	Academic Writing Exercise

Read the passage below, and identify and correct the errors in academic writing. 




‘An appeal to fear is a logical fallacy in which a person attempts to create support for her or his idea by playing on existing fears and prejudices’ (Http: 1)

The use of fear appeals is powerful in message generation and has been used a lot in public, non-profit making promotions, e.g., anti-drinking and driving, anti-smoking, AIDS prevention, and other health-awareness advertising. However, achieving the correct level of fear is a definitely a massive challenge, where too high a level may be regarded as too threatening and therefore screened out, or where too low a level may not be considered compelling enough for the people to act on.

In any promotion based on targeting emotions, the aim’s to appeal, either positively or negatively, to the audience’s feelings towards a particular issue and usually involves a fear being generated and then dispelled through using a particular product. I have read many articles on this subject and have found that it has been shown that where the individual’s attention is gained through emotion, i.e. when they’re really sacred, the probability that the message will be remembered, and that learning will occur and result in adaptive behaviour is greatly increased (Stuteville, 1970; Folkman, Schaefer and Lazarus, 1979; Hyman and Tansey, 1990; Tanner, Hunt and Eppright, 1991; Passyn and Sujan, 2006).

Stephenson and Witte (2001:90) assert that ‘fear appeals are capable of sensitising people to threats and of changing their behaviour’, which seems a bit dramatic! A huge number of theoretical perspectives have been offered to explain the human reaction and probable response to fear appeals including, the Parallel Response Model (later Parallel Process Model) (Leventhal, 1967), the Health Belief Model (Rosenstock, 1974; Becker, 1974; Janz and Becker, 1984), the Protection Motivation Theory (Rogers, 1975, 1983; Tanner, Hunt and Eppright, 1991), Prospect Theory (Kahneman and Tversky, 1979; Tversky and Kahneman, 1981), the Precaution Adoption Process (Weinstein, 1980, 1982, 1983, 1984), and the Transtheoretical Model (Prochaska and Di Clemente, 1982, 1983), to name but a few. Most of these theories are really difficult and also, due to limitations imposed on me on the extent to which this assignment can look at the various perspectives, I intend to provide a shortened version of the research conducted in this area so that I can present an argument that supports Stephenson and Witte’s (2001) assertion. And I will also look at recent media campaigns to show what I mean.

Although some people might think that this is nonsense, it has been suggested that there’s an optimal level of fear, i.e, a point when the relationship between fear and message acceptance is at its most effective in motivating desired action (Janis and Feshbach 1953; Janis 1967; Myers and Reynolds, 1967). This guess is based on a curvilinear explanation of the relationship between fear and action, and will totally show that strong fear appeal messages are likely to be less effective than moderate or mild fear appeals. 

Ray and Wilkie (1970), when they studied numerous psychological abstracts, argued with Janis and Feshbach’s claims stating that, although a number of studies have concluded that strong fear appeals are actually more effective than low or no fear appeals, in general, the evidence suggests that moderate level appeals seem to be the best. These writers (1970:58) go on to suggest that studies have proved that the application of the curvilinear explanation of fear appeals is only useful, in marketing terms, when used to think about ‘the fear appeal response functions within various segment-product category groups’, as different segment groups are likely to respond differently to fear appeals, based on the perceived danger and significance of the message to them as individuals (Bang, 2000). 

La Tour and Rotfeld (1997:46) however, question the whole idea of optimal levels of fear suggesting rather that fear appeals portray ‘degrees of harm’ or ‘types of threats’, whatever they mean by that. They said that high fear levels do not necessarily result in stronger fear responses because ‘fear is an actual emotional response’ and ‘different people fear different things’. Rather than saying ‘levels of fear’, La Tour and Rotfeld favour saying ‘types of threat’, insisting that this distinction recognises that audience reactions are closely linked to their individual perceptions of the threat presented rather than the traditional stimulus-response basis pursued by previous studies (Janis and Feshbach, 1953, 1954; Hill, 1988; Strong and Dubas, 1993; Stout and Sego, 1995; Keller and Block, 1996). 

Tanner, Hunt and Eppright (1991) said that prior knowledge and experience of the audience in appeals to fear is really, really important, where maladaptive behaviours have been found to be more prevalent where prior experience is large. Therefore, I think that marketers need to account for previous experience and knowledge in various market segments when designing fear appeals for them to be worthwhile at all.
