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The disrupt-then-reframe (DTR) technique (Davis and Knowles 1999) uses a subtle disruption followed by an immediate reframing to

increase compliance.  Similarly, Ward and Brenner (2006) found that acknowledging a negative quality can result in less negative

evaluations of the quality.  In two experiments, we investigate possible extensions and boundary conditions related to this research.

Experiment 1 extends the DTR effect into a new, non-monetary marketing related domain (technical jargon).  Experiment 2

demonstrates the effectiveness of negative acknowledgement in reducing negative perceptions while increasing overall product

evaluation, but only for individuals who are high in need for structure.
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EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Most theories of persuasion focus on strategies that rely on

clear, unambiguous reasoning to achieve compliance (e.g., Cialdini
2001). Hence, the idea of using confusing or negative information
to enhance persuasion might seem counterintuitive. Yet, in some
circumstances, the use of confusing information (Davis and Knowles
1999; Fennis, Das, and Pruyn 2004; Kardes et al. 2007) or acknowl-
edging negatives (Ward and Brenner 2006) can be effective.

Instead of relying on strong reasoning to encourage compli-
ance, these strategies operate by reducing resistance to persuasion
(Knowles and Lin 2004). The Disrupt-Then-Reframe (DTR) tech-
nique (Davis and Knowles 1999) demonstrates how introducing a
subtle disruption followed by an immediate reframing can increase
compliance. Further, Ward and Brenner (2006) found that ac-
knowledging a negative quality led perceivers to evaluate this
quality less negatively than if no acknowledgement was provided.
In two experiments, we investigate possible extensions and bound-
ary conditions related to resistance to persuasion.

Although the DTR technique has been shown to be quite
robust, all prior studies rely on a similar monetary manipulation to
enhance persuasion. It still needs to be established if this technique
is effective beyond this common manipulation. Experiment 1 used
a personal sales simulation to investigate the generalizability of the
DTR technique. Video recordings of a sales person describing the
superior features of a plasma TV over an LCD TV were used in the
simulation.

Participants were asked to imagine that they had planned to
buy a new TV and were randomly assigned to one of three
conditions: disrupt-then-reframe (DTR), disrupt only, or reframe
only. In the DTR condition, participants were presented with
technical information about a plasma TV (the disruption) followed
by an explanation of the concrete benefits of the TV for the user (the
reframe). The disrupt only condition consisted of only the first part
of the sales presentation (the technical jargon). The reframe only
condition consisted of only the second half of the presentation (the
concrete benefits for the user).

Overall, the results replicate previous findings (Davis and
Knowles 1999, Kardes et al., 2007) while successfully extending
the DTR technique beyond the common monetary manipulation.
Participants expressed greater preference for the Plasma TV in the
DTR condition than they did in the two other conditions.

Experiment 2 used a technical manual to investigate the
effectiveness of negative acknowledgement (Ward and Brenner
2006) while examining individual differences in the Need for
Structure (NFS) (Neuberg, Judice, and West 1997) dimension of
the Need for Cognitive Closure (NFCC) scale (Webster and
Kruglanski 1994) as a potential boundary condition. It was pre-
dicted that the effects of negative acknowledgement may involve
epistemic freezing on the acknowledgement.

Participants were asked to examine a technical manual about
the features and installation of a digital sound system projector. The
negative acknowledgement condition included a comment ac-
knowledging some negative qualities of the manual (technical and
confusing). In the control condition, participants only received a

small set of instructions describing the task. In addition to these two
conditions, a mumble condition, that was not present in Ward and
Brenner (2006), was included. It was adapted from Erikson (1964)
and was designed to confuse the participants (similar to the disrupt
only condition of experiment 1).

As expected, while the negative acknowledgement condition
resulted in the highest product evaluations, the mumble condition
behaved similarly to the disrupt only condition in experiment 1. It
led to increased confusion resulting in the poorest product evalua-
tions. Further, only individuals high in NFS were sensitive to the
use of negative acknowledgement. This seems to indicate that
negative acknowledgement works as a heuristic and that careful
processing limits its effectiveness.

Again, although much of the research on persuasion focuses
on strategies that rely on clear, unambiguous reasoning to achieve
compliance, other methods focusing on reducing resistance to
persuasion are also effective. Both of these experiments illustrate
how the use of confusing information can be beneficial to persua-
sion. The DTR technique and negative acknowledgment leverage
the persuasive power of what would usually be considered detri-
mental information.
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