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Relationship Between Smoking Outcome Expectancy and Smoking

Behavior from Implicit Social Cognition Perspective
WU Ming—zheng, SUN Xiao-ling, LIU You-shan
Department of Psychology and Behavioral Sciences,Zhejiang University , Hangzhou 310028, China
[Abstract] Objective: To explore the relationships between explicit smoking outcome expectancy, implicit smoking out-
come expectancy and smoking behavior. Methods: 85 smokers were assessed by Smoking Consequences Questionnaire,
Implicit Association Test, Computation Span Task and Fagerstrom Tolerance Questionnaire. Results: Explicit positive
smoking outcome expectancy was positively related to smoking behavior(r=0.619, P<0.001). Smoking behavior was inverse-
ly related to explicit negative smoking outcome expectancy (r=-0.442, P<0.001) and implicit smoking outcome expectancy
(r=-0.240, P=0.019). The multiple regression analysis showed working memory capacity moderated the relationship be-
tween explicit smoking outcome expectancy and smoking behavior and the relationship between implicit smoking outcome
expectancy but in the opposite direction. That is, explicit smoking outcome expectancy can predict smoking behavior in
smokers with higher levels of working memory capacity (=0.567, t=5.112, P=0.000 for positive smoking outcome ex-
pectancy; =-0.290, t=-2.184, P=0.032 for negative smoking outcome expectancy); but in smokers with lower levels of
working memory capacity, implicit smoking outcome expectancy predicted smoking behavior (8=-0.690, t=-5.688, P=
0.000). Conclusion: Both explicit smoking outcome expectancy and implicit smoking outcome expectancy play important
roles in smoking behavior.
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