur in societies that are 

relatively collectivistic. That is, we should observe more persuasiveness from affective than 

cognitive appeals in collectivistic societies.  

At the same time, in societies that are more individualistic, the importance and 

prevalence of independence promotes attention to the focal object (Nisbett et al., 2001; 

Varnum et al., 2010). In addition, rule-based reasoning has been proposed to be more 

dominant than experience-based reasoning in such societies (Nisbett et al., 2001). Indeed, 

studies have shown that European Canadians attended to focal figures longer and more 

frequently than to backgrounds (Masuda et al., 2016), and that European Americans favored 

rule-based strategies over experience-based ones when making judgments (Norenzayan et al., 

2002).  Thus, people in such societies should be more persuaded by the positive attributes of 

an attitude object or to rational arguments in a cognitive appeal than by the emotions that 

others might experience or to emotional associations in an affective appeal. In short, we 
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should observe more persuasiveness from cognitive than affective appeals in individualistic 

societies.  

Method 

Literature Search 

Information on the studies included in the meta-analysis are available in the online 

supplement. That is, all data in the meta-analysis are available in the online supplement. We 

conducted a keyword search on 3 June, 2023 using the following databases: Web of Science, 

Scopus, and PsycInfo. The search concluded on 16 June, 2023. Different terms were used to 

capture the targeted construct (see Table 1 in Online Supplement). For example, appeals can 

be referred to as persuasion, messages, or advertisements; affective can be referred to as 

emotional; cognitive can be referred to as informational. To manage spelling variations, 

truncations were used to ensure that variations were accounted for. Lastly, because attitudes 

(e.g., evaluations, likability, preferences) and behavioral intentions (e.g., probability, 

likelihood, interest) have many variations, we did not limit their search terms to gather as 

many potential studies as possible. In instances where an unusually high number of results 

were produced, subject and document limiters were included.1 Following this, we searched 

for additional studies by examining the selected articles’ references. We also included 

relevant papers (N = 21) retained from previous research activities. In total, the search yielded 

28,927 possible articles. We stopped at the 12,800 records for the Web of Science search 

results because no other potentially relevant studies were found (Lefebvre et al., 2022).  

To manage potential publication bias, we also searched for dissertations on ProQuest 

from 27 August, 2023 to 2 September, 2023. Because the search results were extremely high, 

we added “attitudes” and “intentions” into the search terms which still resulted in a relatively 

high number of 198,527 records. Similarly, we stopped at 3,300 records because no relevant 

                                                 
1 This occurred for the Scopus database because we could only access the first 2000 records. 
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studies were found after scanning an additional 583 records from the last relevant article at 

2,713. Based on our literature search, we ended up with a total of 18,600 possible articles, 

after removing 25 duplicate records. In addition, we reviewed 72, and then 23 more articles, 

which were identified by a reviewer across two revisions.  

Inclusion Criteria 

The following criteria were set a priori to the literature search. First, we selected 

studies that examined the relative influence of affective versus cognitive appeals where each 

participant only received either type of appeals. If there were other conditions (e.g., control 

condition), we would only extract the relative information for the affective versus cognitive 

appeals. This meant that most included studies were between-participant quasi-experimental 

or experimental in design. Second, studies had to report sample size and other relevant 

statistics (e.g., mean, standard deviation) for us to compute for an effect size. Third, we also 

selected studies that were published in English to ensure accurate comprehension for 

ourselves. Finally, although we focused on studies with attitudes and behavioral intentions as 

the dependent variables as part of our initial criteria, we were recommended to include 

studies with actual behaviors during the review process. Because we had not limited 

persuasion outcomes in our search for the original set of articles from Web of Science, 

Scopus, and PsychInfo, we returned to these articles, and added studies that also measured 

actual behaviors.  

We did not select qualitative studies, studies that used metaphors or narrative 

persuasion, and review articles. We also excluded attack messages because research has 

shown that it can leave people’s attitudes unchanged but impact other attitudinal properties 

like certainty (Ng et al., 2023a; see Tormala & Petty, 2004) and ambivalence (Ng et al., 

2023b). Articles that compared affective-cognitive appeals for other types of outcomes (e.g., 

reaction time, perceived risks) were also excluded (e.g., Gong & Cummins, 2020; Lee et al., 
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2010; Vidrine et al., 2007). Lastly, we also excluded attitudes for the appeal since they are 

not the same as attitudes for the target (Miniard et al., 1990; Mitchell & Olson, 1981). This is 

because we are interested in the relative persuasiveness of the message for the attitude object 

and not the message itself. 

Title and Abstract Screening 

In the initial screening focusing on the title and abstract, the first author independently 

screened the records based on the above criteria, resulting in the removal of 17,848 articles. 

Then, another 57 articles were removed as they were either qualitative studies, studies that 

used metaphors or narrative appeals, or in a different language. No automation tools were 

used for screening. 

The first author then independently assessed the remaining 695 full-text articles for 

the inclusion of relevant studies, resulting in the inclusion of 68 articles. In addition, a coder 

with no knowledge of the hypothesis also assessed the included studies independently. There 

was high mean agreement (97.2%) between the first author and the coder for the inclusion of 

the reports, with only three reports having inconsistent evaluations. These three reports 

eventually remained in the analysis (i.e., Fabrigar & Petty, 1999; Lu & Shinha, 2017; 

Palomo-Velez et al., 2018) after an independent review by the second author. Then, 22 of the 

articles that were suggested by the reviewer and that met the inclusion criteria were added, 

resulting in a grand total of 90 articles (see Figure 1 in Online Supplement for PRISMA 

flowchart). 

Full-Text Assessment 

Relevant statistics for the attitudes, behavioral intentions, and actual behaviors for the 

target object were manually extracted from the included studies. We did not distinguish text-

only appeals versus those that included images because past meta-analytic review did not find 

a difference between the two types of appeal (Seo, 2020). When encountering studies that 
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lacked statistics for computing the effect size, the study’s authors were contacted for 

additional information. 

Bias Assessment 

 Because non-significant results are less likely to be published (Rothstein et al., 2005), 

we also performed publication bias analyses on the effect sizes using a funnel plot test, an 

Egger’s test, as well as an examination that compared the effects of published articles to 

dissertations. We also used the Cochrane risk-of-bias 2 assessor tool (Sterne et al., 2019) to 

code for each study's risk of bias (e.g., lack of randomization, imprecision of measurements). 

Considering these factors allowed a qualitative assessment of the risks of bias in the included 

studies. Finally, we also performed a trim and fill analysis to assess the sensitivity of the 

results (Duval & Tweedie, 2000).  

Effect Sizes 

  From each study, we extracted the following information: year of publication, 

country, sample size, gender proportion, test statistics for the influence of affective-cognitive 

appeals on attitudes, behavioral intentions and/or actual behaviors. We computed 

standardized mean differences (SMD) for the outcomes by subtracting the cognitive appeal 

condition scores from the affective appeal scores such that larger positive scores meant that 

affective appeal was more effective than cognitive appeal. SMDs allowed the variations in 

measurements to be readily compared across studies (e.g., different scale intervals, item 

wordings).2 The “esc” package by Lüdecke (2019) was also used to compute for effect sizes 

and variance from studies that only provided the overall sample size and test statistics. 

Furthermore, because some of the included samples were relatively small, we also applied a 

                                                 
2 Variance for each sample was computed using the formula by Cohen: 𝑣𝑑 =

𝑛𝑎+𝑛𝑐

𝑛𝑎𝑛𝑐
+ 

𝑦𝑑
2

2(𝑛𝑎+𝑛𝑐)
, where a = 

affective, and c = cognitive, and n = group size. When group size is not given, the esc package is used to 
compute for variance. 
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Hedges’ g correction to manage any estimation biases (Borenstein et al., 2009; Cheung, 2015; 

Hedges, 1981; see Table 3 for statistics). 

Because some samples report more than one of the targeted outcomes, we averaged 

these outcomes into one effect size that represented the persuasiveness of the appeal using the 

MAd package (Del Re & Hoyt, 2022; e.g., Hornik et al., 2017). We adopted the attitude-

behavior correlation value (r = .51, 95% CI: [.48, .54]) from a prior meta-analysis when 

averaging the outcomes (Glasman & Albarracín, 2006). In addition, to ensure that the 

findings were robust, we also conducted additional sensitivity analysis using the 95% CI as 

well as a wider arbitrary range of values [r = .21, .81] which we report in the supplementary. 

Moderator Variable: Individualism-Collectivism 

To examine if individualism-collectivism would moderate the influence of affective-

cognitive appeals, we relied on the Hofstede’s Individualism index to provide each included 

country a score that had a possible range of 0 to 100 (see Hofstede Insights, 2023). Higher 

scores meant more societal individualism (M = 76.235, SD = 22.546). To further test the 

robustness of this factor, we also examined this using another individualism-collectivism 

index (Minkov & Kaasa 2021; M = 41.303, SD = 73.132). 

Covariate: Gender Proportion 

We also used the percentage of females in the included samples as a covariate (M = 

58.830%, SD = 15.419). Samples with a value of 100 indicate an all-female sample, while 0 

indicated a completely male sample. 

Meta-Analytic Sample 

 

A total of 90 (76 published articles, 14 dissertations) reports with 133 samples were 

analyzed, comprising of 29,338 individuals in total. The average sample size was 227.293 

(SD = 189.542). The samples came from 22 countries (see Table 2 in Online Supplement). 

Analyses 
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The meta-analyses were conducted in the R (version 4.3.1) statistical platform using 

the metaSEM package (Cheung, 2023). Forest plot, funnel plot, trim and fill analysis, and 

Egger’s test were performed using the metafor package (Viechtbauer, 2023). We used a 

random-effects model instead of a fixed-effects model as we did not assume that the included 

studies could represent the entire population of interest (Hunter & Schmidt, 2000). Moreover, 

since a wide range of topics and behaviors were examined, it is unlikely that the studies 

shared a common effect size. Thus, a random-effects model allows for generalizing the 

current findings beyond the included studies (Borenstein et al., 2009). We first began with no 

predictors in the random-effects model to examine on the whole, the relative influence of 

affective-cognitive appeals on the averaged persuasion outcomes. Then, we added gender 

proportion as a covariate, before examining individualism-collectivism as a moderator.  

Results 

Tests of Bias 

 To consider potential biases in the meta-analysis studies, we first examined for any 

publication bias by comparing dissertations and published articles in our sample. There was 

no significant publication bias due to the type of articles that are included in the sample, Q(df 

= 1) = 0.031, p = .861. Next, we report the contoured funnel plots (see Figures 2 in Online 

Supplement) as well as the risk of bias analyses. Firstly, visual inspection of the funnel plots 

revealed a range of effects sizes. Most importantly, there is no obvious asymmetry in the 

distribution of effect estimates. To be certain, we also conducted the Egger’s test to assess for 

any publication bias. Supporting the visual inspections, the Egger’s test results failed to 

support the presence of publication bias for the averaged outcomes, b = 0.139, 95% CI: [-

0.054, 0.332], Z = -0.369, p = .712. As another test for publication bias, the Cochrane risk of 

bias 2 assessor tool was used (Sterne et al., 2019), and revealed that 88.9% of the studies are 
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of low risk while 9.4% are of some concerns due to reasons such as the imprecision of 

hypotheses (see Figure 3 in Online Supplement).  

Relative Influence of Affective-Cognitive Appeals 

Forest plots illustrated the relative influence of affective-cognitive appeals on 

persuasion, showing that affective appeals were more persuasive than cognitive appeals (see 

Figure 1). 

 Following best practices (Borenstein et al., 2017; IntHout et al., 2016), we also 

reported the 95% prediction intervals (95% PI), which are the 95% possible range of true 

effects to be expected in similar studies included in the current meta-analytic review. We first 

fitted a baseline model with only the SMD of affective-cognitive appeals. The analysis 

revealed significant heterogeneity in the included studies, Q(df = 132) = 840.103, p < .001. 

Baseline Model  

Overall, affective appeals led to more congruent outcomes with the message 

compared to the cognitive appeals, SMD = 0.105 (95% CI: [0.034, 0.176]; 95% PI: [-0.655, 

0.865]), Z = 2.895, p = .004. The estimated heterogeneity 𝜏2 and I2 were .143 (95% CI: 

[.099, .188]) and .891, respectively. The trim and fill analysis (Duval & Tweedie, 2000) 

revealed no missing studies on the right side, suggesting an inclusion of a relatively 

representative sample of studies. Because the effects in the current analysis are relatively 

small and heterogeneous, we do caution readers that the publication bias tests generally 

perform poorly (see Fernández-Castilla et al., 2021; Renkewitz & Keiner, 2019).  
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Figure 1. Forest plot of the influence on affective-cognitive appeals on persuasion outcomes. 

Covariate: Gender Proportion in Sample 

 To account for the possible influence of gender proportion in the samples on the 

persuasiveness of affective-cognitive appeals (e.g., Mayer & Tormala, 2010), we fitted a 

mixed-effects model to include gender proportion. Importantly, the gender proportion was 

not a significant moderator, Q(df = 1) = 0.263, p = .608. That is, the proportion of females in 

the samples did not influence the effects of affective-cognitive appeals on the outcomes, b = 

0.001 (95% CI: [-0.004, 0.006]), Z = 0.514, p = .607. Hence, gender proportions in samples 

did not significantly moderate the observed superiority of affective appeals. 

Individualism-Collectivism 

Most importantly, to examine the potential moderating influence of individualism, we 

included Hofstede’s individualism index for each country as indicated in Hofstede Insights 
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(2023) into the model. The results revealed that the degree of individualism was a significant 

moderator (Q(df = 1) = 8.821, p = .003) for the relative influence of affective-cognitive 

appeals for the averaged persuasion outcomes.  

Probing the moderation revealed that individualism significantly moderated the 

difference in persuasiveness for affective versus cognitive appeals, b = -0.005 (95% CI: [-

0.008, -0.002]), Z = -3.038, p = .002. Decomposing the moderation using conventional values 

of ± 1SD, we observed that unexpectedly, for societies that are relatively individualistic 

(+1SD), affective and cognitive appeals were equally persuasive (SMD = -0.033). As we 

expected, for societies that are relatively collectivistic (-1SD), affective appeals were more 

persuasive than cognitive appeals (SMD = 0.193; see Figure 2). The mean correlation 

between individualism and the effect sizes was r = -.210, p = .014. 

We also replicated these findings when using the more recent and improved 

individualism-collectivism indicators by Minkov and Kaasa (2021; see Online Supplement). 

Moreover, because it is plausible that culture differences might have become smaller due to 

globalization over the years (Kaasa & Minkov, 2020), we also examined the influence of 

globalization by using the publication year as a proxy. Importantly, no moderation was 

observed when publication year was added to the model, Q(df = 1) =0.756, p = .384. Thus, 

there is no evidence that our findings are driven by older but not newer studies. 
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Figure 2. Regression plot for affective-cognitive appeals on persuasion across individualism-

collectivism. 

Discussion 

 We report a meta-analysis examining if the cultural context would moderate the 

effectiveness of these two types of persuasion appeals. Consistent with previous meta-

analytic reviews (Hornik et al., 2016, 2017), we provided converging evidence by examining 

a wider set of affective-cognitive studies. That is, on average, affective appeals resulted in 

more message-congruent outcomes than cognitive appeals. These findings suggest that lay 

persuaders have relatively accurate lay theories about the greater effectiveness of affective 

than cognitive appeals, as they do tend to use emotional appeals to a greater extent (e.g., 

Rocklage et al., 2015; Tan & See, 2022).  

The current research also suggests that the degree of individualism in a society 

moderates the influence of affective-cognitive appeals on attitudes, intentions, and behaviors. 

Specifically, in relatively collectivistic societies, affective appeals were more persuasive than 
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cognitive appeals. This lends support to the assumption that in collectivistic cultures, message 

recipients integrate the emotions elicited from external stimuli (e.g., the message) or the 

emotions reported by other people into their own emotional experience (e.g., Uchida et al., 

2022). In comparison, in relatively individualistic societies, message recipients were similarly 

receptive to affective and cognitive appeals. This could be because they rely on their own 

affective-cognitive individual differences to determine whether an affective or a cognitive 

appeal is a better match for their own motivation and abilities (Aquino et al., 2016; See et al., 

2013; see Haddock & Maio, 2019). Thus, future work could examine the interplay between 

cultural context and message tailoring in their effects on attitudes and behavioral intentions. 

Importantly, the present findings suggest that the relationship between individualism-

collectivism and openness to affective or cognitive persuasion goes beyond a simple, 

antagonistic one. Moreover, the present findings also suggest that it would be fruitful to 

examine the interplay between cultural factors and other potential moderators. For example, 

culture might interact with other factors such as product versus service (Albers‐Miller & 

Stafford), visual versus verbal communication (Ju-Pak, 1999), and luxury goods versus 

necessities (Drolet & Aaker, 2002).  

Interestingly, these current findings seem to differ from prior research that established 

the causal impact of temporary independent self-construal on openness to affective 

persuasion (Chang & Hung, 2018; Hong & Chang, 2015). However, it is important to note 

that the current meta-analysis relies on cultural levels of individualism. Therefore, the current 

findings suggest that effects from cultural levels of individualism-collectivism do not 

necessarily correspond to effects from temporary or situational salience of independent-

interdependent self-construals (see also Na et al. 2010). More importantly, future work would 

benefit from examining cultural differences in mental processes in order to understand cross-

cultural differences in receptivity to affective and cognitive persuasion.  
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The current findings also suggest that even though cultural differences in 

individualism do not necessarily overlap fully with individual differences in related values 

(Fischer, 2006), the former is at least influential in moderating the direction of the difference 

between affective and cognitive appeals in their persuasiveness, with greater individualism 

predicting smaller differences. It is worth noting that the magnitude of such a moderating 

effect might not be the same over time, due to changes in level of individualism over the 

years (Taras et al., 2012), or changes in the differences between countries in individualism 

due to factors such as industrialization (Inglehart & Baker, 200) or globalization (Kaasa & 

Minkov, 2020). Future work could examine the role of individual differences in self-construal 

or values as well as macrosocietal factors in diminishing or enhancing these effects.       

 We consider some limitations in the current research. Firstly, while we sought to 

include studies from as many different countries as possible, we note that many of the 

included studies were conducted in the United States and other English speaking countries. 

This is partly an inherent limitation in the literature because of the reliance on Western 

(particularly United States) college students (see Henrich et al., 2010), while the literature 

remains scant from regions such as Africa (Mughogho et al., 2023). This is also due to the 

linguistic limitations of the current authors. Thus, we encourage future meta-analytic reviews, 

ideally from more globally inclusive teams, to evaluate the robustness of the current findings 

by increasing the representativeness of the individualism-collectivism factor with studies 

conducted in more varied countries, and studies published in other languages. On a positive 

note, we would like to highlight that the included samples are not primarily students (N = 

15,829, 54.90%) which should provide a better representation of the within-country 

variations instead of reflecting only students’ responses to affective-cognitive appeals.3 

                                                 
3 Student vs non-student did not significantly moderate the effects of affective-cognitive persuasion on 
attitudes and behavioral intentions, and the effects of individualism remained robust. See online supplement 
for analysis. 
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Another limitation, which is typical of meta-analyses such as this one, is that we did not 

demonstrate a causal relationship between individualism-collectivism and receptivity to 

affective versus cognitive appeals. 

Notwithstanding these limitations, the current meta-analysis contributes to our 

understanding of persuasion by providing a more nuanced understanding of the effects of 

affective and cognitive appeals across cultural contexts. Moreover, the present findings 

provide some guidance in suggesting potential mechanisms. For example, given the present 

finding that affective appeals are more persuasive than cognitive appeals in collectivistic 

cultures, perceptions of emotions as an interdependent experience should be considered as a 

potential causal mechanism in future research. More broadly, the present research suggests 

that extending a cross-cultural examination to other persuasive strategies, such as narrative 

framing (e.g., Braddock & Dillard, 2016), fear appeals (Tannenbaum et al., 2015), and 

personality targeting (Matz et al., 2017) might also shed light on differences in persuasion 

across cultures. Moreover, other cross-cultural distinctions have been theorized about the 

preference for the intensity of emotions (Tsai, 2007). That is, individuals from Western 

cultures prefer emotions that are stronger in arousal (e.g., excitement) while individuals from 

East Asian cultures prefer emotions that are lower in arousal (e.g., calm). In addition, some 

have argued that beliefs can be multifaceted, for instance, an attribute that benefits one’s 

health is different from an attribute that benefits one’s appearance (e.g., Drolet & Aaker, 

2002). Therefore, future work could examine the extent to which these more specific types of 

affective or cognitive persuasion might differ across cultures.  

To conclude, the current meta-analysis highlights the importance of the cultural 

context of persuasive communication, as affective appeals are more persuasive than cognitive 

appeals in relatively collectivistic societies. Thus, our research demonstrates the fruitfulness 
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of examining appeals through a cultural lens, and we hope that continued research will help 

us understand the consequences of exposure to different types of appeals across cultures.  
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