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ABSTRACT 

Author: Lori D. Wolin 

Title: Internet Advertising: A Selectivity Model Approach to 
Analyzing Gender Differences in Information Processing 

Institution: Florida Atlantic University 

Dissertation Advisor: Dr. Pradeep Korgaonkar 

Degree: Doctor of Philosophy 

Year: 2001 

While academic research has begun to probe Internet users' underlying 

beliefs, attitudes, and purchase intent toward Internet advertising, there has been 

no attempt to develop an underlying theory comparing male versus female users' 

Internet versus print advertising content information processing. A logical place 

to begin examining Internet advertising is in the sphere of gender which is a 

critical factor in developing sales and marketing strategy and commonly used as 

a basis for market segmentation. Through the application of the selectivity model 

(Meyers-Levy 1989) and interactivity model (Bezjian-Avery, Calder, and 

Iacobucci 1998), an attempt to predict gendered reactions to Internet versus 

traditional advertising is undertaken. The hypotheses drawn from the literature 

are tested using a 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 experimental design. The dependent variables 

examined are cognition, affect, and conation. The independent variables are 

gender, claim objectivity/subjectivity, perceived product risk category, and media. 

Results indicated a strong preference for objective versus subjective claims. 

Claim and product significantly impacted cognition and affect while gender and 

product significantly impacted conation. Several main and interaction effects 

were present and several hypotheses supported. 

v 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

LIST OF TABLES.. ............. . ................................................. xi 

LIST OF FIGURES............................................................... xiii 

Chapter Page 

1. INTRODUCTION............................................................ 1 

2. RELEVANCE AND PURPOSE OF RESEARCH ................... 7 

3. LITERATURE REVIEW............ .. ..................................... 11 

Multidisciplinary Research in Gender.... ...................... .... 11 

Gender and Marketing..... .............................................. 15 

Salesforce............ ................................................... ... 15 

Image and Perception....... ......................................... 16 

Leadership and Ethics................................................ 17 

Performance............ ................................................. 18 

Gender Differences in the Salesforce Literature... ............ 21 

Consumer Behavior. ............................... ..... ................. 23 

Purchase Responsibility.............. ............................... 23 

Consumerism Patterns...... ......................................... 25 

Correlates. ....................................................... ........ 26 

Gender Differences in the Consumer Behavior Literature... 27 

Advertising ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28 

Article Organization........ .. ......................................... 29 

Print Research Findings............................................. 31 

Empirical studies with ad exposure. ............................ 31 

VI 



Chapter Page 

Empirical studies without ad exposure....... ........ ... ....... 33 

Content analyses.................. ............... ..... ...... .. ...... 34 

Television Research Findings... .. ... . ... ... ..... ....... ........... 35 

Empirical studies with ad exposure.... ....... ...... ..... ..... .. 35 

Empirical studies without ad exposure....... .... . ...... ... .... 36 

Content analyses......... ... .... ...... .. .. . ... .... ...... .. ... .... ... 36 

Other Media Research Findings.... ... .. ...... ... .... .... . .. .... .. 37 

Empirical studies with ad exposure...... ... ....... .... ......... 37 

Empirical studies without ad exposure.... ... .. ......... .. ..... 38 

Content analyses... ... ..... . .............. ... .. ..................... 38 

Conceptual Research Findings.. ........... . .. .. .. ......... .... .... 38 

Convergent Findings............... ............. ...... .. ... ..... .. .. .. 41 

Divergent Findings.. .... ... .......... ... ... .. ..... . .... ...... ...... .... 42 

Gender Differences in the Advertising Literature . . . . . . . . . . . . . 44 

Internet Advertising.... ......... ......... .... ....... ... .. . ...... . .. ....... 46 

Internet Advertising Definition.. . ..... . ... ... ... .... .. .. .. .. .... .. ..... 46 

Advertising Measurement Effects and Internet Advertising ... 49 

Comparing Internet Advertising with Other Media.. ........... ... 51 

Selectivity Model.................. .... .. ........ ........ . ..... . ............ 53 

Theoretical Research. ... ..... .. ... . ... .. .. .... . .. .... ...... ...... ... ... 53 

Empirical Research.. ..... .. ....... ..... ....... ....... . ...... ....... ..... 57 

Selectivity Model and Internet Advertising... ... ... ..... .... ..... 60 

4. HYPOTHESIZED RELATIONSHIPS...... ... ......... ... .......... ... 62 

vii 



Chapter Page 

Gender and Claim Selectivity... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 62 

Moderate Risk, Gender, and Claim Selectivity.... .............. 63 

High Risk, Gender, and Claim Selectivity.................. . . . . . . . 64 

Gender and Media ........................... ... ........................... 64 

5. METHODOLOGY..... ...... .. .............................................. 67 

Overview... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 67 

Measurement........ ....... .. .............................................. 68 

Dependent Variables. ..... ....... ....................................... 69 

Cognition.... ................... .... ...................................... 71 

Affect.. .. .. ...... ........ .. ...... ..... ......... ......... ........ ........... 71 

Conation.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 72 

Independent Variables.. .............................. .. ... ............. 72 

Gender.. ...................... ..... ....................................... 72 

Selectivity..... ... ...... .................................................. 73 

Perceived Product Risk... ........................................... 76 

Medium.................................................................. 77 

Pretests................... ... ....... ..... ..... ..... ......... .... ..... ........ . 79 

Perceived Product Risk............................ ..................... 79 

Selectivity......... .......................... . .. .. .......... ...... ........... 82 

Main Study. ................................... .... ......... ...... ............. 85 

Survey.... ...... .. ........................................................ .. . 85 

Sample......................................... . ............................ 86 

Procedure............................................... .. .................. 86 

viii 



Chapter Page 

Profile... .... .. ... ... ... ... .... ... .. .... .... ... ..... .. ...... .... .. ............ 89 

6. ANALYSIS.. ......... ...... ... ..... .... .. .... . ... ... .. . ... ...... ... ... ........ 91 

Manipulation Checks. ..... ... ...... .. ........ .... .. ....... . ... ... ... ..... 91 

Perceived Product Risk.. . ... .. .. .... ..... ...... ....... . ... ............ . 91 

Selectivity.. .... .. .... ....... ...... ..... ..... .... ... ..... .......... .... ..... 93 

Reliability of Dependent Variables .. ...... ......... .... ...... ....... 94 

7. RESULTS.. .. .... . .. .. .. ......... ... ... ... ....... .. ... ..... . ... ... ..... ....... 97 

Main and Interaction Effects... ..... .... ...... . ... ...... .. .......... .. 97 

Full Model. .. ... ...... .... .. .. ......... ....... .. .. .. ... . ....... ... .... ...... 101 

Subset Model: Moderate Risk Product... ... ... ........ ..... ....... 107 

Subset Model: High Risk Product. .. .... ........... ... .. ....... ...... 109 

Cognition....... .............. .. .. ..... .... .. ... ... .... ....... . ... .. ... ..... .. 110 

Affect: Attitude Toward the Ad.. . .. . ... .... ..... ... .. .. ....... ....... 115 

Affect: Attitude Toward the Brand... ......... .. ................... . 118 

Conation... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 123 

8. DISCUSSION... ...... ...... .... .. .... ... .. ......... ... .. ........ .... . ....... 128 

Summary of Findings ..... .... ...... ... ... .. ... . ...... .. ..... .. .......... 128 

Hypotheses. ... .. .. .... ... ... ... ...... ....... .. ... ...... ....... ... ....... .. 128 

Main Effects. ........... .. ....... .... ......... .... . .. .... ... ... ......... ... 132 

Interaction Effects.... .. ... ............ ....... .. .. .. .. ..... . ... .. . ........ 134 

Strengths... ..... ... .. ..... .. . ......... ............... ..... . ..... .. ...... ... .. 136 

Limitations.. ......... . .... ..... ........ . .. . .. . ......... .... ..... ...... .. .... 136 

Research Implications....... ...... ..... ...... .. ............ .. ........... 139 

IX 



Chapter Page 

Practitioner Implications.... ...... .... . .. ...................... ....... .. 140 

Future Research Direction... ......... ...... .. ....... ... ...... ........ . 143 

9. CONCLUSION... ... ... .... .... . ........ .. .. .. ...... . .... ...... ... ... ..... .. . 145 

Appendix 

1. PERCEIVED PRODUCT RISK PRETEST INSTRUMENT.. .... 147 

2. SELECTIVITY PRETEST INSTRUMENT.. ... ........ .... ..... ... ... 151 

3. OBJECTIVE WEB TREATMENT SURVEY AND ADS.. ... ... . 157 

4. SUBJECTIVE WEB TREATMENT SURVEY AND ADS.... ..... 168 

5. OBJECTIVE PRINT TREATMENT SURVEY AND ADS.. ... ... . 179 

6. SUBJECTIVE PRINT TREATMENT SURVEY AND ADS....... 189 

7. ANALYSES OF THE HYPOTHESES..... ....... ..... ...... .... ... ... 199 

8. INTERACTION ANALYSES... ....... ....... . ........ .. ......... ...... 204 

REFERENCE LIST. .. ... ........ ..... ... ...... .. .... ............... .. . . . . . . . . . . . . 206 

X 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

1. Gender Findings of the Salesforce Literature....................... 22 

2. Gender Findings of the Consumer Behavior Literature............ 28 

3. Gender Findings of the Advertising Literature....... ................ 44 

4. GVU's 1 01
h Survey Results ................... .. .......................... 48 

5. Selectivity Model Propositions... ............. .... ....................... 56 

6. Studies Empirically Testing the Selectivity Model.......... ........ 59 

7. Measures and Definitions of Claim Objectivity and 
Subjectivity...... ... ............. .... ...... . ................................ 74 

8. Pretest Results: Perceived Product Risk ........ ... .................. 81 

9. Pretest Results: Attributes for Objective and Subjective 
Content. ........................... .. .................... ... ................ 84 

10. Demographic Data.. ..... .... .. ....... ..... ................................ 90 

11. Reliability of Dependent Measures......... ................... ...... ... 96 

12. Cell Means and Standard Deviations....... .. ......................... 98 

13. Main Effect Results.... ..................................................... 99 

14. Interaction Effect Results... ...... .. ....... ..... ............. ............. 100 

15. Hypotheses Testing Details.. .................... ... ....... . ...... .... ... 110 

16. ANOVA Results of Brand Attitudes: Gender and Claim 
Selectivity.................................. ... ................... . ......... 199 

17. MANOVA Results of Cognition, Ad Attitudes, Brand Attitudes, 
and Conation: Gender and Claim Selectivity of Moderate 
Perceived Product Risk.. ... .................... .... ...... . ............. 199 

18. MANOVA Results of Cognition, Ad Attitudes, Brand Attitudes, 
and Conation: Gender and Claim Selectivity of High 
Perceived Product Risk................................................. 201 

xi 



19. MANOVA Results of Cognition, Ad Attitudes, Brand Attitudes, 
and Conation: Gender and Media. ...................... .. ........... 202 

20. Hypothesis Testing Results... ... ...................... .... ......... ..... 203 

21. Cell Means of Significant 2-Way Interactions........................ 204 

22. Cell Means of Significant 4-Way Interaction.... ..................... 205 

xii 



LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure Page 

1. Internet Advertising Classification.... ........ .. ..................... ... 47 

2. Research Design Summary.. ....... ... ...... ... ............. ... ......... 68 

3. Cognition: Claim x Product Interaction (Full Model).. .... ... ...... 102 

4. Aad : Claim x Product Interaction (Full Model). .... . ... .. .. ... ... . 103 

5. Aad: Claim x Gender Interaction (Full Model)... ... ... ..... .. .. ..... 103 

6. Abrand: Claim x Product Interaction (Full Model)....... .. ... ..... . 104 

7. Abrand: Gender x Product Interaction (Full Model)... ... .... .. .... 105 

8. Conation: Gender x Product Interaction (Full Model) .. ......... ... 105 

9. Conation: Claim x Gender x Media x Product Interaction 
(Full Model)..... ......... .. .. .. ........ .. .... ... .... .............. ........ 107 

10. Aad: Claim x Gender Interaction (Moderate Risk Subset 
Model)..... . ...... ................. .... ........ . .. . ...... ...... ... ...... ... . 108 

11. Conation: Claim x Media Interaction 
(Moderate Risk Subset Model)...... . .. ... . .......... .. ........ . ..... 109 

xiii 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Gender, or the social and cultural meanings and interpretations associated 

with the maleness and femaleness imposed and expected by society (Aivesson 

and Billing 1997; Oakley 1972), is a critical factor in developing sales and 

marketing strategy. A pertinent question that emerges is whether the literature 

pertaining to gender differences in marketing sheds light on various media's 

advertising information processing gender differences; this question will be 

explored with this research. 

Beyond the obvious physical dissimilarities between the genders, there 

are more important psychological differences (Williams and Best 1990, p. 14) 

which are explored here. Though general intelligence is most often conceded to 

be genderless, gender differences are often hypothesized in terms of a 

segmented approach to intelligence where men and women possess different 

cognitive abilities (Deaux and Kite 1987). 

Gendered information processing differences appear to be a result of 

cognitive differences and have been characterized as biological, socially learned, 

or a combination of the two. In support of the biological view, evidence identifies 

several physical differences in the female brain versus male brain (de Courten

Meyers 1999). For example, females tend to live with language in the left 

hemisphere of the brain while males' language is found in the right hemisphere 
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(Fairweather 1976). Accordingly, supplementary evidence indicates that gender 

differences may exist in hemisphere dependence where males are more 

dependent on the brain's right hemisphere for information processing which 

seems to be adapted for comprehending pictures and nonverbal material and for 

performing visual spatial tasks. Women, on the other hand, appear to be more 

dependent on the brain's left hemisphere, which is better adapted for performing 

verbal functions, differentiating elements of configurations, and performing 

detailed analyses (Bradshaw and Nettleton 1981; Meyers-Levy 1994 ). 

Relatedly, in her review of sex differences and asymmetric brain 

organization, McGlone (1980) finds compelling evidence suggesting that, when 

sex differences are found, the adult male brain may be more asymmetrically 

organized than the female brain for both verbal and nonverbal functions. This 

finding suggests that because males' brains may be more asymmetric, males 

have to rely on a greater dependence of their left brain hemisphere for speech, 

whereas females draw from both their left and right hemispheres. Data also 

suggest the possibility of greater right hemisphere dominance for nonverbal 

material in males than in females. 

Consistent with these hemispheric differences, females are likely to be 

less exploratory and fail to develop the independence of the immediate 

surroundings necessary for orientation in large spaces whereas males are 

brashly visual, preferring more simple responsive stimuli (Meyers-Levy 1994). 

Further, research findings by Godfrey Pearlson at the John Hopkins University 

School of Medicine in Baltimore suggest that images of a brain region controlling 
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ability to estimate time, judge speed, visualize in three dimensions, and solve 

mathematical problems - called the inferior parietal lobule (IPL) - appear to be 

larger in men than in women and the two crucial language areas in the frontal 

and temporal lobes of the brain are larger in women (Sinha 2000). Thus, 

cognitive biological gender differences appear to exist. 

In support of socialization-perpetuated differences, early childhood 

socialization customs including shaping behaviors and teaching styles influence 

children's personality development, behavioral orientations, and cognitive 

development, which may contribute to the brain hemisphere dependence 

differences (Block 1983; Frankel and Rollins 1983; Peterson 1979). Similarly, 

reinforcing agents, such as teachers or parents, who promoted gendered toys 

and activities, may contribute to the dependence variation (Liss 1981 ; Sherman 

1967). It is also believed that primary school teachers tend to pay more attention 

to boys and interact with them more extensively, producing a gendered 

differential pattern of socialization (Bussey and Bandura 1999). Finally, 

children's parental and other significant adults' modeling behaviors may 

contribute to the dependence dissimilarities (Maccoby and Jacklin 1974). 

Complementary to biological and socialization theorizing, a third 

explanation of gender differences is suggested by Meyers-Levy (1994). She 

suggests that males' brain hemispheres are more specialized than females' 

whereby males' information processing capabilities are represented more 

selectively than females' whose information processing functions are organized 

more symmetrically. In sum, childhood socialization may mediate the 
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development of gender-specific brain hemisphere dependence, suggesting that 

social and biological influences together may cause the differences. 

Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) reviewed the literature on psychological 

gender differences, concluding three significant cognitive differences between 

males and females: (1) male superiority in mathematical abilities, (2) male 

superiority in visual-spatial abilities, and (3) female superiority in verbal abilities. 

Hyde (1981) updated Maccoby's and Jacklin's (1974) work in an attempt to 

reanalyze the studies on gender differences. Her results indicate that while small 

(1%- 5%), significant cognitive gender differences do exist, with male superiority 

in visual-spatial ability showing the largest effect. In sum, cognitive differences 

are not an artifact: they are authentic, are the subject of multidisciplinary 

research, and are important for marketers to discern. 

A pertinent question that emerges is whether the literature pertaining to 

gender differences in marketing sheds light on advertising information processing 

gender differences. Steadfast with this reasoning, a review of the appropriate 

gender-related salesforce, consumer behavior, and advertising literature was 

undertaken. This review was followed by an examination of the pertinent, yet 

meager Internet advertising literature exemplified by Ju-Pak's (1999, p. 207) 

assertion: "despite the dramatic growth of the Web as an advertising medium, 

relatively little is known about advertising practices on the Web." The need for 

paradigmatic research on Internet advertising is clearly spotlighted by Schlosser, 

Shavitt, and Kanter (1999, p. 35) stating: "... in terms of assessing the 

commercial effectiveness of the Internet and the value of Internet advertising, 
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most research has concentrated upon the company's rather than the consumers' 

point of view ... as a result, many decisions regarding Internet advertising (lA) 

are being made with relatively little specific knowledge about consumers' 

attitudes toward lA and how the structure of these lA attitudes compare to the 

structure of attitudes toward advertising in traditional media." Appreciably, there 

is much work to be performed to build an Internet advertising paradigm, 

particularly with respect to gender differences in advertising information 

processing of Internet advertising versus more traditional media. 

Surprisingly little is known about how gender affects Internet advertising 

processing. This study seeks to fill the void in the extant literature on this 

important topic. Through the application of the selectivity model (Meyers-Levy 

1989) which studies gender and advertising information-processing and 

incorporation of elements of gender and Internet research, an attempt to better 

understand and predict consumers' reactions to Internet advertising is 

undertaken. 

The hypotheses drawn from the literature are tested using a 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 

experimental design. The dependent variables examined are: (1) cognition, (2) 

affect, and (3) conation. The manipulated independent variables are: (1) gender, 

(2) selectivity or the selective concentration on objective versus subjective cues 

or claims, (3) perceived product risk or product category risk in terms of 

multidimensional risk evaluations, and (4) media. Thus, the male and female 

subjects were asked to evaluate both moderate and high perceived product risk 
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items manipulated in terms of media and selectivity, on a variety of cognitive, 

affective, and conative levels. 

The study is organized around nine chapters. Chapter 2 introduces the 

relevance and purpose of the research, highlighting the need for paradigmatic 

gender-related Internet theory building. Chapter 3 offers a comprehensive 

literature review synthesizing the multi-disciplinary gender-related literature along 

with the marketing gender literature found on consumer behavior, the salesforce, 

and advertising. Next, there is a review of the Internet advertising literature, 

followed by a review of Meyers-Levy's (1989) selectivity model literature. 

Drawing on the literature and theory reviews, Chapter 4 describes the 

hypothesized relationships. Chapter 5 discusses the study's methodology, which 

illustrates the dependent and independent variables and their measurement, the 

pretest processes and results, and the main study's survey development, 

sample, procedure, and profile, followed by Chapters 6 and 7, which analyze the 

data and the findings. Finally, Chapter 8 summarizes the study's findings, 

strengths, weaknesses, and future research flows, followed by Chapter 9, which 

concludes the study. Thus, this broadened understanding of Internet advertising 

effects will prove an important step in assisting academics build Internet 

advertising theory and helping practitioners design effective Internet 

advertisements. 
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CHAPTER2 

RELEVANCE AND PURPOSE OF RESEARCH 

While academic research has begun to probe Internet users' underlying 

beliefs, attitudes, and purchase intent toward Internet advertising, there has been 

no attempt to develop an underlying theory comparing male versus female users' 

Internet advertising content information processing and then comparing the 

findings with those of traditional media. Consistent with the need for theory 

development, the Internet presents advertisers with opportunities and challenges, 

including the need to understand Internet users' attitudes, beliefs, and purchase 

intent with respect to this new medium's advertising potential. It is estimated that 

in the US today, 42.9% of all households, or 45.9 million households are actively 

connected to the Internet (eMarketer 2001), 102 million adults over age eighteen 

surf the Internet (eMarketer 2001), and a year of Internet time is measured as 

seven years of regular time (Arnold and Arnold 1997). Astonishingly, Internet 

users are spending thirty hours each month online (eMarketer 2001). 

Although the Internet's growth has exploded, sales conducted via the 

Internet were nearly nonexistent in 1994. However, by 1996, US online sales 

increased to approximately $500 million, 1997 sales were $1.5 billion, 1998 sales 

increased to $4.5 billion, 1999 sales were $16.2 billion, and 2000 sales were 

$161 billion (eMarketer 2001). Estimates for US spending in the year 2001 

exceed an astonishing $303.6 billion and global e-commerce estimates exceed 
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$443 billion (eMarketer 2001 ). Unquestionably, the Internet is an important new 

sales, distribution, and advertising channel for commerce; however, determining 

how to take advantage of Internet opportunities, particularly advertising, is 

unclear. 

Since Internet advertising first appeared in 1993 with HotWired, Inc.'s 

innovative ad banners, its growth has been extraordinary. Burst Media LLC, a 

Burlington, Massachusetts based advertising tracking firm, states that total US 

online advertising spending for 1997 was $336 million (O'Brien 1998), compared 

with only $20 million for all of 1996 (Kassaye 1997). Internet advertising 

spending for 1998 jumped to $1 .9 billion and leaped to $4 billion in 1999. 

Internet advertising spending for 2000 increased dramatically to $6.1 billion 

(eMarketer 2001). 

Further exhibiting the Internet's dramatic growth, Internet hosts, or domain 

names associated with Websites, are doubling approximately every year 

(Maddox, Mehta, and Danbek 1997). Thus, Internet advertising appears to be 

the most important influence on the future of the advertising industry over the 

next ten to fifteen years (Ducoffe 1996). Although Internet advertising is growing 

at an accelerated pace, little is known about advertising performance on the 

Internet. Thus, empirical research examining content dimensions of Internet 

advertising should contribute to our understanding of the Internet as an 

advertising medium. 

A logical place to begin examining Internet advertising is in the sphere of 

gendered differences. Gender is a critical factor in developing sales and 
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marketing strategy, particularly in advertising where gender is commonly used as 

a basis for market segmentation (Meyers-Levy and Sternthal 1991 ). Further, 

despite the Women's Movement, fundamental traditional buying roles still exist. 

For example, spousal shopping responsibility differences exist whereby 

household purchase patterns indicate discernable husband-dominant, wife

dominant, or joint purchasing patterns. 

Consistent with this view, women spend more time shopping than men, 

seem to enjoy it more, are more likely to comparison shop, are more interested in 

coupon use, and are more likely to bargain hunt (Wood 1998). Women tend to 

spend more of their income than men (Braus 1993), are the household's prime 

buying decision-maker (Fram and Grady 1997), control 60% of all US wealth, 

and influence more than 80% of all purchases (Cuneo 1997). 

Clearly, examining gender-related differences holds utility for 

academicians and practitioners. These gender-related differences may be wide, 

considering both males and females may be married, single, divorced, or 

widowed. Thus, these eight segments' beliefs about and attitudes toward 

advertising, along with purchase intent, may be discernable. For advertisers, the 

most important gender-related differences may be in similar versus dissimilar 

ways in which males and females process information. With 88 million adults 

over the age of eighteen surfing the Internet, US Internet spending in the year 

2000 exceeding an astonishing $160 billion, and Internet advertising spending for 

2000 exceeding $6 billion (eMarketer 2001), marketers must begin to 

differentiate how Internet advertising works for each of the two genders. 
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In an attempt to build gender-related Internet advertising theory, we must 

first understand the widely accepted cognitive, affective, and conative advertising 

measures in terms of the Internet. Comprehending the gendered differences in 

processing the advertising measures will aid academicians in theory building and 

practitioners in advertising development. Finally, comparing the results between 

Internet and print magazine advertising will shed light on which Internet 

advertising content components, if any, are truly distinctive from traditional print 

magazine advertising. 

Pursuant to the development of this research stream, Chapter 3 reviews 

the multidisciplinary gender research streams, the extant gender and marketing 

literature found pertaining to salesforce issues, consumer behavior, and 

advertising, along with the Internet advertising literature, the selectivity model 

literature, and finally the relationship between the selectivity model and Internet 

advertising. 
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CHAPTER 3 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Multidisciplinary Research on Gender 

The study of gender, or the study of the social and cultural meanings and 

interpretations associated with the maleness and femaleness imposed and 

expected by - society (Aivesson and Billing 1997; Oakley 1972), is 

multidisciplinary. It has been examined along the sex difference domain whereby 

early researchers such as Woolley (191 0) conducted careful comparisons of 

males and females on a series of intellectual, sensory, and motor tasks. This 

work extends to the present with the most notable study conducted by Maccoby 

and Jacklin (1974) who reviewed the enormous literature on psychological 

gender differences, concluding significant cognitive differences between males 

and females. Hyde (1981) updated Maccoby's and Jacklin's (1974) work in an 

attempt to reanalyze the studies on gender differences. Her results indicate that 

while small (1% - 5%), significant cognitive gender differences do exist, with male 

superiority in visual-spatial ability showing the largest effect. 

A variant on the sex difference approach has been the attempt to define 

the psychological dimensions of masculinity and femininity. The twin concepts of 

masculinity and femininity appear in all cultures, with certain attributes believed 

to be found more frequently in one gender or the other. The scientific study of 

masculinity and femininity requires: (1) a method for the empirical definition of 
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sex stereotypes, (2) a method for assessing the attributes of the individual 

person, and (3) a system for comparing the individual's attributes to the sex 

stereotypes (Williams and Best 1990). Thus, it is the sex stereotype that serves 

as the criterion against which the masculinity and femininity of the individual 

person is assessed. The examination of these gendered differences peaked 

researchers' interest as early as the 1930s. 

Terman and Miles (1936) were the first to develop masculinity and 

femininity scales in an attempt to determine how far subjects deviated from the 

mean of either sex. They developed a battery of items that subjects chose to 

indicate whether they had a masculine or feminine orientation. For several 

decades, this and other masculinity-femininity scales promoted a number of 

assumptions about the nature of "maleness" and "femaleness." Normative 

responses were linked with psychological health and deviation indicated trouble. 

Constantinople (1973) critiqued the central tenets of this research: (1) the 

unidimensionality of masculinity-femininity, (2) the assumed bipolarity of the two 

concepts, and (3) the purely empirical basis on which the original scale items had 

been selected. 

In the wake of the critique, a number of alternative assessment tools were 

designed (for example, Bern 1974; Berzins, Welling, and Wetter 1978; Heilbrun 

1981; Morawski 1985; Spence and Helmreich 1979; Williams and Best 1982). 

The alternative scales measure the variability of gender-related behaviors and 

their dependence on specific situational context. A substantial degree of 
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similarity among the various methods is found, all leading to robust measures of 

psychological masculinity and femininity (Williams and Best 1990). 

The best known assessment tool is the Bern Sex Role Inventory (BSRI) 

(Bern 1974, 1981, 1985). It measures masculinity and femininity as separate and 

independent dimensions. The concept of advantageous androgyny emerged and 

is used to identify non-sex typed individuals with nearly equivalent masculinity 

and femininity scores. Further, the undifferentiated concept emerged whereby 

individuals with low masculinity and femininity scores are considered 

troublesome. 

Thus, psychologists believe the concept of gender may involve both 

observed and self-assessed grades of maleness and femaleness. Gender is not 

static, but flexible, and its meaning is held in the beliefs that people hold in the 

context of social interaction, rather than in the inherent qualities of the male or 

female. Gender has thereby been assessed by many disciplines. 

Anthropologists study gender as it relates to traditional and non-traditional 

structures in various global locations (for example, Kelsky 1999; Matthews and 

Beaujot 1997; Sikkink and Choque 1999) and why gender has been constructed 

in the transition from kinship to state societies (Gailey 1987). 

Sociologists tend to investigate gender as a property of systems rather 

than people (Ferree and Hess 1987, p. 17). Accordingly, the centrality of family 

and its gendered nature are subjects evaluated by sociologists (for example, 

Glenn 1987; Lopata 1987). Sociologists concentrate on the ways socialization 

practices form gendered differences whereby gender is seen as a principle 
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component organizing social arrangements, behavior, and cognition. 

Sociologists tend to believe that gender identity is the suppression of natural 

similarities for social purposes rather than the natural expression of differences. 

Psychologists zealously pursue the scientific search for sex differences. 

Gender skyrocketed from a sleepy psychological topic to a popular psychological 

topic in the 1960s when both male and female psychologists turned to the Civil 

Rights Movement as a foundation for gathering strength in the Women's 

Movement (Spence 1993). Changing patterns of employment followed and 

society was in transition. Psychologists began to study gender in an attempt to 

understand individuals' differences in a changing society (Williams and Best 

1990). 

Biologists and medical doctors seek to analyze biological differences 

between males and females. Interest in the brain size and functioning 

differences between the genders has become increasingly popular (for example, 

Bradshaw and Nettleton 1981 ; de Courten-Meyers 1999; McGlone 1980; 

Meyers-Levy 1994). 

Economists tend to examine gender inequalities and the division of labor 

with economic models examining unequal pay scales and choices male and 

female workers make. Various discrepancy explanatory factors are examined via 

socialization, human capital characteristics, discrimination, and mobility models 

(England and McCreary 1987). Further, economists tend to examine feminist 

intervention strategies for the fight for pay equity (Ciancanelli and Berch 1987). 
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Political scientists examine sexual intimidation as a mechanism for 

keeping women in their place and the role the media plays in reinforcing sexual 

stereotypes (Sheffield 1987). Feminist political science scholars seek to revise 

and correct their models through studies of women as political actors and objects 

of public policy. Whereby political scientists generally agree that women's 

political involvement has long been contingent on their experiences as members 

of primary groups such as families, friendship networks, and neighborhoods, 

politics is best viewed as a study of communities in action versus a study of 

power (Ackelsberg and Diamond 1987). 

Increasingly, researchers attempt to understand why and how females 

differ from males within anthropological, sociological, psychological, biological, 

medical, economic, political, and marketing frameworks. Within the marketing 

framework, a thorough literature review was undertaken, resulting in three bodies 

of literature: (1) salesforce issues, (2) consumer behavior actions, and (3) 

advertising. The next section reviews and synthesizes the gender and marketing 

literature. 

Gender and Marketing 

Salesforce 

As the labor force composition has changed, there has been considerable 

discussion of the role women play in the workforce. In response to the trend 

where more women are entering the workplace, researchers have taken interest 

in the role women play in the salesforce. The sales profession is one of many 
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formerly male-dominated occupations that have seen an influx of women in 

recent years. Women held 19.3% of all non-retail US sales occupations in 1999 

compared with only 6.6% in 1970 (US Census Bureau 1970, 1999). These 

remarkable employment gains are linked to increasing rates of females obtaining 

college degrees, changing familial roles, and legal pressures (Fugate, Decker, 

and Brewer 1998). Pursuant to this increase, the literature, with respect to the 

salesforce, includes gender difference research which naturally groups into three 

broad topics: (1) image and perception, (2) leadership and ethics, and (3) 

performance. 

Image and Perception 

Image and perception are key elements in the sales process because 

selling involves more than the transfer of goods and services for pay. The 

buyer's perception of the salesperson is one of several elements of the sales 

process that leads to either a successful or unsuccessful outcome. Evidence 

indicates that buyers' perceptions toward saleswomen is generally favorable, with 

little evidence of negative stereotyping which, if found at all, is subtle (Moncrief et 

al. 2000; Russ and McNeilly 1988). However, when negative stereotyping does 

exist in the salesforce, sales managers generally perceive the behavior to have 

deleterious associations with performance (Comer and Jolson 1991) and must 

work with both the female and male salesforce and managers to manage the 

perception. 

Interestingly, buyers of both genders tend to perceive females more 

favorably than males (Cook and Corey 1991; Swan et al. 1984 ). Jones et al. 
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(1998) discovered that buyer gender did not have a significant impact on the 

perceptions of salesperson credibility and female salespersons were considered 

trustworthier than male salespersons. Finally, female buyers have a higher 

perceptual image of female salesperson than males with regard to 

gregariousness, confidence, and sensibility. 

Leadership and Ethics 

Unsurprisingly, leadership and ethics issues accompany the influx of 

women in the salesforce. When all other leadership components were 

controlled, Comer et al. (1995) found that salesmen favored supervision by 

considerate sales leaders and saleswomen valued charismatic sales leaders. 

These results suggest that salesmen may prefer supervision by women whose 

style corresponds more to feminine stereotypes than saleswomen's preferences. 

There is plentiful, albeit conflicting literature comparing ethical differences 

between saleswomen and salesmen. Gender socialization theory suggests that 

women versus men are conditioned to reason differently about ethical issues and 

are more likely to judge issues in a moral context (Gilligan 1982). Ford and 

Richardson (1994) summarize the literature concerning gender differences in 

salesperson ethics which indicates an equal number of studies suggest females 

are likely to act more ethically than males in some situations versus those studies 

indicating gender has no impact on ethical beliefs. Thus, these inconsistent 

findings suggest no compelling theoretical rationale. More recent work also 

confirms the lack of compelling evidence for gender differences in salesperson 

ethics; however, the ethical differences between men and women are specific to 
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the situational context and idealistic viewpoints (Bass, Barnett, and Brown 1998; 

Dawson 1997). 

Performance 

Unequivocally, gender-related performance in the salesforce is of interest 

to academicians and practitioners alike. One common performance-enhancing 

practice in sales organizations is the mentoring process. Categorizing woman as 

the more nurturing gender, it is surprising to discover that salesmen perceive 

greater benefits to mentoring than saleswomen (Fine and Pullins 1998). Perhaps 

females are more familiar with providing versus receiving mentoring. 

Unarguably, motivated salespersons are likely to be more successful than non

motivated ones; thus comparing salesmen and saleswomen in terms of their 

perceptions of motivational components holds utility in recruiting, training, and 

supervision techniques. Following Vroom's (1964) expectancy model, Dubinsky 

et al. (1993) found that saleswomen have higher expectancy estimates, or the 

salesperson's perception of the link between effort and performance, than 

salesmen. Saleswomen and salesmen had similar perceptions of 

instrumentality, or the salesperson's perception of the link between job 

performance and attainment of rewards, and valence, or the salesperson's desire 

to obtain additional amounts of a given reward. Accordingly, the motivational 

gender differences may be due to saleswomen's perceptions that they have to 

work harder than salesmen to "prove" themselves, or perhaps the differences 

may be caused by role ambiguity or inaccurate assumptions about job 

requirements. 
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In industrial selling settings, few gender differences were found in selling 

behaviors, job attitudes, and the way men and women respond to supervisory 

rewards and punishments (Dion and Banting 2000; Schul, Remington, and Berl 

1990; Sigauw and Honeycutt 1995); however, industrial saleswomen experience 

a higher level of turnover than their male counterparts (Schul and Wren 1992) 

and saleswomen perceive greater role ambiguity in adaptive selling behavior 

(Sigauw and Honeycutt 1995). Further, over time, females were found to have 

diminishing commitment levels compared with males (Kennedy and Lawton 

1992). Although males were evaluated more highly than females on a few 

performance and sales behavior dimensions, no difference was found in 

purchasing managers' assessments of female and male salespersons' overall 

performance (Dion, Easterling, and Javalgi 1997). Male sales managers, 

however, were still found to be skeptical about saleswomen's ability to perform 

their jobs (Comer 1992). No gender differences were found in interpersonal 

listening skills in terms of personal selling (Castleberry, Shepherd, and Ridnour 

1999) or in the degree of customer orientation exhibited by salespersons 

(O'Hara, Boles, and Johnston 1991 ). Further, though salespersons are primarily 

attracted to prospects that are similar to them in terms of gender, gender 

mismatch in the sales dyad actually enhanced performance (Dwyer, Richard, and 

Shepherd 1998). 

Using Bern's (1981, 1985) gender schema theory, Jolson and Comer 

(1992) assess sales managers' perceptions of their subordinate saleswomen's 

sex role identity and performance effectiveness. According to Bern (1981, 1985), 
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sex-typed individuals tend to encode and organize information in terms of a 

gender schema, using femininity and masculinity as the organizing dimensions. 

Through Bern's Sex Role Inventory (BSRI), Bern (1981) categorizes individuals 

as sex-typed (feminine or masculine) or nonsex-typed (androgynous or 

undifferentiated). Sex-typed, or schematic persons are highly attuned to the 

cultural definitions of their sex-appropriate behavior. It is likely that they process 

information based on these cultural definitions of femininity and masculinity. Sex

typed persons adhere to the attributes stereotypically prescribed for their 

particular sex. Individuals more disposed to schematic processing are theorized 

to make sharper, more differentiated judgments about factors perceived to be 

relevant to stereotypical gender characteristics (Bern 1981). 

Nonsex-typed (androgynous or undifferentiated), or aschematic individuals 

use other nongender dimensions to organize information and are less likely than 

sex-typed individuals to engage in gender schema processing. Androgynous 

persons are described as possessing high degrees of femininity and masculinity. 

Undifferentiated persons possess low degrees of femininity and masculinity and 

are thought to be maladaptive (Kelly and Worell 1977). Thus, sex-typed 

individuals are more likely to keep their behavior consistent with their culture's 

definitions of gender appropriateness and nonsex-typed individuals are more 

likely to cross the traditional gender boundaries. 

Jolson and Comer (1992) measured masculinity and femininity and found 

managers perceived masculine and feminine traits as complementary 

contributions to effective female sales performance. Masculine traits were found 
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to be more important for effective prospecting, contacting customers, probing for 

needs, stimulating desire, and closing sales. Feminine traits tended to dominate 

retaining customers and performing non-selling activities. Thus, the results 

suggest that women with androgynous scores rich in high masculinity and high 

femininity attributes may be the most suited for sales positions. Broadening 

Jolson and Comer's (1992) results, it would prove interesting to examine men's 

scores, identifying whether androgynous-scoring men also fit the profile for 

successful salespersons. 

In sum, the marketing literature pertaining to gender-related salesforce 

issues suggests several gendered differences. These differences are 

synthesized in the proceeding section and are followed by the gender-related 

consumer behavior extant literature review. 

Gender Differences in the Salesforce Literature 

Table 1 presents the gender findings of the salesforce literature. 

Generally, females are perceived at least as favorably as males. One significant 

differential finding is that females have higher turnover than males, which might 

be caused by job pressures, role ambiguity, or role demands at home. In sum, 

the literature suggests females are as likely or more likely than males to succeed 

in the salesforce. 
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TABLE 1 

GENDER FINDINGS OF THE SALESFORCE LITERATURE 

1. Saleswomen are perceived equally or more favorably than salesmen from 
the perspective of the industrial buyer (Cook and Corey 1991 ; Moncrief et 
al. 2000; Russ and McNeilly 1988; Swan et al. 1984). 

2. Saleswomen are perceived to be as credible as salesmen (Jones et al. 
1998). 

3. Saleswomen are perceived to be trustworthier than salesmen (Jones et al. 
1998). 

4. Saleswomen are perceived to be more gregarious, confident, and sensible 
than salesmen (Jones et al. 1998). 

5. Salesmen prefer more stereotypical female supervisors than saleswomen 
(Comer et al. 1995). 

6. When stereotyping does exist, sales managers generally perceive the 
behavior to be negatively linked with performance (Comer and Jolson 
1991). 

7. No significant ethics differences exist between the genders (Bass, Barnett, 
and Brown 1998; Dawson 1997; Ford and Richardson 1994). 

8. Salesmen perceive greater benefits to mentoring than saleswomen (Fine 
and Pullins 1998). 

9. Saleswomen perceive a higher link between effort and performance than 
salesmen (Dubinsky et al. 1993). 

10. No significant differences exist between the genders in selling behavior, 
listening skills, or customer orientation (Dian and Banting 2000; Schul , 
Remington, and Berl 1990; Sigauw and Honeycutt 1995). 

11 . Saleswomen have a higher turnover than salesmen (Schul and Wren 
1992). 

12. Saleswomen perceive greater role ambiguity in adaptive selling behavior 
than salesmen (Sigauw and Honeycutt 1995). 

13. Over time, saleswomen experience lower degrees of commitment than 
salesmen (Kennedy and Lawton 1992). 

14.Actual sales performance between saleswomen and salesmen is 
equivalent (Castleberry, Shepherd, and Ridnour 1999; Dian, Easterling, 
and Javalgi 1997; O'Hara, Boles, and Johnston 1991). 

15. Male sales managers exhibit skepticism over saleswomen's performance 
ability (Comer 1992). 

16. Gender mismatch in the sales dyad enhances performance (Dwyer, 
Richard , and Shepherd 1998). 

17. Saleswomen with both high degrees of masculinity and femininity sex role 
indicators are best suited for salesforce careers (Jolson and Comer 1992). 
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Consumer Behavior 

Gender is frequently used as a segmentation strategy because it meets 

several requirements for successful implementation including: (1) gender is 

easily identifiable, (2) gender segments are accessible, (3) gender segments are 

measurable and responsive to marketing mix elements, and (4) gender segments 

are large and profitable (Darley and Smith 1995). Despite the importance of 

studying gender, consumer behavior research in gender issues is limited (Carsky 

and Zuckerman 1991). The studies that have been conducted tend to use 

gender as one of several independent variables in empirical analyses and to use 

it to form taxonomies. 

Consumers are generally thought to make effective and adaptive rational 

purchase decisions subject to their time and resource constraints (Baron 1994; 

Simon 1983). Thus, as the labor and family landscapes evolve, females' and 

males' time and resource constraints transform. Accordingly, their behavior has 

been examined in terms of: (1) purchase responsibility, (2) consumerism 

patterns, and (3) correlates. The literature reviews follow. 

Purchase Responsibility 

Spousal shopping responsibilities has been a common research topic 

since the post World War II 1950s when it was discovered that husbands 

dominated car purchases, wives controlled food budgeting, both partners 

participated in housing and vacation choices, and either the husband alone or 

both partners together made life insurance decisions (Sharp and Matt 1956). 
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Consistently, husbands were found to have the most influence on car choice, 

wives prevailed in the selection of home appliances and goods, and both 

partners shared the responsibility of saving money (Wolgast 1958). 

Some similarities and some changes occurred by the 1970s indicating that 

husbands dominated insurance purchases, wives dominated grocery and 

household good purchases, and both partners equally shared housing, living 

room furniture, offspring schooling, and leisure purchase decisions (Lavin 1993). 

By the 1970s, researchers looked at the household purchasing patterns in terms 

of those that were husband-dominant, wife-dominant, or joint, allowing marketers 

to focus their strategies on the household members most likely to purchase 

particular goods or services. As the 1980s approached, the pursuit of paid 

employment became the norm for women. Though non-working women may 

consider shopping a leisurely social activity (Benson 1986), several studies have 

shown that employed women are less likely to use leisure hours for shopping 

(McCall 1977; Zeithaml 1985). 

Interestingly, over time husbands continue to perceive that they have 

dominant influence over auto purchases while wives indicate the responsibility 

should be shared (Qualls 1988). Similarly, wives' role orientation is more 

equalitarian than husbands' in terms of financial and domestic chores (Bobinski 

and Assar 1991; Kim and Lee 1989). Despite the Women's Movement, the baby 

boom generation does not indicate eagerness to change fundamentally 

traditional buying roles (Lavin 1993). 
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Consumerism Patterns 

Aside from their purchasing roles, males and females tend to follow 

different consumerism patterns. Women, more than men, seem to spend more 

time shopping, enjoy it more, and are more likely to comparison shop, use 

coupons, and engage in bargain hunting 0/'Jood 1998). Women tend to buy more 

clothing than men while men tend to buy more electronics and entertainment 

products than women (Hayhoe et al. 2000). Women tend to spend more of their 

income than men (Braus 1993), overall, women are the household's prime buying 

decision-maker (Fram and Grady 1997), women control 60% of all US wealth, 

and influence more than 80% of all purchases (Cuneo 1997). 

Expectedly, as the relative earnings of women have increased in the past 

few decades, the share of women's total shopping time has decreased. Further, 

men's share of shopping time is greater at younger ages and post-retirement 

ages. More importantly for marketers, a rise in women's wage increases the 

demand for brand names by more than an increase in men's wages and 

women's relative earnings increases are related to a rise in male shopping 

(Pashigian and Bowen 1994). 

Impulse, or unplanned purchasing, is commonplace in most retail 

environments. It is suggested that more than 50% of retail purchases are 

unplanned, with many of those impulse purchases later regretted. Generally, 

women are more likely than men to shop impulsively 0/'Jood 1998). However, it 

is likely these impulse purchases are both category-specific and gender-specific 
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in nature and also related to time spent shopping. For example, men tend to 

impulsively buy instrumental and leisure items projecting independence and 

activity while women tend to buy symbolic and self-expressive goods concerned 

with appearance and emotional aspects of self (Dittmar, Beattie, and Friese 

1995). 

Finally, researchers must consider the specific gendered segments. Both 

males and females may be married, single, divorced, or widowed. These eight 

segments' behavior patterns may be discernable. Bush and Burnett (1987) were 

the first to assess the differences between the four female segments with respect 

to advertising and media variables. They confirmed the heterogeneity of the 

single female market, indicating divorced females are heavy mass 

communication users, never-married singles hold more negative attitudes toward 

advertising than the other segments and rarely read newspapers, and widowed 

females are likely to use all forms of mass communication and advertising, which 

may be a function of age as well . Clearly, marketers are likely to be more 

successful with media strategies directed at not only specific genders, but also 

specific segments of males and females. 

Correlates 

Gender alone may not be the driving force between males' and females' 

consumer behavior differences. As previously stated, age is likely to mediate 

behavior along with other demographic variables. Segmenting beyond gender 

holds both practical and academic appeal. 
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Bellenger, Robertson, and Hirschman (1976) considered age, education, 

social class, and family life cycle in terms of potential correlates of consumer 

behavior purchasing patterns. Considering female behavior, they found age and 

education to be strong correlates and social class and family life cycle weak 

correlates, signifying that it may prove promising for retailers to include additional 

segmentation strategies along with gendered strategies. 

In sum, the gender-related consumer behavior marketing literature 

indicates behavioral gendered differences. The next section integrates these 

differences. A review of the extant gender-related advertising literature then 

follows the integration. 

Gender Differences in the Consumer Behavior Literature 

Integrating the consumer behavior literature in terms of gender 

differences, table 2 presents the findings. Generally, traditional purchase roles 

have remained intact over time, men and women exhibit different consumer 

behavior patterns, and several correlates are involved in discerning gendered 

consumer behavior differences. 
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TABLE 2 

GENDER FINDINGS OF THE CONSUMER BEHAVIOR LITERATURE 

1. Traditional purchase roles have remained generally consistent since the 
1950s, despite the change in the landscape of the workforce (Lavin 1993). 

2. Though purchase roles have remained constant, for married couples, 
females' role orientation has become more equalitarian (Bobinski and 
Assar 1991 ; Kim and Lee 1989; Qualls 1988). 

3. Though purchase roles have remained constant, in theory, both males and 
females are becoming socialized to believe that certain non-traditional 
shopping tasks are considered acceptable (Lavin 1993). 

4. Employed women are less likely to use leisure time for shopping, though 
overall , women spend more time shopping than men and are more likely 
to enjoy it, comparison shop, use coupons, and bargain hunt (Benson 
1986; McCall 1977; Wood 1998; Zeithaml 1985). 

5. Women tend to spend more of their income than men (Braus 1993). 
6. Women control and influence more of the purchasing decisions than men 

(Cuneo 1997; Fram and Grady 1997). 
7. Women's increased wages increase the demand for brand names and 

women's relative earnings increases are related to a rise in male shopping 
(Pashigian and Bowen 1994). 

8. Women tend to purchase more clothing than men and men tend to 
purchase more electronics and entertainment services than women 
(Hayhoe et al. 2000). 

9. Women are more likely to impulse purchase than men. However, both 
men and women impulse shop differently with men tending to impulsively 
buy instrumental and leisure items projecting independence and activity 
and women tending to buy symbolic and self-expressive goods concerned 
with appearance and emotional aspects of self (Dittmar, Beattie, and 
Friese 1995; Wood 1998). 

10. There is utility in further segmenting males and females into single, 
divorced, married, and widowed categories (Bush and Burnett 1987). 

11. Other correlates such as age and education hold strategy value for 
marketers (Bellenger, Robertson, and Hirschman 1976). 

Advertising 

Gender roles at work and home have changed over the past three 

decades with more women entering the paid workforce where the picture of 

gender roles is painted in shades of gray (Cafferata, Horn, and Wells 1994). 
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Men and women see eye-to-eye on some gender issues and disagree on others. 

In constructing advertising messages, it is imperative to know and understand 

the specifics of the mechanics behind these convergences and divergences and 

to appreciate their nature. Three decades of research and commentary on 

advertising related gender issues has produced a body of knowledge that needs 

to be synthesized. When it comes to making advertising decisions, a careful, 

fact-based scrutiny of the dynamic details of how consumers are feeling, thinking, 

processing, and behaving is essential in forming effective advertising solutions. 

Article Organization 

The extant gender and marketing literature is most plentiful in the study of 

gender-related advertising issues. Several information sources were used to find 

the articles for this review. The top twenty marketing journals, as delineated by 

marketing faculty (Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997) were perused in order to 

discern the most relevant literature and to promote parsimony. Those top twenty 

journals were used to identify empirical research that includes studies performed 

with advertisement exposure, without advertisement exposure, and content 

analyses. Though numerous other marketing journals contain seemingly useful 

literature, a finite number of marketing journals was used. To develop well

rounded multidisciplinary literature accumulation, the top three gender-related 

sociology, psychology, and communications journals were also used. The only 

exception in this article identification system is the identification and use of 

referrals indicated in the above literature and the use of the significant 1991 
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Proceedings of the Conference on Gender and Consumer Behavior. The 

conceptual pieces were drawn from a broader body of literature. 

The marketing publications used were extrapolated from the top twenty 

marketing journals (Hult, Neese, and Bashaw 1997). They are: (1) Journal of 

Marketing, (2) Journal of Marketing Research, (3) Journal of Consumer 

Research, (4) Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, (5) Journal of 

Advertising, (6) Journal of Advertising Research, (7) Advances in Consumer 

Research, (8) Psychology and Marketing, and (9) Industrial Marketing 

Management. The top three multidisciplinary journals used are: (1) Sex Roles, 

(2) Psychological Bulletin, and (3) Journalism Quarterly. 

Articles published since 1970 were identified using the following business, 

social science, and gender-related databases: (1) ABI INFORM, (2) 

ContmpWomenlss, (3) First Search, (4) GenderWatch, (5) HumanitiesAbs, (6) 

lAC, (7) lnfoTrac, (8) ProQuest, (9) PsycFirst, and (10) SocSciAbs. After reading 

the articles, their references were screened for additional citations. That process 

generated a large number of articles, papers, and book chapters; however, only 

those pertaining to specific gender-related advertising issues were retained. 

These studies were then grouped by type, method, and media. 

There were a total of seventy-eight articles found. Of this total, 38% were 

empirical using advertisement exposure, 13% were empirical without advertising 

exposure, 29% were content analyses, and 21% were conceptual. Of the studies 

that were empirical or content analyses, 68% were performed with advertising in 

print media, 19% in television, and 13% in other forms of media. Clearly, the 
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majority of work has been performed in print advertising. A review of these 

seventy-eight articles suggests a variety of findings. They are reviewed via print, 

television, and other media along with conceptual findings. 

Print Research Findings 

Empirical studies with ad exposure. Generally, researchers were 

interested in the presence and degree of sexism in ads. Women were more 

likely to find ads sexist (Jones, Stanaland, and Gelb 1998; Rossi and Rossi, 

1985) although the more sexual the visual portion of the ad, the more prevalent 

the focus on the sexual elements as opposed to the product or message 

(Severn, Belch, and Belch 1990). Sex image ads were found to affect the 

acceptance of feminism negatively (MacKay and Covell 1997), although females' 

level of feminism did not significantly affect subjects' regard for roles assigned to 

women in advertisements (Duker and Tucker, Jr 1977). Both men and women 

stated ethical concerns about the use of strong sexual appeals in advertising 

(Prakash, 1992; LaTour and Henthorne 1994). 

Additionally, several studies examined the information processing 

differences between men and women (Carsky and Zuckerman 1991; Meyers

Levy 1988; Meyers-Levy and Maheswaran 1991; Wright 1975). The findings 

suggest that females process information more elaborately than men, relying on 

the particulars of message claims. Additionally, a single ad exposure may not be 

as successful at creating confidently-held attitudes for females as for males 

(Kempf, Palan, and Laczniak 1997). Spokesperson effect was examined and the 
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Freiden (1984) study suggests that the gender of the endorser did not 

significantly affect consumer attitudes toward products. 

Other studies imply that sex role stereotyping does exist (Barry, Gilly, and 

Doran 1985; Kilbourne 1986); however, while sexist meanings are present, 

women are acquiring better skills to negotiate the tensions of being a woman in a 

seemingly patriarchal society (Kates and Shaw-Garlock 1999). Further, arousal 

can be a mediating variable in terms of ad processing (LaTour, Pitts, and Snook

Luther 1990). 

Several studies in this category suggest purchase intent strategies 

including eliminating photographs of sales representatives in ads unless they are 

highly attractive (Caballero and Pride 1984), disregarding whether a service is 

sex-typed when designing ads (Stafford 1998), and tailoring ads to target 

audience role orientation (Leigh, Rethans, and Whitney 1987). 

This literature grouping indicates males prefer ads exhibiting socialization 

in large groups and with competitive activities, whereas females prefer ads with 

socialization in non-sports competitive activities or non-competitive activities in 

either large or small groups (Prakash 1992). Females are more accepting to 

male nudity in ads (Simpson, Horton, and Brown 1996) although men seem to be 

energized by female nudity in ads whereas women are made tense by it (LaTour 

1990). 

Lastly, both men's and women's gender role attitudes can be influenced 

by the media (Garst and Bodenhausen 1997; Richins 1991 ). Less traditional 

men's attitudes are susceptible to varying male media images whereas more 

32 



traditional men are less flexible, perhaps due to their strict definitions of 

appropriate male behavior. Both males' and females' idealized images drawn 

from ad exposure raised comparison standards for attractiveness and lowered 

self-attractiveness satisfaction. 

Empirical studies without ad exposure. Seven empirical studies without 

ad exposure used print as the medium. One mirrored an earlier study and the 

latter findings indicated that over time, women continue to have a negative 

perception toward female role portrayal in ads (Ford, LaTour, and Lundstrom 

1991 ). The earlier study (Lundstrom and Sciglimpaglia 1977) surveyed women 

concerning their general perceptions of women's portrayals in advertising. 

Another study used both print and television as the media (Sosanie and 

Szybillo 1978). Relevant to the time it was written, the article suggests television 

is the more efficient medium in reaching non-working women and magazines are 

more efficient for reaching working married women such that working as well as 

marital status affect media choices. Gender-based differences in the types of 

media icons subjects emulate were identified through interviews (Hirschman and 

Thompson 1997). Unsurprisingly, the experiences and effects of media images 

vary across gender. Females exhibited a more societal focus than males 

whereas males viewed media products with a more individual slant. 

Perceptions of advertising role portrayal varied by demographic factors 

and females' feminine role orientation. Generally, females were less tolerant 

than males of stereotypical female ad role portrayals (LaTour, Henthorne, and 

Williams 1998; Venkatesh 1980). More specifically, feminists were more 
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sensitive to the portrayal of women in advertising and expect a greater emphasis 

on the contemporary working women (Ford and LaTour 1993). 

Content analyses. Eleven content analyses using print as the medium 

were found. Content analysis is " .. . a research technique for the objective, 

systematic and quantitative description of the manifest content of 

communication" (Berelson 1952, p. 18) and is widely used in the communication 

field. The print studies examined as few as twenty ads and as many as twelve 

hundred. A wide variety of publications was used, and some analyses were 

conducted over time. The vast majority of research on gender and print media 

uses content analysis to examine role portrayals, with female role portrayals as 

the focus. This concentration on role portrayal stems from the relative ease of 

data collection and the research's pragmatic implications for advertisers. Several 

studies found that the portrayal of women in stereotypical roles such as 

housewife, mother, and sex object, has decreased over time (Busby and Leichty 

1993; Easton and Toner 1983; Klassen, Jasper, and Schwartz 1993; Sullivan 

and O'Connor 1998; Venkatesan and Lasco 1975). 

Conversely, others found that women have been increasingly portrayed as 

sex objects, in stereotypical roles, suggesting that gender bias is increasing 

(Belkaoui and Belkaoui 1976; Ferguson, Kreshel, and Tinkham 1990; Soley and 

Kurzbard 1986). Some reasons for this divergence may include: (1) the choice of 

publications used which, for both groups, included studies with either solely 

women's magazines, solely news magazines, or a mix of the two plus men's 

magazines, (2) the number of publications used which ranged from three to 
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twenty-two in the first group and one to six in the second group, (3) the content 

that was coded which, for the first group included identifying traditional , reverse

traditional, and equality poses and female role poses and for the second group 

included traditional versus nontraditional poses, the number of females and 

males in ads, and the appearance of sexuality versus no sexuality in ads, and (4) 

the gender of the coders which was made available in only two studies which 

were in the second group; these studies had female coders. 

Other studies suggest the presence of narrow images of women in ads 

(Sexton and Haberman 1974) while established magazines' ads tend to 

stereotype women more than newer magazines (Ruggiero and Weston 1986). 

One study considered professional journal ads and determined that males were 

portrayed more stereotypically than females in medical journals (Leppard , 

Ogletree, and Wallen 1993). 

Several international studies were undertaken. These content analyses of 

magazine advertisements compared foreign findings to US findings. The results 

suggest that ads in Indian, Greek, Swedish, Dutch, German, and Japanese 

magazines follow similar patterns as US magazine ads, resulting in stereotypical 

female role portrayals (First 1998; Ford et al. 1998). These international studies 

generally suggest that gender bias seems to be slightly easing over time. 

Television Research Findings 

Empirical studies with ad exposure. Surprisingly, only one empirical study 

with ad exposure used television as the medium with ad manipulations (McDaniel 
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and Kiney 1998). For commercials aired during the 1994 Olympics, females, 

compared with males, tended to respond more favorably to brands they perceive 

as supporting a cause versus brands that were not cause-supported. 

Empirical studies without ad exposure. One empirical study without ad 

exposure used two forms of experimentation. In the first, subjects were asked to 

read a message describing a new news program, followed by a general survey, 

and finally subjects were asked to recall the statements they read. In the second 

experiment, subjects' recall of a product was assessed. It was found that in 

terms of message exposure, women, with their more elaborate processing skills 

(Meyers-Levy and Sternthal 1991), probably need more than one exposure to 

develop confidently held attitudes, whereas it is likely that men need only one ad 

exposure. These findings are consistent with Kempf, Palan, and Laczniak 

(1997). 

Content analyses. Ten studies content analyzed televisions ads. Women 

were seen in more stereotypical roles in a 1971 versus 1976 comparison of 

television ads, but to a lesser degree (Schneider and Barich-Schneider 1979). 

Other studies concur that gender stereotyping exists over the years, but in a 

milder manner (Allan and Coltrane 1996; Caballero and Solomon 1984; Coltrane 

and Adams 1997; Craig 1992). A recent study of animated spokes-characters 

indicated that because spokes-characters are predominately male, they are 

reinforcing the stereotypical notion that males are more important than women 

(Peirce and McBride 1999). 
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Several international studies suggest global advertising practices similar to 

the United States. Specifically, Portuguese findings were closely matched to 

those in the United States (Neto and Pinto 1998) as were Mexican, Australian 

(Gilly 1988), and British (Furnham and Bitar 1993) findings. Further, Milner and 

Collins (2000) found support for using Hofstede's (1983) gender of country 

taxonomy to predict the gender actions of TV ad characters. 

Other Media Research Findings 

Empirical studies with ad exposure. There were four other studies 

performed with ad exposure. They used radio as the medium. Two manipulated 

the gender of the product; the first found that women prefer feminine brands 

("Rainbow" soap) and are accepting of masculine brands ("Tiger" soap) while 

men prefer masculine brands and do not readily accept feminine brands (Aireck, 

Settle, and Belch 1982). The other study found that spokesperson gender is 

effective in influencing viewers' perceptions of the gender image of the product 

(Debevec and lyer 1986). In terms of voice-overs, Bellizzi and Milner (1991) 

found that for ads directed at women (those with female speakers and female

oriented verbiage), men will react less positively than women, while for ads 

directed at men (those with male speakers and male-oriented verbiage), women 

and men will react similarly. Finally, in a mall intercept study designed to test the 

selectivity model, Darley and Smith (1995) found that in low risk situations, 

females show equally favorable responses to objective and subjective claims, but 

as risk increased, objective claims were more favorable. Males' responses to ad 
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claims did not vary with risk level; however, contrary to the selectivity model, 

males did not respond more favorably to objective ad claims. 

Empirical studies without ad exposure. Other empirical media studies 

without ad exposure indicate the impact of music tempo and loudness on the 

genders differs. Females were found to react negatively to louder and faster 

music than males (Kellaris and Rice 1993). Based on phone interviews, Widgery 

and McGaugh (1993) determined that over time, women have become less 

interested in the stereotypical aspects of persuasion message appeals than in 

the past, suggesting that women have less time and patience for concerns of 

these sorts. 

Content analyses. Two studies fall into this category, using radio as the 

medium. First, Hurtz and Durkin (1997) content analyzed Australian radio 

commercials. Second, Furnham and Thomson (1999) content analyzed 

advertisements on two British radio stations. Both studies found that sex-role 

stereotyping, albeit subtly shifting, has not significantly declined over time. The 

stereotyping seems to be moving from the nature of the central figure and the 

location of the advertisement to the arguments used to purchase the product. 

Conceptual Research Findings 

The fifteen conceptual pieces found cover the three decades. Eagly 

(1978), in her literature review, examined the hypothesis that women are more 

influenceable than men. Interestingly, she determined that there is little empirical 

support for the hypothesis; the findings are paradoxical in relation to the popular 
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notion of social psychology indicating that women are more easily influenced 

than men. Another 1970s study reviews the status of women in advertisements. 

It found that while the percentage of women portrayed in stereotypical roles 

declined, women as sex objects still remained popular and a growing devise. 

Conceptual work during the 1980s includes five articles. A magazine 

content analysis review (Whipple and Courtney 1985) indicates that to portray 

females in advertising effectively, advertisers should consider matching the 

gender of the model with the product image, choosing appropriate role settings, 

depicting models more modernly, and avoiding stereotypical poses. Meyers

Levy (1989) and Prakash and Flores (1985) explore psychological differences 

between men and women in terms of their advertising preferences, concluding 

that women process information more subjectively than men and different ad 

formats should be used to target each gender. Meyers-Levy's (1989) selectivity 

model suggests that males streamline the processing of information by focusing 

on self-related information. This focus acts as a heuristic device on which to 

base judgments. Females, in contrast, comprehensively process information, 

devoting equal processing to information relevant to the self and to others' 

external world. Thus, males are selective processors and females are 

comprehensive processors, underscoring the value of understanding gender 

differences in judgment strategy when designing persuasive advertisements. 

Males' selectivity implies that ad messages should be single-minded and the 

desired information should be presented at the outset of the appeal, regardless 

of the medium. In opposition, females' comprehensiveness suggests that 
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advertising should present a variety of diversified benefits, if the medium allows 

for sufficient time to represent the message information in memory. When 

processing time is limited, females are more likely to rely on the last information 

presented in forming judgments. 

Cantor (1987) reviews the way in which mass media messages directed at 

women are created, distributed, and received. She asserts that messages about 

women's position in the social structure remain subordinate to men. In a meta

analysis of social influence studies, Eagly and Carli ( 1981) discovered that 

women were more persuadable than men and women were more conforming 

than men in group pressure situations, particularly when surveillance by an 

influencing agent is involved. However, the difference in gender influenceability 

was found to be small. Not surprisingly, the meta-analysis implied that the sex of 

the researcher was a determinant in the gender-related influenceability 

differences. The majority of the studies were conducted by men who obtained 

larger sex differences in the direction of greater persuasiveness and conformity 

among women. When women anchored the studies, there was no sex 

difference. 

As expected, scholars in the 1990s have dispatched a call for international 

gender positioning research (Milner 1994). In 1991, a conference pertaining to 

gender and consumer behavior issues was held in which Gould (1991) discussed 

the dynamics of sexuality as a consumer behavior variable, suggesting that the 

expression of sex roles in their sexual nature is likely to represent a growth 

opportunity. He suggests, for example, that when men or women play novel 
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roles, that reversal adds new sexual presence to consumer encounters. 

Zuckerman and Carsky (1991) linked feminist theory to marketing paradigms, 

submitting that the feminist approach calls for a rethinking of the marketing 

discipline, where marketing should more deeply understand gender construction. 

Elliott, Eccles, and Hodgson ( 1992) considered the gender positioning of 

brands by planning to identify themes in consumer interpretations of gender 

representations, while Penaloza (1994) discussed creating and sustaining 

gender-based knowledge in marketing research. She suggests that in this 

contemporary postmodern era, gender is multidimensional and increasingly 

implicated in consumer and market behavior in invisible ways, and calls for 

research that focuses on this complex area of gender to enhance our 

understanding of this dimension of market behavior. Green (1996) concluded 

that females are more task-oriented and are more likely to respond to surveys 

than men. Finally, Rutledge-Shields (1997) maps the evolution of gender 

advertising research from a feminist perspective, indicating that a key issue in 

advertising is how different gendered audience members interpret advertising 

images and their fit with everyday experiences. 

Convergent Findings 

Researchers agree that the way in which men and women process 

information is different and varies with product risk levels. It is likely that women 

process ads more comprehensively than men and women process ads with more 

subjectively than men because of their elaborate processing skills, which may be 

developed in early childhood. Further, researchers agree that repetitive ad 
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exposure seems to be more effective for women than single ad exposure. 

Conversely, men appear to create confidently held attitudes with just one ad 

exposure. Finally, consensus indicates women seem more accepting of ads and 

brands directed at the male population than men are accepting of ads and 

brands directed at the female population. For example, few men smoke Virginia 

Slims cigarettes but many women smoke Marlboro cigarettes. 

Divergent Findings 

The areas of disagreement include some studies suggesting that gender 

bias in advertising is decreasing, while others suggest it is increasing. Several 

studies submit a spokesperson gender effect, in which the gender of the 

spokesperson has a significant effect on purchase intent, while another study 

disputes it. Several reasons can be postulated for these discrepancies. First, 

many of the empirical studies did not report reliability assessments of the 

dependent measures, calling the reliabilities into question. Another difficulty of 

the thirty empirical studies is that seventeen (or 57%) used students as subjects. 

Some of the others used adult convenience samples. Perhaps some of the 

variance between studies can be explained by the differences in external issues. 

It is likely results would be more consistent if the studies used product-user target 

market samples or products in which students are likely consumers to improve 

the external and internal validity by way of relating female role preference to 

product-user characteristics. Another explanation could be researcher bias. 

With gender testing, the gender of the researcher is a variable in itself and could 

account for some of the discrepancies (Eagly and Carli 1981). Further, many of 
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the studies have been conducted with no specific hypotheses stated. This lack 

of hypothesis generation is inclined to lead to weak results. 

As noted by Prakash and Flores (1985), the lack of research on 

psychological differences in relation to advertising format leaves us with only a 

vague understanding of how gender differences can be used in the creation of 

advertising. Since the mid-1980s, limited work has been performed to meet this 

challenge. Understanding gender issues in advertising has been slightly 

advanced through empirical studies, content analyses, and conceptual pieces. 

However, the synthesized results are not clear in some areas. Closer attention 

to reliabilities, validity issues, sample characteristics, biases, and ad 

development will strengthen the topic's forward movement. 

Further, limited work on theoretic models exists. For example, by 

inspecting the literature on gender issues in personal selling and sales 

management, it appears that women are more caring, communal, and idealistic 

than men (Bass, Barnett, and Brown 1998; Singhapakdi, Vittell, and Franke 

1999). Additionally, men have been found to have a higher preference for 

extrinsic rewards (Schul1992). These findings could be tested and interpreted in 

terms of advertising appeals to men and women, designing female-oriented 

appeals in a more caring, communal fashion and male-oriented appeals 

emphasizing extrinsic benefits. Overall, the plentiful gender-related advertising 

literature presents gendered differences. An assimilation of these differences 

follows. 
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Gender Differences in the Advertising Literature 

Table 3 presents gender findings of the advertising literature in terms of the 

central issues. Generally, gender differences in both advertising processing and 

advertising effectiveness do exist. Further, stereotypical gender bias, albeit 

decreasing continues to exist. 

TABLE 3 

GENDER FINDINGS OF THE ADVERTISING LITERATURE 

1. Gender differences in ad processing and ad effectiveness do exist (Cantor 
1987; Hirschman and Thompson 1997; Knupfer 1998; MacKay and Covell 
1997; Rutledge-Shields 1997; Severn, Belch, and Belch 1990). 

2. Males and females have ethical concerns about the use of strong sexual 
appeals in advertising (LaTour and Henthorne 1994; Prakash 1992). 

3. Females are more likely than males to find ads sexist (Ford , LaTour, and 
Lundstrom 1991 ; Jones, Stanaland, and Gelb 1998; Lundstrom and 
Sciglimpaglia 1977; Rossi and Rossi 1985). 

4. Males and females accept feminine and masculine products and brands 
differently (Aireck, Settle, and Belch 1982; Whipple and Courtney 1985). 

5. Males prefer more competitive advertisements than females (Prakash 
1992). 

6. Several studies suggest spokesperson gender significantly affects 
consumer attitudes toward products (Bellizzi and Milner 1991 ; Debevec 
and lyer 1986; Peirce and McBride 1999). 

7. Another study posits spokesperson gender does not significantly affect 
consumer attitudes toward products (Freiden 1984). 

8. Perceptions of advertising role portrayal varies by lifestyle, demographics 
and females' feminine role orientation (Ford and LaTour 1993; LaTour, 
Henthorne, and Williams 1998; Venkatesh 1980). 

9. Advertising information processing differences between males and 
females exist (Carsky and Zuckerman 1991; Darley and Smith 1995; 
Kempf, Palan, and Laczniak 1997; Meyers-Levy 1988; Meyers-Levy 1989; 
Meyers-Levy and Maheswaran 1991 ; Prakash and Flores 1985; Wright 
1975). 

10. Several studies suggest increasing gender bias (Belkaoui and Belkaoui 
1976; Ferguson, Kreshel, and Tinkham 1990; Sexton and Haberman 
1974; Soley and Kurzbard). 

11 . Several other studies suggest sex role stereotyping does exist but seems 
to be decreasing over time and there appears to be a stronger argument 
for decreasing stereotyping (Allan and Coltrane 1996; Barry, Gilly, and 
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Doran 1985; Busby and Leighty 1993; Caballero and Solomon 1984; 
Coltrane and Adams 1997; Craig 1992; Easton and Toner 1983; Ford et 
al. 1998; Furnham and Thomson 1999; Hurtz and Durkin 1997; Kerin, 
Lundstrom, and Sciglimpaglia 1979; Kilbourne 1986; Klassen, Jasper, and 
Schwartz 1993; Schneider and Barich-Schneider 1979; Sullivan and 
O'Connor 1998; Venkatesan and Losco 1975). 

12. Over time, females continue to have a negative perception toward 
stereotypical role portrayal in ads; however, this negative perception 
seems to be less severe over time (Kates and Shaw-Garlock 1999; 
Widgery and McGaugh 1993). 

, 13. Females and males react differently to ads' music tempo and volume 
whereby females react more negatively to louder and faster music 
(Kellaris and Rice 1993). 

,14. Females may require more ad exposures than males to persuade them to 
purchase a product (Kempf, Palan, and Laczniak 1997; Meyers-Levy and 
Sternthal 1991 ). 

15. Females are more influencable than males; however, the difference in 
influencability is insignificant (Eagly 1978; Eagly and Carli 1981 ). 

16. Purchase intent strategies include eliminating photographs of sales 
representatives in ads unless they are highly attractive, disregarding 
whether a service is sex-typed when designing ads, and tailoring ads to 
target audience role orientation (Caballero and Pride 1984; Leigh, 
Rethans, and Whitney 1987; Stafford 1998). 

17. Females are more accepting to male nudity in ads although men seem to 
be energized by female nudity in ads whereas women are made tense by 
it (LaTour 1990; Simpson, Horton, and Brown 1996). 

18. Advertisements found in presumably more male-oriented publications and 
more established magazines tend to stereotype women more than general 
publications (Leppard, Ogletree, and Wallen 1993; Ruggiero and Weston 
1986). 

( 19. Both men's and women's gender role attitudes can be influenced by the 
media (Garst and Bodenhausen 1997; Richins 1991 ). 

2'0. Females are more likely to respond to research surveys than males 
(Green 1996). 

21 . International print and television ads tend to follow the role portrayal 
patterns of US print and television ads (Cheng 1997; First 1998; Furnham 
and Bitar 1993; Gilly 1988; Milner and Collins 2000; Neto and Pinto 1998). 

22. Marketers should consider segmenting marital status and degree of 
employment when placing advertisements in media (Sosanie and Szybillo 
1978). 

Clearly, the research exhibits gender-related issues in terms of traditional 

media advertising. What appears to be lacking is solid research pertaining to the 

media that is currently changing marketing's landscape: the Internet. Thus, 
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Internet advertising is now defined, linked to attitude toward the ad, and 

compared with other media. 

Internet Advertising 

Internet Advertising Definition 

The Internet is a global network of local computer networks linking millions 

of host computers in over 150 countries (Emarketer, 2001 ). The World Wide 

Web - a part of the Internet - is a collection of documents including text, graphics, 

sound, and video. It provides links to other documents ad infinitum. 

Consequently, it is a distinctive advertising medium with characteristics such as 

constant message delivery, audience selectivity, multimedia capacity, 

measurable effects, global reach , audience controlled advertising exposure, and 

interactivity, making the Internet an advertising medium and more. It is also a 

forum for customer communications and a channel of distribution. This work 

refers to the Internet and World Wide Web interchangeably as the Internet or 

Web. 

Consumers have more control over advertising exposure with Internet 

advertising because they can select how much commercial content they wish to 

view, when they want to view it, and if they want to view it at all. Through the 

Internet, consumers can gather pricing information, participate in product design, 

explore promotions, consummate sales, arrange delivery, and receive post

purchase support. Amazingly, marketers can create and administer close 

relationships with millions of customers and other publics simultaneously through 
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the Internet at far less cost to the marketer than traditional media, sales, 

fulfillment, and support techniques. 

Concomitant with this astonishing observation, it is essential to discern 

Internet advertising's properties. Pure Internet advertising broadly consists of 

many forms of commercial content delivered by video, print, and audio. Its depth 

ranges from both solicited and unsolicited corporate logos, banners, pop-up 

messages, e-mail messages, and text-based hyperlinks to official Websites 

(Ducoffe 1996; Schlosser, Shavitt, and Kanter 1999) and its interactive nature 

lies in its ability to control information (Bezjian-Avery, Calder, and Iacobucci 

1998) and reflect back on itself, feed on itself, and respond to the past 

(Newhagen and Rafaeli 1996). Notable also, but beyond the scope of this paper, 

is the study of "Web Mentions" found in traditional media. "Web Mentions" 

mention Website addresses and link prospective customers with advertisers' 

Websites. 'Web Mentions" in traditional advertisements are likely more effective 

than just one mention (Bellizzi 2000). Although no principal Internet advertising 

classification exists, figure 1 presents the commonly used and easily 

interchangeable Internet advertising forms currently available to advertisers. 

Figure 1 - Internet Advertising Classification 
Manner Form 
Solicited E-mail Message 

Unsolicited Corporate Logo 
Pop-up Messaging 

Official Website 
Text or Graphic Hyperlink 
Mention in Another Site 

Banner Ad 
Micro-Site 
Contests 

(Ducoffe 1996; lAB 2001; Schlosser, Shavitt, and Kanfer 1999) 
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The well-known Georgia Tech Graphic, Visualization, and Usability 

Center's (GVU 2001) most recent World Wide Web Survey offers the results 

presented in table 4. 

TABLE4 

GVU'S 10TH SURVEY RESULTS a 

Gender 

Female Vs. 
Male 

Differences 

Feelings Toward 
General ..... ,.., .... ,n 

some 

+2.0 

Feelings Toward 
Internet 
Percentage 
liking it a lot, 

a little, or 
some 

+1.7 

Percentage 
disliking it a 
little or a lot 

Likelihood of 
/rlr'·'lr~·"'·O'lrO'lr Online d 

Percentage 
doing so and 

those 
somewhat 
likely and 

very likely to 
purchase 

online 

Percentage 
very unlikely, 

somewhat 
unlikely, or 

neither 
unlikely or 

likely to 
purchase 

online 

+5.0 

Conducted October 1998, total subjects=5,022; 66.4% male, 33.6% female 
b n=3,291 , c n=645, d n=639 

These results indicate that females are slightly more likely to have positive 

feelings toward both general and Internet advertising than males and both 

genders are likely to have a more positive feeling toward general advertising than 

Internet advertising. Interestingly, though they have less positive feelings toward 

both general and Internet advertising, males are more likely to make Internet 

purchases than females. 

The GVU World Wide Web survey results suggest the need to explore the 

findings and incorporate theory. When a revolutionary new method of marketing 
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arrives, disciplinary knowledge paradigms shift; thus, there is much to be done to 

add to the little we know about the emerging Internet. A review of the marketing, 

advertising, sociology, and psychology literature over the last decade yields 

minimal work performed on Internet marketing in part because this extremely 

important influence on the future of the advertising industry is embryonic, 

encompassing limited assertions with respect to beliefs, attitudes, and purchase 

intent toward Internet advertising and media comparability. 

Advertising Measurement Effects and Internet Advertising 

MacKenzie, Lutz, and Belch (1986, pp. 130-131) define Aad as a: 

"predisposition to respond in a favorable or unfavorable manner to a particular 

stimulus during a particular exposure occasion." Thus, Aad is one of the relevant 

measures of advertising effectiveness. Aad has been the focus of considerable 

research attention and has become an established construct used to predict 

advertising's effect on consumer intentions. 

Based on prior frameworks (Assael and Day 1968; Brown and Stayman 

1992; Gardner 1985; Homer 1990; Lavidge and Steiner 1961; O'Brien 1971; 

Palda 1966), message content influences attitude formation and behavioral 

intention. Unsurprisingly, specific media may provide varying opportunity for 

persons to consider the message content differently. Thus, different impacts on 

attitude toward the ad occur. Bruner and Kumar (2000) suggest that the 

advertising measurement effects observed in the traditional media can be 

transferred to the dynamic Internet environment. Concomitantly, attitude toward 
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Internet advertising is measured in this study as a dependent affective variable, 

along with cognition, attitude toward the brand, and conation. 

Paradoxically, the Internet's advertising and online spending growth are 

exploding, yet little empirical analysis is available to elucidate this phenomenon. 

The limited literature suggests Internet users' perceptions of Internet advertising 

are generally positive (Schlosser, Shavitt, and Kanter 1999) and users' level of 

Internet advertising interest and level of interest in clicking on the site are 

significantly correlated with attitude toward Internet advertising (Wolin and 

Korgaonkar 2001 ). Consistent with these assertions, Briggs and Hollis (1997) 

clearly classify ad banners as advertising vehicles that increase loyalty and may 

be more effective in brand alliance than TV or print ads. Evidence of gender 

stereotyping in Web banners exists, suggesting female portrayal as low-level 

Web users and male portrayal as authority users (Knupfer 1998). Other gender 

findings imply gendered use patterns where females tend to use the Internet 

primarily for interpersonal communication and educational assistance whereas 

males tend to use it for entertainment and leisure (Weiser 2000). 

Unsurprisingly, women are likely to be more concerned than men about 

their privacy online. However, men are more likely than women to adopt online 

behaviors resulting in privacy safeguards (Sheehan 1999). Given that online 

advertising involves successive click-throughs resulting in the possibility of 

providing advertisers personal information, Internet advertisers should be 

concerned that women are less likely than men to follow the click-through 

process. Overwhelmingly, it seems obvious that marketers are in a state of flux 
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concerning the Internet's gender-specific advertising behavior. Thus, as more 

individuals go online, the online advertising and shopping universe will become 

more closely related to the offline universe. Alas, it is essential to assess 

similarities and differences via comparing Internet advertising with other media 

advertising. 

Comparing Internet Advertising with Other Media 

Compared with other media, the Internet provides a more level playing 

field for advertisers. Access opportunities, share of voice, and cost structures 

are fairly equal for players of all sizes (Berthon, Pitt, and Watson 1996; Leong, 

Huang, and Stanners 1998). Accordingly, many differences exist between the 

Internet and traditional media including small banner ad sizes, content confusion 

due to the sizes of computer screens, and the ubiquitous measurement problem 

(McDonald 1997; Yuan, Caulkins, and Roehrig 1998). Unsurprisingly, current 

measures of Internet advertising are not effective. In order to compare Internet 

advertising with standard media, there needs to be a way to identify unique 

visitors rather than using current measures that rely on Internet Protocol 

addresses. Some suggestions include passwords, cookies, and unique serial 

numbers assigned to copies of browser programs (Dreze and Zufryden 1998). 

Interestingly, Bezjian-Avery, Calder, and Iacobucci (1998) found 

interactivity of Internet ads may inhibit information processing. Users who were 

generally found to spend less time viewing the ads were less likely to make 

purchases. Additionally, the more verbally-oriented the respondent, the more 

likely they were unaffected by the interactivity and the more visually oriented the 
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respondent, the more hindered they were with the interactivity. Consistent with 

these findings, visual orientations are thought to involve a more complex 

comprehension process relative to verbal orientations; thus, interactive 

advertising is likely to be more poorly suited to persons with more visual 

orientations because it adds to the complexity of their comprehension tasks. 

Indeed, comparing Internet advertising to traditional advertising triggers 

the difficult problem of obtaining valid, effective comparisons. One of the primary 

differences between Internet and traditional advertising media is the Internet's 

interactivity. To obtain a valid comparison: " ... it is necessary to create 

interactive advertising that differs from traditional advertising on the core 

dimension of interactivity but is the same in other respects . . . interactivity is 

fundamentally the ability to control information. Whereas in traditional 

advertising, the presentation is linear and the consumer is passively exposed to 

product information, for interactive advertising, the consumer instead actively 

traverses the information" (Bezjian-Avery, Calder, and Iacobucci 1998, p. 24). 

Adopting this interpretation, this research strives to answer Kover's (1999, p. 5) 

call for" ... some decent measures of impact across media." 

Unquestionably, the blossoming Internet is fast becoming an important 

new advertising medium, sales channel, fulfillment hub, and support center for 

commerce. Taking the first step to understand users' advertising response is 

crucial. This research seeks to address this gap in the literature and extend 

Internet theory into a useful place among the advertising literature. In doing so, 
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Meyers-Levy's (1989) selectivity model, which seeks to explain gendered 

information processing differences, is explored below. 

Selectivity Model 

Theoretical Research 

A thorough multi-disciplinary analysis and synthesis of gender differences 

forms the underpinning of Meyers-Levy's (1989) selectivity model. The selectivity 

model itself is rooted in self-persuasion theory such as the Elaboration Likelihood 

Model (ELM) (Petty, Cacioppo, and Schumann 1983). As previously mentioned, 

past studies, including ELM research, have viewed perceived product risk as 

involvement whereby it is risk in the decision process of choosing between 

brands in the product class. In the context of this study that uses the selectivity 

model as its underpinnings, perceived product risk is viewed as a moderating 

variable utilizing a multidimensional view of the construct (Darley 1987) with six 

dimensions: (1) performance risk, (2) physical risk, (3) psychological risk, (4) 

social risk, (5) financial risk, and (6) time loss risk (Bearden and Mason 1978; 

Roselius 1971 ; Schiffman and Kanuk 1978). 

Model similarities between include the elaboration likelihood model's high 

involvement (low involvement) variables whereby audience elaboration of 

advertisements in various product categories links with the selectivity model's 

high risk (low risk) product categories. A basic proposition of the elaboration 

likelihood model is that the manipulation of argument quality has a greater impact 

on attitudes under high product involvement concerning benefit based claims, 
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lifestyles, and higher-order gratifications. The selectivity model expands the 

elaboration likelihood model and suggests that males will be more receptive to 

objective (versus subjective) claims when they engage in ad processing. On the 

other hand, females will be more likely to process comprehensively and thus 

equally consider both the objective and subjective claims. 

Another basic elaboration likelihood model proposition is that strong 

message arguments result in elaboration and the generation of support 

arguments as aforementioned. Relatedly, the selectivity model predicts males 

will show the same pattern of responses for high perceived advertised product 

risk as they do for moderate perceived product risk and females will notice the 

increased product risk level and alter their processing strategy to favor objective 

claims since these claims can be verified. 

The models also exhibit differences. Though the elaboration likelihood 

model's concept of involvement is linked to the selectivity model's perceived 

product risk categories, the concepts are not identical. The elaboration likelihood 

model predicts that ad exposure will result in individuals following either a central 

or peripheral route to persuasion. According to the ELM model, if motivation, 

opportunity, and ability to process the ads all exist, the individual is considered 

highly involved and takes a central route and is thereby more effectively 

persuaded by brand-based claims. If motivation, opportunity, or ability to process 

ads does not exist, individuals are considered lowly involved and take a 

peripheral route to persuasion most effectively manifested by ads using emotion, 

settings, and mood to persuade. Though the elaboration likelihood model's 
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concept of involvement and the selectivity model's concept of perceived product 

risk are linked, they are also dissimilar because the selectivity model's change in 

perceived product risk represents a subtle change in the processing task rather 

than a change in involvement. 

Additionally, the elaboration likelihood model predicts when individuals are 

more highly involved, they experience more personal relevance and have more 

favorable (unfavorable) thoughts when arguments are strong (weak). The 

selectivity model predicts that under moderate perceived product risk conditions, 

males will find objective claims more persuasive whereas females will find both 

objective and subjective claims persuasive. Once again, there is a link between 

the elaboration likelihood model's strong (weak) message arguments and the 

selectivity model's objective (subjective) claims. Though the concepts are 

similar, they are also dissimilar because the objective (subjective) claims and 

strong (weak) arguments are not mutually exclusive. 

Thus, the selectivity model's extrapolated gender differences were applied 

to the interpretation of advertising. The detailed analysis of gender research 

development resulted in the selectivity model that is comprised of the 

propositions exhibited in table 5, which are drawn from the general supposition 

that men and women select different cues from the environment and interpret 

them dissimilarly. 
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TABLE 5 

SELECTIVITY MODEL PROPOSITIONS (MEYERS-LEVY 1989) 

Females 
1. Females engage in more elaboration of message cues than males. 
2. Females use more detailed processing strategies than males. 
3. Females consider both subjective and objective product attributes. 
4. Females are comprehensive information processors who consider both 

subjective and objective product attributes and respond to subtle cues when 
presented with a product ad featuring a low or moderate perceived risk 
product. 

5. Females tend to change their processing strategy when presented with a 
product ad featuring a higher perceived risk product. 

6. Females tend to generally process objective and subjective brand claims 
equally. 

7. Females are equally persuaded by messages with single or multiple benefits. 
8. Females process information with more pronounced attempts toward 

maximizing the comprehensiveness of processing. 
9. Females devote equal processing to information relevant of the self and the 

external world of others. 
10. Females focus on tangential and subtle cues along with more apparent cues. 
11 . Females form more differentiated structures in which information is stored

they are more attentive to detail. 
12. Females have high attitude-behavior consistency regardless of congruency 

level of cues. 
13. Females are more adept than males at processing multiple cues. 
14.1f changes in the processing task (i.e., product risk) are subtle, females are 

more likely than males to notice the difference and adjust processing 
strategies accordingly. 

15. When processing time is curtailed, females are likely to rely on the last 
information presented in forming a judgment. 

16. Females have a lower threshold for elaborating on message cues than males. 
17. Females tend to consider a broad scope of information ranging from 

nonobservable or subjective considerations to highly available objective 
attributes. 

18. Females' subjective actions may be caused by their comprehensive 
consideration of seemingly tangential and subtle cues along with those that 
are more focal and apparent. 

19. Females are more likely to notice the difference and adjust their processing 
strategies accordingly if product risk is subtly increased. 

20. Females will respond with equal favorability to objective and subjective claims 
for a lower risk product. 
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Males 
1. Males are selective information processors who tend to use heuristics that 

serve as surrogates for more detailed processing and miss subtle cues. They 
rely on highly available cues that are salient in the focal context in all 
perceived product risk situations. 

2. Males are more persuaded by messages featuring single benefits. 
3. Males will rely on subsets of highly available cues. 
4. Males process information with greater use of efficiency-striving heuristics. 
5. Males streamline processing of external world information by focusing on self

related information. 
6. Males concentrate on more tangible available cues rather than also focusing 

on subtle cues. 
7. Males will use multiple cues if such cues are conceptually singular (congruent 

cues). 
8. Males have high levels of attitude-behavior consistency when cues are 

congruent, but not when they are incongruent. 
9. Males are more likely to rely on information presented at the outset of the 

appeal. 
10. Males are more likely to focus on objective attributes that are salient and 

readily available. 
11 . Males' logical actions may be caused by their selective concentration on the 

more focal and tangible available cues. 
12. Males tend to generally process objective brand claims more favorably than 

subjective brand claims. 
General 

1. Gender processing differences will be eliminated in certain circumstances. 
2. Gender processing differences will disappear if situational factors (i.e., 

recognition vs. recall tasks or cue congruity) motivate males to also engage in 
comprehensive processing. For example, with low cue congruity, gender 
differences are minimal. 

After Meyers-Levy's (1989) seminal work, only a few studies empirically 

tested the pure propositions. A review of the empirical analyses follows. 

Empirical Research 

Though often cited and partially tested empirically for its powerful 

propositions (for example, Mangleburg, Grewal, and Bristol 1997; Mitchell and 

Vassos 1997), the selectivity model has had modest comprehensive empirical 
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testing. The only four studies that examine the model broadly are described in 

table 6. As presented, the selectivity model has not been tested with the 

burgeoning Internet. Thus, the relevance of examining Internet advertising in 

terms of the selectivity model proceeds table 6. 

58 



TABLE 6 

STUDIES EMPIRICALLY TESTING THE SELECTIVITY MODEL 

Study Subjects Source Manipulated Findings 
Variables 

Carskyand 200 Print advertisement Message: 1) 1- Women engage in more 
Zuckerman, In students for gender-neutral side and 2) 2- comprehensive processing, 
Search of Gender toothpaste. sided though the results did not 
Differences in generally support the 
Marketing hypotheses that two-sided 
Communication: messages would be 
An Historical/ associated with more positive 
Contemporary attitude and the difference in 
Analysis (1991) attitudes between message 

types would be significant for 
women but not for men. 

100 Print Testimonial: 1) No difference in ad credibility 
students advertisements for male and 2) was associated with gender of 

3 non-gendered female endorser. 
products: 1) 
Tylenol, 2) Bailey's 
Irish Cream, and 3) 
Club Med 
Vacations. 

100 Subjects completed N/A No significant gender 
students a questionnaire and differences in changes in 

saw relevant print attitudes toward STDs were 
ads about an found. However, men do tend 
athletic shoe brand, to exhibit a slightly larger 
a condom brand, change in attitude. 
and AIDS/STD 
prevention. A 
second survey was 
completed. 

Meyers-Levy and 90 students Print advertisement Incongruity Females process more 
Maheswaran, for a news program. cues: 1) low, 2) elaborately, with low 
Exploring moderate, and 3) congruity cues and females 
Differences in high use a detailed processing 
Males' and strategy and males use a 
Females' schema-based strategy. 
Processing 
Strate_gies -(1991) 
Meyers-Levy and 121 adults A written message Cues: 1) low, Genders differ in their 
Sternthal, Gender describing a new 2) medium, and threshold for elaborating on 
Differences in the TV show. 3) high message cues. 
Use of Message 
Cues and 
Judgments (1991) 
Darley and Smith, Mall Radio copy was Copy claim: 1) With low risk, females show 
Gender intercept of used for electric objective and 2) equally favorable response to 
Differences in 120 adults blankets and subjective and objective and subjective 
Information weighing scales. product risk: 1) claims. With moderate risk, 
Processing moderate and 2) objective claims were more 
Strategies: An low favorable. Contrary to the 
Empirical Test of selectivity model's 
the Selectivity proposition, males did not 
Model in prefer objective claims for 
Advertising both risk levels. 
Response {1995) 
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Selectivity Model and Internet Advertising 

Thus far, this study has examined the selectivity model research and 

reviewed the gender and marketing literature which flows into three categories: 

(1) gender and salesforce, (2) gender and consumer behavior, and (3) gender 

and advertising. Adapting research from the selectivity model and pertinent 

gender issues serves two important purposes: (1) broadening the selectivity 

theory via replication and extension from print, radio, and television to the new, 

exploding Internet medium, and (2) establishing a theoretical basis for Internet 

research. Adaptation of prior work in advertising information processing to the 

Internet should build on the tenets of advertising information processing. Such 

an understanding will be an important step in aiding academics to build theory of 

the Internet as well as assisting practitioners in understanding the effectiveness 

of Internet advertising for males and females. 

Advertisers are not yet confident in terms of whom they are reaching and 

whether providing product information via the Internet leads to eventual purchase 

intent (Bush, Bush, and Harris 1998). One of the reasons this new medium is so 

perplexing is because traditional advertising centers on a firm broadcasting a 

message. Information flow is from seller to buyer. The Internet puts the flow in 

reverse; customers control messages they receive because it is mainly by 

clicking on advertisements and drilling down that they are exposed to ads 

(Watson, Akselsen, and Pitt 1998). Indeed, what remains is to propose and test 

relevant hypotheses examining the selectivity model in terms of Internet 
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advertising and compare the findings to traditional media advertising results that 

are represented via print magazine ads in this study. 

This chapter reviewed the multidisciplinary gender research streams, the 

extant gender and marketing literature found pertaining to salesforce issues, 

consumer behavior, and advertising, along with the Internet advertising literature, 

the selectivity model literature, and the relationship between the selectivity model 

and Internet advertising. This review highlights the need to continue gender 

research in terms of the novel and exploding Internet and suggests several 

indicated hypotheses in need of testing based on the literature and theory 

reviews. Thus, extrapolating from the foregoing ideas, the hypotheses follow. 
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CHAPTER4 

HYPOTHESIZED RELATIONSHIPS 

Gender and Claim Selectivity 

Early conclusions that males are more logical and prefer objective brand 

claims while females are more evaluative and prefer subjective claims have been 

deemed erroneous by Myers-Levy's (1989) selectivity model. Instead, males' 

presumably logical actions may be caused by their selective concentration on the 

more tangible available cues whereas females' ostensibly subjective actions may 

be caused by their comprehensive consideration of seemingly tangential and 

subtle cues along with those that are more focal and apparent. Thus, generally, 

females are likely to prefer both objective and subjective brand claims equally. 

Further, females tend to consider a broad scope of information ranging from 

nonobservable or subjective considerations to highly available objective 

attributes. Conversely, males are more likely to focus on objective brand 

attributes that are salient and readily available. Thus, the selectivity model 

suggests: 

H1: (A) Male respondents will assign higher generalized attitude toward 

the brand affective scores to advertisements employing objective 

versus subjective claims. 

(8) Female respondents will be more likely to process 

comprehensively and thus assign equal attitude toward the brand 
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affective scores to advertisements employing objective versus 

subjective ad claims. 

Moderate Risk, Gender, and Claim Selectivity 

Additionally, the selectivity model predicts males and females will differ in 

the extent to which they notice subtle changes in the processing task. Females 

tend to be comprehensive information processors who consider both subjective 

and objective product attributes and respond to subtle cues when presented with 

a product ad featuring a low or moderate perceived risk product. Females tend 

to change their processing strategy when presented with a product ad featuring a 

higher perceived risk product. Males tend to be selective information processors 

who tend to consider only objective cues, use heuristics, and miss subtle cues 

under all perceived product risk conditions. For example, if product risk is subtly 

increased from moderate to high, the selectivity model predicts that females are 

more likely than males to notice the difference and adjust their processing 

strategies accordingly. Because males are more selective processors, they 

should be less likely to notice subtle differences in perceived product risk and 

therefore are less likely to alter their processing strategy when subtle differences 

in perceived product risk are present. Thus, with respect to moderate perceived 

product risk: 

H2: (A) Male respondents will assign higher cognitive, affective, and 

conative scores to advertisements employing objective versus 

subjective ad claims. 
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(B) Female respondents, as comprehensive processors, will assign 

equal cognitive, affective, and conative scores to advertisements 

employing objective versus subjective ad claims. 

High Risk, Gender, and Claim Selectivity 

As discussed within the previous hypothesis, when perceived product risk 

is high versus moderate, males are less likely than females to notice the different 

risk level and are less likely than females to alter their processing strategies. 

Therefore, with respect to high perceived product risk: 

H3: (A) Male respondents will assign higher cognitive, affective, and 

conative scores to advertisements employing objective versus 

subjective ad claims when perceived product risk is high, just as 

they did with moderate perceived product risk. 

(B) Female respondents, as comprehensive processors, will notice 

the increased product risk level and alter their processing strategy 

and, like male respondents, assign higher cognitive, affective, and 

conative scores to advertisements employing objective versus 

subjective ad claims, since these claims can be verified. 

Gender and Media 

Comparing Internet advertising with traditional media advertising, Bezjian

Avery, Calder, and Iacobucci (1998) consider the Internet's exclusive interactivity 

in terms of the ability to control information with the interactivity iterating between 

the consumer and the seller. They assert visually oriented individuals, or those 
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who think "in pictures" and Jearn more effectively when shown how to perform a 

task, typically embark on a more complex comprehension process when viewing 

advertisements versus more verbally oriented individuals. More verbally oriented 

persons, or those who think "in words" and learn more effectively when reading 

how to perform a task, typically employ a less complex advertising processing 

task. 

A dominant feature of interactive advertising is its pictorial nature, 

commencing with the largely pictorial banner ad. Internet advertisements may 

also be more pictorial than print advertising because of the relative low cost and 

ease of adding effective pictorials to the necessary verbiage. Interactive 

advertising, therefore, is likely to be more pictorial in nature than print advertising. 

Thus, interactive advertising is likely to be more poorly suited to persons with 

more visual orientations because it adds to the complexity of their 

comprehension tasks, inhibiting persuasion and purchase intent, and more well

suited to verbally oriented persons (Bezjian-Avery, Calder, and Iacobucci 1998). 

Consequently, the more verbal the respondent, the more likely they will be 

unaffected by the interactivity and the more visually oriented the respondent, the 

more likely they will be hindered by the interactivity. Previous evidence indicates 

that females are more verbally oriented than males whereas males are more 

visually oriented than females (Bradshaw and Nettelton 1981; Meyers-Levy 

1994; Pearson and Ferguson 1989). Congenial with this view: 
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H4: (A) Male respondents, with their more visual orientation, will assign 

higher generalized cognitive, affective, and conative scores to 

traditional magazine print ads versus Web ads. 

(B) Female respondents, with their more verbal orientation, will 

assign higher generalized cognitive, affective, and conative scores 

to Web ads versus traditional magazine print ads. 

Having detailed the specific research questions of interest, Chapter 5 now 

defines the methodology used to test the hypotheses, demonstrating the 

measurement processes, survey development, potential confounds, intended 

subject base, and procedure plans. 
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CHAPTER 5 

METHODOLOGY 

Overview 

Having established the theoretical framework in Chapter 3 and presented 

the hypothesized relationships in Chapter 4, it is now necessary to determine if 

gender differences in Internet advertising information processing versus print 

advertising are genuine, underlying, enduring, and reliable. Specifically, testing 

the aforementioned hypotheses will paradigmatically contribute to both 

academicians' and practitioners' understanding of gender differences. 

This study uses a 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 between-subjects and within-subjects 

factorial design with eight cells to test the hypotheses. The first factor 

manipulated in this research is gender (male versus female) and is viewed 

between-subjects. The second manipulated factor is selectivity (objective versus 

subjective claim) and is also viewed between-subjects. The third manipulated 

factor is product risk (moderate versus high) and is viewed within-subjects 

because the selectivity model boldly predicts differences in the way males versus 

females will notice and subsequently process subtle changes in perceived 

product risk. The fourth factor is the medium (Internet versus print), viewed 

between-subjects. These four factors, taken together, form the basis for this 

research's manipulations. Figure 2 presents a summary of the research design. 
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Fi ure 2 - Research Desi 

Male 

Selectivity 

Objective Subjective 

Gender 
Female 

Selectivity 

Perceived Product Risk = Mod. and High 

Objective Subjective 

Perceived Product Risk = Mod. and High 

Internet 
Ill 
;; 
Cll 

:::E Print 

Group 1 

n ~ 30 

Group 3 

n 2 30 

Group 2 

n ~ 30 

Group 4 

n ~ 30 

Group 5 Group 6 

n ~ 30 n ~ 30 

Group 7 Group 8 

n ~ 30 n ~ 30 

Each of the following two treatments was pretested with 111 and 112 

subjects respectively: (1) perceived product risk, and (2) attribute selection 

(selectivity), with the intent of eventually representing five intangible and five 

tangible attributes for each of the two products in the advertisements (Wilkie 

1978). The other two treatments, gender and media, are observable and do not 

need pretesting. Next, the measurement of each of the dependent and 

independent variables is detailed. 

Measurement 

In this section, the independent variable measurements (manipulations) 

and dependent variable measurements (measures) are presented. Reliability, or 

the degree to which our observations are consistent or stable, is addressed. In 

general, the concept of reliability refers to how accurate, on average, the 

estimate of the true score is in a population of objects to be measured. This 
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research assesses the reliability by providing reliability coefficients for multiple

item scales. 

In addition to determining the reliability of the measurements, the validity 

of the measurements is assessed. Internal validity is addressed as suggested by 

Cook and Campbell (1979) who assert experiments can produce confounding 

effects with eight types of extraneous variables: (1) history, (2), maturation, (3) 

testing, (4) instrumentation, (5) statistical regression, (6) selection, (7) 

experimental mortality, and (8) interactions with the treatment. Randomization 

controls all internal validity problems except differential mortality (Cook and 

Campbell 1979, p. 56). 

Respecting external validity, three suggested threats are: (1) interaction of 

selection and treatment, (2) interaction of setting and treatment, and (3) 

interaction of history and treatment (Cook and Campbell 1979). It is difficult to 

totally eliminate these threats; however, external validity was enhanced through 

attempting to increase sample heterogeneity by seeking subjects who differ in 

terms of generalizable attributes. 

Dependent Variables 

Marketers have always been interested in determining the impact of their 

advertisements on the ultimate consumer. Myriad measures have been used to 

evaluate advertising effectiveness empirically. Researchers have debated the 

appropriate measure of effectiveness, claiming on the one hand that advertising 

is effective only if it sells (Little 1979); however, it is well known that the relation 

between exposure and purchase is generally too complex or weak to measure 
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effectively (Hugues 1975). On the other hand, many argue that advertising 

impacts demand if an audience hierarchy of effects is established (for example, 

Assael and Day 1968; Lavidge and Steiner 1961; O'Brien 1971 ; Palda 1966). 

The hierarchy of effects proponents contend consumers follow a purchase 

response pattern indicating cognition leads to affect which leads to purchase 

intent or conation. In terms of print and Internet advertising, the model suggests 

that cognitions, or beliefs, are antecedent to affective development by the 

process of implicit evaluation. Through beliefs, the individual evaluates the 

attributes associated with the product. Accordingly, the evaluative responses 

associated with the attributes become conditioned to the product. Hence, affect 

toward the product is created. Conation, or purchase intent, serves as a 

statement of affect. 

More recent advertising effectiveness literature measuring cognition, 

affect, and conation independently as well as sequentially, suggests a particular 

hierarchy sequence is not necessarily supported (for example, Parker and 

Churchill 1980; Tellis 1988; Wright and Lynch Jr. 1995); however, a meta

analysis of the advertising effectiveness literature indicates all three effects need 

to be included in advertising effectiveness studies on some dimension (Vakratsas 

and Ambler 1999). Thus, cognition, affect, and conation will be examined 

independently. 

Finally, though it is seemingly easier for Internet ad viewers to click and 

purchase versus print ad viewers who must take several more steps to make a 

purchase, it is the purchase intent that the conation scales will measure as 
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purchase intent is a more parsimonious measure of conation than behavior per 

se (Bolton, Kannan, and Bramlett 2000). Thus, beliefs about print or Internet 

advertising, along with attitudes about print or Internet advertising and purchase 

pattern intent will be examined. Next, the cognitive dependent variable will be 

considered. 

Cognition 

Cognition, or beliefs, is a component in the advertising evaluation process. 

Cognition is examined by measuring claim truthfulness, informativeness, and 

credibility, following the expectancy value model traditions (Fishbein and Ajzen 

1975). Notably, prior research has shown a weak relationship between need for 

cognition and cognitive responses (Darley 1987; MacKenzie 1983; Swasy 1980; 

Wright 1973). Thus, need for cognition will not be employed as a causal 

determinant of cognitive response in this study. 

Affect is also a part of the advertising evaluation process. Individuals 

evaluate attributes associated with products whereby the evaluative responses 

associated with the attributes become conditioned to the product. Thus, affect 

toward the product is created. Affect is measured by assessing attitude toward 

the ad and attitude toward the brand via bipolar scales in a manner consistent 

with attitude measurement and marketing operationalization (Petty and Cacioppo 

1981 ). 
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Conation 

Conation serves as a statement of behavioral purchase intent. Conation 

will be measured by assessing behavioral intention and overt behavior (Edell and 

Staelin 1983). The behavioral intention measurement is assessed by subjects 

choosing the level of likelihood of buying the brand on a bipolar scale, paralleling 

past studies (Edell and Staelin 1983). Overt behavior is measured by asking 

subjects if they would recommend the product and if they are interested in 

product discounts (Darley 1987). 

Independent Variables 

Gender 

Gender was the first manipulated variable. Research suggests that males 

and females may use different processing tactics to process different types of 

advertising content. Advertising is a key and often expensive way sellers 

communicate to consumers. Accordingly, if gender processing differences exist, 

it is imperative for advertisers to recognize them, understand them, and use them 

to design gender-specific advertisements. Gender is operationalized by asking 

the subject to indicate if they are: (1) male or (2) female. 

Though scales such as Bern's (Bern 197 4, 1981, 1985) BSRI are used in 

psychological and sociological studies to evaluate individuals' self-assessments 

of masculinity and femininity, all marketing gender studies, except one salesforce 

study (Jolson and Comer 1992), evaluate gender as a binary variable. While it is 

clear that levels of masculinity and femininity exist, typically in advertising 
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information processing studies, it is not necessary to evaluate gender or gender 

role attitudes as a self-assessed continuous variable because the results are 

generally identical whether gender is operationalized as a binary or continuous 

construct (Garst and Bodenhausen 1997). Hence, gender in this study is 

operationalized as a binary construct and is termed "gender" as opposed to "sex" 

as gender is viewed as both a biological and sociological process (Babin and 

Boles 1998). 

Selectivity 

Selectivity pertains to the selective concentration on objective versus 

subjective cues or advertising claims. Claims may be viewed along an objective

subjective continuum; when a given message's ratio of perceived objective to 

total claims is high, that message can be viewed as objective. Similarly, when a 

given message's ratio of perceived subjective to total claims is high, that 

message can be viewed as subjective (Darley 1987). 

Claims are considered objective when they contain tangible attributes and 

factual descriptions. Objective claims are based on objective physical measures 

of benefits, services, or levels of performance. Objective claims are fixed to 

tangible qualities. They include measurements such as speed, miles per gallon, 

and weight and are not simply a matter of personal preference. Conversely, 

subjective claims are based on personal or individual evaluations, opinions, or 

feelings. Subjective claims contain more subtle intangible attributes and 

impressionistic descriptions. They are incapable of complete proof and hard to 

prove or disprove (Darley and Smith 1993; Edell and Staelin 1983). The claim 
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research grew as an offshoot of deceptive advertising research. Past measures 

and definitions of claim objectivity and subjectivity have been identified by 

several researchers as presented in table 7. This research follows the Darley 

and Smith (1993, 1995) definition. 

TABLE 7 

MEASURES AND DEFINITIONS OF CLAIM OBJECTIVITY AND 
SUBJECTIVITY 

Study Message Content Measures and Definitions 
Preston and Bowen ( 1971) An inherent (objective) association means the thing 

signified is a natural, tangible characteristic of the 
product. An arbitrary (subjective) association 
means the thing signified by the product has no 
natural inherent association about it. 

Cohen (1972) Objective claims use explicit information directly 
indicating an attribute or benefit. Subjective claims 
use surrogate indicators to indirectly suggest 
existence of attitudes or benefits a brand provides. 

Smith and Lusch (1976) Objective attributes are tangible product features 
whereas subjective attributes are intangible 
features. 

Marquez (1977) An informative (objective) ad is defined as the 
specific, relevant, and verifiable facts about an 
advertised product that are used in creating a 
desire for such a product. It is specific, definite, 
and tangible. A persuasive (subjective) ad creates 
a desire for the advertised product without using 
specific, relevant, and verifiable facts about the 
product. 

Holbrook (1978) Factual (objective) claims are logical, objectively 
verifiable descriptions of tangible product features 
whereas evaluative (subjective) claims are 
emotional, subjective impressions of intangible 
aspects of the product. 

Shimp (1979) A claim is objective when the thing signified is 
tangible and has physical reality and is subjective 
when the thing signified is entirely perceptual and 
devoid of a counterpart physical property. 
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Edell and Staelin (1983) An objective message describes physical 
properties of the brand by giving factual , verifiable 
information. Subjective information is open to 
individual interpretation, primarily because there is 
no universal agreement on the scale used to 
measure the product performance attribute 
mentioned. 

Puto and Wells ( 1984) An informational (objective) ad provides consumers 
with factual relevant brand data in a clear and 
logical manner such that they have greater 
confidence in their ability to assess the merits of 
buying the brand after having seen the 
advertisement. A transformational (subjective) ad 
associates the experience of consuming the 
advertised brand with a unique set of psychological 
characteristics, which would not typically be 
associated with the brand experience. 

Gills, Grossbart, and Objective claims provide potent, high-quality 
Laczniak ( 1988) arguments and are most apt to have central effects 

and are apt to be more credible. Subjective claims 
are more peripheral and are designed to produce 
positive affective responses. 

Ford, Smith, and Swasy An objective claim describes some feature of the 
(1990) product that is measured in a standard way. A 

subjective claim describes some feature of the 
product that is not measured in a standard way. 

Darley and Smith (1993, Objective claims associate the brand with a 
1995) tangible product feature and include specific factual 

information to substantiate the brand-attitude 
association. Subjective claims are written using 
impressionistic descriptions and are associated 
with intangible product attributes. 

Thus, selectivity is operationalized on the basis of objective and subjective 

content. Maximally objective claims contain highly factual and verifiable 

descriptors with tangible attributes. Maximally subjective claims contain highly 

impressionistic and evaluative descriptors with intangible attributes (Darley 

1987). Tangibility refers to realness and the ability to be observed while 

intangibility refers to the inability to be observed. 
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Perceived Product Risk 

Researchers have employed the product risk construct to investigate 

various aspects of consumer consumption behavior for years. Ross (1975) 

argued that consumer behavior involves risk in terms of consumer actions 

producing consequences, which the consumer cannot anticipate with any 

certainty. Consumers are able to recognize that there is risk involved in 

purchasing products and this risk varies by product category (Cunningham 

1967). 

Past empirical studies involving perceived product risk have viewed risk as 

involvement whereby it is risk in the decision process of choosing between 

brands in the product class (Laurent and Kapferer 1985), as consequence of 

involvement such that involvement precedes risk (Dowling and Staelin 1994; 

Sujan 1985}, as an antecedent to involvement (Batra and Ray 1983; Day, 

Stafford, and Comancho 1995}, and finally, as a moderator of involvement and 

other variables (Baron and Kenny 1986). 

Generally, perceived risk is a distinct construct from emotion and reason. 

It is likely to be greater when the product is relatively expensive, important, 

technologically complex, new, medically oriented, or in an unknown product 

category (Bettman 1973). Further, increased perceived product risk decreases 

consumer expected utility, offering implications for marketers (Erdem 1998). 

In the context of this research, perceived product risk will align with Baron 

and Kenny (1986), treating it as a moderating variable. Past studies have either 

utilized the unidimensional measure of overall risk or taken a multidimensional 
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view of the construct (Darley 1987). Within the group of those who viewed risk 

multidimensionally, as many as six dimensions have been hypothesized: (1 ) 

performance risk, (2) physical risk, (3) psychological risk, (4) social risk, (5) 

financial risk, and (6) time loss risk (Bearden and Mason 1978; Roselius 1971; 

Schiffman and Kanuk 1978). 

This research views perceived risk as a multidimensional construct and 

therefore, considers the previously mentioned six facets of risk to represent 

product risk. Further, product gender was considered. Product gendering occurs 

when products are designed or modified to appeal to the stereotypical man or 

woman and then products are strongly associated with the masculine or feminine 

sex role stereotype through advertising and promotion (Aireck 1994). 

Spokesperson or model gender can also affect the gendered image of a product 

(Allison et al. 1979; Alreck, Settle, and Belch 1982; Debevec and lyer 1986). 

Thus, the experimental advertisements do not use spokespersons or human 

models; neutrally symbolized, nonstereotypical products with neutral names are 

used (Debevec and lyer 1986). In sum, this research divides and operationalizes 

perceived product risk into two levels: (1) moderate and (2) high, following 

Darley's (1987) product risk scales. 

Medium 

Internet advertising was used, attempting to build Internet theory and 

compare it with traditional media theory. Heeter (1989) suggests traditional 

communication research distinguished among intrapersonal, interpersonal, and 

mass communication. Older media tend to perform only one function while 
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newer media have the ability to perform two or three functions. Heeter (1989) 

classifies media along three levels: (1) information retrieval media that deliver 

information delivery from one to many, (2) messaging media that allow 

interpersonal communication to flow from one to many or many to one, and (3) 

information processing media that perform transactions by providing information 

that the system acts upon without necessarily having communication goals. 

Clearly, the Internet offers the capability of exploiting all three levels of media. 

Reconceptualizing the audience for the communication that takes place on 

the Internet becomes increasingly important as commercial information providers 

enter the Internet in greater and greater numbers. Questions arise including who 

will be the Internet audience, how will that audience access and process the 

information services, how can marketers do business more effectively on the 

Internet, and how does Internet advertising differ from other media? Thus, this 

research considers both Internet and traditional advertising. To represent 

traditional advertising, the print medium was used, asserting it is likely Internet 

and print modes differ as to how much opportunity each allows for ad processing. 

The medium is operationalized by manipulating it between-subjects with : (1) print 

ads and (2) Internet ads. In sum, the synthesized research and theories suggest 

examining four manipulated independent variables via measuring three 

dependent variables. Next, the pretests are discussed. 
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Pretests 

Perceived Product Risk 

The perceived product risk pretest was conducted at Florida Atlantic 

University's Boca Raton, Jupiter, and Davie, Florida campuses during the fourth 

quarter of 2000, using undergraduate marketing and management students 

enrolled in classes requiring upper-level undergraduate student status. Students 

were contacted in the classroom, briefed on the procedure, and asked to 

complete the questionnaire in the classroom. 115 respondent surveys were 

collected, resulting in 111 usable respondent surveys. 51.4% of the subjects 

were female and 48.6% were male. The majority of the subjects (80.2%) were 

between ages 20 and 30 and single (72.1 %). 

Subjects were asked to evaluate risk dimensions of several products. The 

initial product choices included: (1) electric blanket, (2) weighing scale, (3) steam 

iron, (4) microwave, and (5) oral pain relief, consistent with Darley's (1987) work. 

Perceived product risk was measured on a 7-point scale anchored by: (1) "no 

concern at all" to (7) "extreme concern." Respondents in the pretest sample 

were asked the following questions (see appendix 1 for the pretest instrument): 

(1) "How concerned are you personally that the given product may not 

work or perform properly?" to assess performance risk. 

(2) "How concerned are you personally that the given product may be 

harmful or injure your health?" to assess physical risk. 

(3) "How concerned are you personally that the given product may not fit 

well within your self-image or self-concept?" to assess psychological risk. 
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(4) "How concerned are you personally that by owning the given product, 

the given product may negatively affect the way others think of you?" to assess 

social risk. 

(5) "How concerned are you personally that the given product may not be 

worth its value in money?" to assess financial risk. 

(6) "How concerned are you personally that the given product may fail 

completely, thus wasting your time in getting it adjusted, repaired, or replaced?" 

to assess loss risk. 

As shown subsequently, the foregoing operational definitions are 

consistent with past studies relating to perceived risk (Bearden and Mason 1978; 

Roselius 1971; Schiffman and Kanuk 1978). It is suggested that consumers 

combine these risk dimensions to arrive at an overall risk assessment (Zikmund 

and Scott 1973). Thus, a composite risk score was computed for each product. 

Overall risk was presumed thereby to be a function of the mean of the summated 

ratings. 

Table 8 presents the perceived product risk pretest results. The results 

indicate the products' perceived risk level rankings as follows (from less risk to 

more risk): (1) electric blanket, (2) weighing scale, (3) steam iron, (4) microwave, 

and (5) oral pain relief. The steam iron's grand mean falls in the middle of the 

five ranked grand means indicating little perceived concern, while the oral pain 

reliefs grand mean ranks the highest of the five products, indicating some 

concern . Thus, in the context of this pretest, the steam iron situates as the 

moderate perceived product risk item and the oral pain relief as the higher 

80 



perceived product risk item. Both products appear well-suited for 

experimentation with respect to student respondents who are likely to be 

consumers of these products. The paired t-test between the steam iron's and the 

oral pain reliefs summated risk scores indicated a significant (p < .001) 

difference between the products' grand means. Thus, to represent products 

signifying subtle perceived product risk differences, the steam iron was selected 

to represent a moderate perceived risk product and oral pain relief was selected 

to represent a higher perceived risk product. 

TABLE 8 

PRETEST RESULTS: PERCEIVED PRODUCT RISK a 

c ompanson o fP . dP d tR· k erce1ve ro uc IS 

Product Grand Mean ° Standard Rank 
Deviation 

Electric Blanket 2.86 1.34 1 (LOW) 
Weighing Scale 3.01 1.21 2 
Steam Iron 3.28 1.17 3 (MODERATE) 
Microwave 4.02 1.07 4 
Oral Pain Relief 4.04 1.13 5 (HIGH) 

R. kD. IS 1mens1ons o fM d t o era e versus H. hP . dR. kP d lgJ erce1ve IS ro ucts 
MODERATE RISK HIGH RISK 

PRODUCT: PRODUCT: 
Steam Iron Oral Pain Relief 

Type of Risk Mean° Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. 
Performance Risk 4.29 1.79 5.87 1.48 
Physical Risk 4.10 2.22 5.62 1.82 
Psychological Risk 1.77 1.39 2.09 1.67 
Social Risk 1.41 1.01 1.63 1.35 
Financial Risk 3.98 1.91 4.41 2.13 
Time Loss Risk 4.14 2.03 4.65 2.26 
COMPOSITE 3.28 1.17 4.04 1.13 
RISK MEAN SCORE 
Paired sample t-test significance< .001 
an= 111 
b 7 -point scale anchored by: ( 1) "no concern at all" to (7) "extreme concern" 

81 



Selectivity 

Selectivity represents the selective concentration on objective versus 

subjective cues or claims. The selectivity pretest was conducted at Florida 

Atlantic University's Boca Raton, Jupiter, and Davie, Florida campuses during the 

fourth quarter of 2000, using undergraduate marketing and management 

students enrolled in classes requiring upper-level undergraduate student status. 

These student subjects were independent of those participating in the perceived 

product risk pretest conducted weeks earlier. Students were contacted in the 

classroom, briefed about the procedure, and asked to complete it in the 

classroom. 113 respondent surveys were collected, resulting in 112 usable 

respondent surveys. 65.2% of the subjects were female and 34.8% were male. 

The majority of the subjects (75.0%) were between ages 20 and 30 and single 

(68.8%). 

Selectivity was pretested using the following procedures. Two products 

generated from the perceived product risk pretest findings were used: (1) oral 

pain relief exhibiting a high perceived product risk and (2) steam iron exhibiting a 

moderate perceived product risk. For each of the two products, subjects were 

asked to rate twenty-five attributes gathered from: ( 1) interviews with retail 

salespersons, (2) product and packaging inspection, (3) print advertisement 

reviews, and (4) Internet advertisement and Website reviews. To assess levels 

of objectivity and subjectivity, subjects were asked to respond to the following: "If 

you were going to purchase an oral pain relief product (steam iron), how would 

you evaluate the following features?" Subjects were asked to indicate their 
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evaluation on a bipolar scale with: (1) "extremely factual and verifiable" to (7) 

"extremely personal and hard to verify." This operationalization and 

conceptualization are consistent with Engel, Blackwell, and Miniard (1986). 

Table 9 presents the five attributes the respondents chose to represent 

each product's: (1) most objective attributes and (2) most subjective attributes, 

based on the means of the attributes (a listing of the pretest's twenty-five 

attributes for each claim level can be found on the pretest survey instrument in 

appendix 2). The lowest means indicated the respondents' selection of the most 

objective claims and the highest means indicated the most subjective claims. 

Each product's five most objective claims, as well as each product's five most 

subjective claims, were then aggregated and a paired sample t-test was 

performed on the summated means. The paired t-test results indicated 

significant (p < .001) difference between the subjects' selection of objective 

versus subjective claims for each product. 
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TABLE 9 

PRETEST RESULTS: ATTRIBUTES FOR OBJECTIVE AND SUBJECTIVE 
CONTENT a 

High Perceived Product Risk: Oral Pain Relief 
Objective Attributes Subjective Attributes 

Mean° Standard Mean° Standard 
Deviation Deviation 

Color 2.98 1.72 Effectiveness 4.76 2.06 

Packaging size 3.15 1.66 Duration of pain relief 4.60 2.01 

Price 3.21 1.95 Smell 4.38 1.66 

Shelf life 3.23 1.81 Gentleness on 4.38 1.91 
stomach 

Ingredients 3.28 1.94 Long-term effects 4.36 2.03 

Paired sample t-test(JJ< .001) 
Moderate Perceived Product Risk: Steam Iron 

Objective Attributes Subjective Attributes 
Mean° Standard Mean° Standard 

Deviation Deviation 
Detachable water 3.27 1.87 Attractiveness 4.51 1.53 
tank 
Retractable 3.28 1.86 Reputation of model 4.44 1.72 
electric cord 
Wattage 3.31 1.74 Ease of use 4.37 1.83 

Underwriter's 3.35 1.55 Stylishness 4.36 1.56 
Laboratories® 
label 
Automatic shut off 3.51 2.19 Reputation of 4.30 1.78 

manufacturer 
Paired sample t-test: (p < .001) 
an=112 
b 7 -point scale anchored by: ( 1) "extremely factual and verifiable" to (7) "extremely 
personal and hard to verify" 

As previously mentioned, this study employs four independent variables: 

(1) gender, (2) selectivity, (3) perceived product risk, and (4) medium. The 
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selectivity claims and perceived product risk components have been determined 

by the two independent pretests. Gender is self-selected and medium is a 

comparison of print versus Internet. Thus, the pretest results provided the 

necessary information to complete the development of the experimental 

advertisements and survey. The advertisements were designed to resemble the 

brands' actual print and Web advertisements and are shown in appendixes 3 

through 6. Having detailed the pretesting process and results, it is now time to 

turn to the main study. 

Main Study 

Survey 

The survey was developed based on the previous research along with the 

results of the pretests and consists of the following sections: (1) Likert-type scale 

statements pertaining to cognition, (2) Likert-type scales pertaining to statements 

of advertising beliefs or affect, (3) Likert-type scales pertaining to statements of 

brand beliefs or affect, (4) Likert-type scales pertaining to statements of purchase 

intent or conation, and (5) demographic information. In the first four sections, 

subjects were asked to respond to each statement as it pertained to the 

moderate risk product as well as the high risk product. Four surveys were 

developed to accommodate each of the four experimental treatments: (1) 

subjective Web treatment, (2) objective Web treatment, (3) subjective print 

treatment, and (4) objective print treatment (see appendixes 3 through 6 for each 
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survey instrument). Forthcoming, the sample selection and procedure are 

discussed. 

Sample 

Given the use of existing measures and the desire for a high degree of 

control in this theory test, student subjects were used. Student subjects provide 

a true test of theory application approaches to applicability (Calder, Phillips, and 

Tybout 1981) and are often used in communication research, introducing less 

error into research than would a "representative" sample (Basil 1996). Students 

often participate in newsgroups and chat rooms, use the Internet for coursework, 

construct their own Websites, and correspond via e-mail regularly. Consistent 

with this observation, students are likely to be potential consumers for online 

advertising viewing and purchasing as well as print advertising viewing and are 

therefore, appropriate for this study's respondent pool. 

Procedure 

Florida Atlantic University's undergraduate marketing and management 

students enrolled in large section classes with at least sixty students were 

contacted in the classroom during the last quarter of 2000 as well as the first 

quarter of 2001 , and asked to participate in the experiment. Students were 

contacted in campuses located in Boca Raton, Jupiter, and Davie, Florida on 

various days of the week (Monday through Friday) and times of the day and 

night. The classes chosen required upper-level undergraduate student status. 
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The study's authors were present at the majority of the classes contacted, 

conducting the process. Students were briefed about the study, explaining that 

their opinions on advertising were sought. They were randomly handed an 

unmarked envelope containing one of the following treatments: (1) subjective 

Web treatment, (2) objective Web treatment, (3) subjective print treatment, or (4) 

objective print treatment. Each treatment contained two advertisements: (1) 

moderate perceived risk product and (2) high perceived risk product. Subjects 

were asked to review the advertisements individually and then respond to the 

survey in their own homes since that location is likely where students ordinarily 

use the Internet. 

The color print ads were presented on white paper and the color Web ads 

were presented on a neutral beige background to allow for comparability across 

comparisons and avoid distractions that may lead to confusing or misconstrued 

results (Bruner II and Kumar 2000). The print and Web advertisements were 

designed similarly and were developed to resemble each product's actual current 

print and Web ads. Students were given an incentive to win $100.00 or a 

weekend getaway package through a random lottery if they completed their 

survey properly. In order to attain validity with the Internet treatments, students 

were asked to write down a special password they could only obtain if they 

viewed the ads. Further, counters were placed on the ads and checked for 

consistency and validity. The validity testing was presumably more important 

with the Internet advertising treatments; however, it was also addressed with the 

print treatments by ordering and stapling the treatments as follows: (1) instruction 
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page, (2) two advertisements, (3) questionnaire, and (4) random lottery drawing 

form. In all treatments, the two ads were ordered where the moderate perceived 

risk product was shown first followed by the high perceived risk product in order 

to remain consistent. Subjects receiving one of the two print treatments opened 

their envelope to find a cover sheet informing them: "You are about to view 

advertisements for a steam iron and for oral pain relief. Please review the 

advertisements at home and then immediately complete the survey and prize 

drawing form that follow." The cover sheet was followed by two print 

advertisements, the survey, and a drawing form. Subjects who received one of 

the two Internet treatments opened their envelope to find a survey presenting 

directions for the subject to go to two Internet addresses hosting the test 

advertisements. A drawing form was also enclosed. The Internet addresses 

took subjects first to an unsolicited banner ad developed within the Internet 

Advertising Bureau's (2001) standard banner ad specifications. Subjects were 

asked to click on the banner ad and then were taken to a larger, more detailed 

micro-site product ad. The ads offered print, text, and minor graphics (see figure 

1 ). Any associated sounds were caused by the respondents' personal computing 

Internet connection preference settings. The passwords and counters were 

found at the end of this ad. After viewing the ads, the subject was asked to 

complete the survey. All subjects were asked to return the survey to the next 

class where the completed responses were collected en mass. Once collected, 

the responses were coded, checked , and analyzed via SPSS version 10.0. 
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Each survey was designed to measure four types of reactions to the 

advertisements respondents had just seen. These four dependent variables 

were: (1) cognition, (2) affect measured by attitude toward the ad, (3) affect 

measured by attitude toward the brand, and (4) purchase intentions, commonly 

used in the advertising literature (Assael and Day 1968; Lavidge and Steiner 

1961; O'Brien 1971; Palda 1966; Vakratsas and Ambler 1999). Appendixes 3 

through 6 exhibit each of the four treatment surveys and associated Internet or 

print advertisements. 

Profile 

150 envelopes for each of the four treatments (600 envelopes total) were 

prepared and distributed, resulting in 284 usable Florida Atlantic University 

student responses, meeting the aforesaid minimum requirement of thirty subjects 

per cell. The majority of the subjects were juniors and seniors (91.9%). 44.7% 

were male and 54.9% female. Most were between ages twenty and thirty (82%). 

76.1% were single while another 17.3% were married. Nearly one-half (49.6%) 

was Anglo American; the other half was African American (9.5%), Hispanic 

American (15.8%), Asian American (6.3%), and other nationalities (18.4%). 

71.1% had family incomes over $20,000. Compared with the general population 

of the United States, this study's respondents appear to be younger, above 

average in education, and more diverse due to the nature of a student 

population. Table 10 presents a profile of the respondent classifications. 

Following table 10, Chapter 6 turns to the research analysis. 
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TABLE 10 

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 

Characteristic a Percent 0 

Gender 
Male 44.7 
Female 54.9 

Age 
Under 20 years .4 
20-30 _years 82.0 
31-40 years 11.3 
41-50 years 3.5 
51-60 years .7 

Academic Status 
Freshman 1.8 
Sophomore 1.1 
Junior 42.6 
Senior 49.3 
Graduate Student 3.9 

Annual Household Income 
Under $20,000 28.9 
$20,000 - $40,000 21 .8 
$40,001 - $60,000 15.1 
$60,001 - $80,000 12.0 
$80,001 -$100,000 8.1 
Over $100,000 10.6 

Ethnicity 
African-American 9.5 
Anglo-American 49.6 
Asian-American 6.3 
Hispanic-American 15.8 
Other 16.9 

an= 284 
b Discrepancies due to unanswered survey questions 
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CHAPTER6 

ANALYSIS 

Manipulations Checks 

The four independent variables employed in this study are: (1) gender, (2) 

selectivity or the selective concentration on objective versus subjective cues or 

claims, (3) perceived product risk or product category risk in terms of 

multidimensional risk evaluations, and (4) media. The male and female subjects 

were asked to evaluate both moderate and high perceived product risk items 

manipulated in terms of print versus Internet media, and objective versus 

subjective ad claim selectivity. Missing data values accounted for 1.06% of the 

data and were replaced with means. No discernable patterns were found within 

these missing variables. Next, reverse coding data was performed where 

necessary. Finally, manipulation checks for perceived product risk and selectivity 

were performed to ascertain the effectiveness of the desired treatment effects. 

Perceived Product Risk 

On the basis of the pretest results, two target products were selected to 

represent: (1) moderate risk product: steam iron and (2) high risk product: oral 

pain relief. Brands for each product category were reviewed via retail settings, 

salesperson interviews, print ads, and Websites. Through media and retail 

observations as well as retail sales personnel probing, it was determined Tylenol 
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was a highly popular and recognized oral pain relief brand and Panasonic was a 

highly popular and recognized steam iron brand. Thus, those brands were 

chosen for the study. It was necessary to reassess whether the study's subjects 

did indeed perceive these products as subtly different on a perceived product risk 

dimension. Accordingly, the manipulation check procedure was placed at the 

end of the questionnaire so as not to sensitize subjects. Perceived product risk 

for the two products was measured on a 7-point scale anchored by: (1) "no 

concern at all" to (7) "extreme concern." Respondents were asked the following 

questions about each product 

(1) "How concerned are you personally that the given product may not 

work or perform properly?" to assess performance risk. 

(2) "How concerned are you personally that the given product may be 

harmful or injure your health?" to assess physical risk. 

(3) "How concerned are you personally that the given product may not fit 

well within your self-image or self-concept?" to assess psychological risk. 

(4) "How concerned are you personally that by owning the given product, 

the given product may negatively affect the way others think of you?" to assess 

social risk. 

(5) "How concerned are you personally that the given product may not be 

worth its value in money?" to assess financial risk. 

(6) "How concerned are you personally that the given product may fail 

completely, thus wasting your time in getting it adjusted, repaired , or replaced?" 

to assess loss risk. 
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A composite risk score was computed for each product. Overall risk was 

presumed thereby to be a function of the mean of the summated ratings. A test 

of the differences between summated means was conducted for the two 

products, indicating indeed, a significant (p < .001) difference between the 

perceived product risk of the two products. 

Selectivity 

Several of this study's hypotheses are built around theorized gendered 

differences pertaining to ad claim preferences. Accordingly, the subjects' 

perceptions of the selectivity were analyzed to verify that the subjective, as well 

as objective message content, did indeed vary in terms of the intent. This 

second manipulation check procedure was also repeated at the end of the 

questionnaire so as not to sensitize subjects. Subject to the treatment they 

received, respondents were asked to rate five presumed objective or five 

presumed subjective attributes for each product as determined by the pretest. 

Subjects assigned to objective (subjective) treatments responded to the five 

previously determined objective (subjective) attributes for each product. To 

assess levels of objectivity and subjectivity, subjects were asked to respond to 

the following: "If you were going to purchase an oral pain relief product (steam 

iron), how would you evaluate the following features?" Subjects were asked to 

indicate their evaluation on a differential scale with: (1) "extremely factual and 

verifiable" to (7) "extremely personal and hard to verify." 

The mean of each product's summated subjective as well as objective 

claim responses was determined. A between-subject paired sample t-test was 
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performed between the objective versus subjective claim means. The paired t

test results indicate significant (p < .001) difference between the subjects' 

selection and perception of objective versus subjective claims. Further, when 

compared with the pretest results, a consistent pattern of means was found for 

each product. Having verified the manipulation checks, the dependent variables' 

reliability measures are now reported . 

Reliability of Dependent Variables 

The dependent measures: (1) cognition, (2) attitude toward the ad affect, 

(3) attitude toward the brand affect, and (4) conation were scaled by way of 

three, six, three, and three respective collapsed statement measures. In order to 

capture the dependent measures, several statements were collapsed in a variety 

of measures. Each dependent variable was measured for each product 

individually and also for both products combined. First, cognition was scaled 

aggregating three statements measuring subjects' assessments of the ad claims' 

truthfulness, informativeness, and credibility, and determining a mean score. 

Next, attitude toward the ad was scaled aggregating six statements measuring 

subjects' evaluations of how bad/good, irritating/nonirritating, 

uninteresting/interesting, unconvincing/convincing, unpleasant/pleasant, and 

unappealing/appealing the advertisements made them feel. A mean score was 

then determined. Next, attitude toward the brand was scaled summating three 

statements measuring subjects' product appraisals in terms of bad/good, bad 

quality/good quality, and unsatisfactory/satisfactory, and a mean score was 

derived. Finally, conation was scaled from aggregating three statements 
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measuring subjects' intent to purchase, desire to recommend to friends, and 

interest in discounts, and a mean score was determined. 

Thus, a composite score, which is a function of the mean of the summated 

aforementioned statements, was computed for each dependent variable. Since 

perceived product risk was examined within subjects, each subject responded to 

statements pertaining to two products. Hence, the dependent variable measures 

were analyzed by individual product and combined, as dictated by the required 

theorized level of analysis. 

Table 11 exhibits the reliabilities for the dependent measures. Cronbach's 

Alpha, a measure of internal consistency, was computed for each of the four 

dependent scales. The reliabilities range from .44 to .89, which are satisfactory 

(Nunnally 1978); however, the lower reliabilities for cognition are notable. 

Seemingly, in the context of this study's sample, cognition's results are only 

moderately reproducible. Perhaps the moderate reliability results are a product 

of the experimental design such that the student subjects knew the ads were 

designed for experimental purposes. Following table 11 , the study's results are 

presented. 
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TABLE 11 

RELIABILITY OF DEPENDENT MEASURES 

Dependent Variable Cronbach's Alpha 
Oral Pain Relief a 

Cognition (3 items) 
Attitude Toward the Ad (6 items) 
Attitude Toward the Brand (3 items) 
Conation (3 items)_ 

Steam Iron a 

Cognition (3 items) 
Attitude Toward the Ad (6 items) 
Attitude Toward the Brand (3 items) 
Conation (3 items) 

Oral Pain Relief and Steam Iron Combined b 

Cognition (3 items) 
Attitude Toward the Ad (6 items) 
Attitude Toward the Brand (3 items) 
Conation. (3 items} 

an= 284 
b n = 568 (within in subject analysis of 284 subjects each responding to two 
products) 
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CHAPTER 7 

RESULTS 

Main and Interaction Effects 

This research tests four dependent variables: (1) cognition, (2) affect: 

attitude toward the ad, (3) affect: attitude toward the brand, and (4) conation. 

Further, it examines four dependent variables: (1) gender, (2) selectivity, (3) 

perceived product risk, and (4) conation. A 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 design was utilized as 

shown in figure 2. A single MANOVA repeated measures design was 

administered, running the full data with all dependent variables simultaneously. 

The resulting cell means and standard deviations for the measures of each of the 

experimental conditions are presented in table 12. Several main effects were 

significant and are presented in table 13. Several interaction effects were also 

present as shown in table 14. 
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TABLE 12 

CELL MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 

or tdbT P emea e IY wo . d P d t R" k L erceave ro uc IS eves- S b tM d I u se o es 
Male Female 

Objective Subjective Objective Subjective 
Claim Claim Claim Claim 

Print Web Print Web Print Web Print Web 
Ad Ad Ad Ad Ad Ad Ad Ad 

Cognition a High 4.83 4.97 4.53 4.48 4.96 4.87 4.79 4.76 
risk (1.03) (.94) (.95) (1.13) (.93) (1.05) (.86) (1.00) 

product n=32 n=30 n=30 n=36 n=38 n=35 n=47 n=36 
Mod. 5.02 4.92 3.87 4.00 4.91 4.67 3.85 3.93 
risk (.98) (.91) (1 .02) (1 .00) (.99) (.76) (.86) (.92) 

product n=32 n=30 n=30 n=36 n=38 n=35 n=47 n=36 
Aad 0 High 4.02 4.00 4.08 3.84 4.25 4.06 3.97 3.76 

risk (.87) (.90) (1.10) (.82) (.95) (.97) (1.05) (1.09) 
product n=32 n=30 n=30 n=36 n=38 n=35 n=47 n=36 

Mod. 4.07 3.85 3.62 3.78 4.38 4.11 3.50 3.20 
risk (1 .04) (.84) (1 .10) (.94) (1.03) (.71) (.97) (.90) 

product n=32 n=30 n=30 n=36 n=38 n=35 n=47 n=36 
Abrandc High 5.00 5.17 5.06 4.96 5.45 5.28 5.31 5.41 

risk (.90) (.88) (1 .02) (1 .12) (.98) (.93) (.81) (.76) 
product n=32 n=30 n=30 n=36 n=38 n=35 n=47 n=36 

Mod. 5.14 5.04 4.85 4.54 5.18 5.01 4.58 4.64 
risk (.85) (.69) (1 .00) (.88) (1.03) (.63) (.69) (.64) 

product n=32 n=30 n=30 n=36 n=38 n=35 n=47 n=36 
Conation d High 4.13 4.31 4.37 3.91 4.84 4.70 4.75 5.19 

risk (1 .27) (1.49) (1.47) (1 .52) (1.65) (1.64) (1.50) (1.18) 
product n=32 n=30 n=30 n=36 n=38 n=35 n=47 n=36 

Mod. 3.84 3.16 3.29 3.87 3.71 3.66 3.08 3.25 
risk (1.58) (1.32) (1.42) (1.31) (1.44) (.139) (1.21) (1.32) 

product n=32 n=30 n=30 n=36 n=38 n=35 n=47 n=36 
Combined Perceived Product Risk Levels- Full Model 

Male Female 
Objective Subjective Objective Subjective 

Claim Claim Claim Claim 
Print Web Print Web Print Web Print Web 
Ad Ad Ad Ad Ad Ad Ad Ad 

Cognition a 4.92 4.95 4.20 4.24 4.94 4.77 4.32 4.34 
Both (1 .00) (.92) (1 .03) (1 .09) (.95) (.92) (.98) (1.04) 

Products 
n=64 n=60 n=60 n=72 n=76 n=70 n=94 n=72 

Aadb 4.04 3.93 3.85 3.81 4.32 4.09 3.74 3.48 
Both (.95) (.86) (1.11) (.88) (.99) (.85) (1.04) (1.03) 

Products 
n=64 n=60 n=60 n=72 n=76 n=70 n=94 n=72 
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Abrandc 5.07 5.11 4.96 4.75 5.32 5.14 4.95 5.03 
Both (.87) (.78) (1 .00) (1 .02) (1.00) (.80) (.83) (.80) 

Products 
n=64 n=60 n=60 n=72 n=76 n=?O n=94 n=72 

Conation a 3.99 3.73 3.83 3.89 4.28 4.18 3.91 4.22 
Both (1 .43) (1 .51) (1 .53) (1 .41) (1 .64) (1.60) (1 .59) (1.58) 

Products 
n=64 n=60 n=60 n=72 n=76 n=?O n=94 n=72 

Notes: Standard deviations in parentheses 
Although the intended design was orthogonal , the experimental process rendered close, 
but uneven cell sizes. Thus, Type Ill Sum of Squares analysis was used. 
a Scale items collapsed pertaining to ad claims: 1 = extremely untruthful to ?=extremely 
truthful , 1 =extremely uninformative to ?=extremely informative (reverse coded) , and 
1 =extremely noncredible to ?=extremely credible 
b Scale items collapsed pertaining to advertisement feelings: 1 =extremely bad to 
?=extremely good, 1 =extremely irritating to ?=extremely nonirritating, 1 =extremely 
uninteresting to ?=extremely interesting (reverse coded) , 1 =extremely unconvincing to 
?=extremely convincing (reverse coded) , 1 = extremely unpleasant to ?=extremely 
pleasant (reverse coded) , and 1 =extremely unappealing to ?=extremely appealing 
c Scale items collapsed pertaining to product feelings: 1 =extremely bad to ?=extremely 
good (reverse coded), 1 =extremely bad quality to ?=extremely good quality, and 
1 =extremely unsatisfactory to ?=extremely satisfactory (reverse coded) 
d Scale items collapsed: purchase intent on a scale of 1 =extremely unlikely to 
?=extremely likely, likelihood of recommending items to friends on a scale of 
1 =extremely unlikely to ?=extremely likely (reverse coded), and interest in special 
product discounts on a scale of 1 =extremely uninterested to ?=extremely interested 
(reverse coded). 

TABLE 13 

MAIN EFFECT RESULTS 

Full Modeld 
Cognition A ad A brand Conation 

Main Effects 
F- Sig. F- Sig. F- Sig. F- Sig. 

Value Value Value Value 
Claim 53.66 .001 a 22.51 .001 a 10.59 .001 a 1.35 .452 
Gender .001 .915 .008 .927 3.31 .069 4.32 .038 c 

Media .128 .721 3.51 .062 .832 .362 .007 .935 
Product 22.91 .001 a 5.29 .022 c 23.61 .001 a 78.18 .001 a 

Subset Model: Moderate Risk Product e 

Cognition A ad Abrand Conation 
Main Effects 

F- Sig. F- Sig. F- Sig. F- Sig. 
Value Value Value Value 

Claim 76.42 .001 a 25.91 .001 a 20.74 .001 a 1.87 .172 
Gender 1.09 .298 .074 .786 .146 .703 .525 .469 
Media .081 .776 2.00 .159 1.80 .181 .003 .954 
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Subset Model: High Risk Product e 
Cognition A ad A brand 

Main Effects 
F- Sig. F- Sig. F- Sig. 

Value Value Value 
Claim 5.008 .026 c 2.090 .149 .109 .742 
Gender 1.46 .228 .046 .830 7.88 .005 ° 
Media .007 .932 1.82 .179 .001 .991 
a 0 c p < .001 ' p < .01 ' p < .05 
dn=568 
en=284 

CxG 
CxM 
CxP 
GxM 
GxP 
MxP 
CxGxM 
CxMxP 
GxMxP 
CxGxP 
CxGxMxP 

CxG 
CxM 
GxM 
CxGxM 

TABLE 14 

INTERACTION EFFECT RESULTS d 

Full Modeld 
Cognition A ad A brand 

Interaction Effects 
F- Sig. F- Sig. F- Sig. 

Value Value Value 
1.44 .231 7.149 .008 ° .004 .952 
.410 .522 .033 .856 .001 .972 

18.79 .001 a 6.30 .012 c 7.594 .006 ° 
.444 .505 1.03 .310 .066 .797 
2.48 .116 .131 .718 5.69 .017 c 
.024 .878 .000 .995 .761 .383 
.293 .588 .113 .737 2.86 .092 
1.12 .291 .854 .356 .000 .989 
.001 .976 .344 .558 .515 .473 
.123 .726 1.43 .232 .293 .589 
.075 .785 .875 .350 .021 .884 

Subset Model: Moderate Risk Product e 
Cognition A ad A brand 

Interaction Effects 
F- Sig. F- Sig. F- Sig. 

Value Value Value 
.355 .522 7.73 .006 ° .206 .651 
1.60 .207 .623 .431 .001 .974 
.194 .660 1.35 .246 .545 .461 
.049 .826 .853 .357 1.37 .242 

100 

Conation 

F- Sig. 
Value 

.080 .778 
14.9 .001 a 
.004 .953 

Conation 

F-Value Sig. 

.450 .502 
2.19 .140 
1.29 .258 
.676 .411 

11 .06 .001 a 
.000 .995 
.030 .863 
2.58 .109 
.143 .706 
3.28 .070 
5.47 .020 c 

Conation 

F-Value Sig. 

3.48 .063 
5.33 .022 c 
.131 .718 
2.44 .120 



Subset Model: High Risk Product e 
Cognition A ad 

Interaction Effects 
F- Sig. F- Sig. 

Value Value 
CxG 1.14 .286 1.09 .298 
CxM .085 .771 .249 .618 
GxM .233 .629 .080 .778 
CxGxM .306 .581 .187 .665 
Note: C=clatm, G=gender, P=product, and M=medta 
a p < .001, b p < .01, c p < .05 
d n=568 
en=284 

Full Model 

A brand 

F- Sig. 
Value 

.091 .763 

.001 .975 

.082 .774 
1.52 .219 

Conation 

F-Value Sig. 

.560 .455 

.003 .953 

.713 .399 
3.02 .083 

For the full model, the main effect results indicate claim had the strongest 

effect on cognition, followed by attitude toward the ad and then attitude toward 

the brand. Gender was only significant with respect to conation. Media was not 

significant in relation to any of the dependent variables. Finally, product had the 

strongest effect on conation, followed by attitude toward the brand, cognition, and 

then attitude toward the ad. 

The interaction effect results specify the claim x product interaction 

relating to cognition has the strongest effect, followed by the gender x product 

interaction relating to conation, the claim x product interaction relating to Abrand, 

the claim x gender interaction relating to Aad, the claim x product interaction 

relating to Aad, the gender x product interaction relating to Abrand, and finally, 

the claim x gender x media x product 4-way interaction relating to conation. 

Subsequently, the specific patterns revealed by the full model's significant main 

and interaction effect results indicate the following: 
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1. For the claim x product 2-way interaction for the cognition measure (F = 

18.79, p < .001), claim had the stronger effect. The most favorable 

treatments were for objective ad claims for both moderate and high perceived 

product risk, indicating for cognitive processing of moderate and high risk 

product advertisements, objective claims are exceedingly favorable. 

Subjective claims were less favorable for both risk levels, with the moderate 

risk product producing the lowest cognition as exhibited in figure 3. 

Figure 3 - Cognition: Claim x Product Interaction (Full Model) 
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2. For the claim x product 2-way interaction for the attitude toward the ad 

affective measure (F = 6.30, p < .05), claim had the stronger effect. Once 

again, the most favorable treatments were for objective ad claims for both 

moderate and high perceived product risk, indicating for favorable attitude 

toward the ad of moderate and high risk product advertisements, objective 

claims are favorable as shown in figure 4. 
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Figure 4 - Aad: Claim x Product Interaction (Full Model) 
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3. For the claim x gender 2-way interaction for the attitude toward the ad 

affective measure (F = 7.15, p < .01 ), claim had the stronger effect. Objective 

ad claims were favored over subjective ad claims by both males and females, 

indicating for favorable attitude toward the ad, males and females prefer 

objective ad claims. The variance between the responses for the objective 

versus subjective claims was more dramatic for the females versus the males 

as exposed in figure 5. Interestingly, gender alone is not significant, implying 

that for gender to be significant in this context, selectivity must be present. 

Figure 5- Aad: Claim x Gender Interaction (Full Model) 
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4. For the claim x product 2-way interaction for the attitude toward the brand 

affective measure (F = 7.59; p < .01), product had the stronger effect. Both 

the moderate and high risk products scored more favorably with the objective 

ad claims, again, suggesting for more favorable attitude toward the brand, 

both risk levels indicate objective ad claims. The pattern is presented in 

figure 6. 

Figure 6- Abrand: Claim x Product Interaction (Full Model) 
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5. For the gender x product 2-way interaction for the attitude toward the brand 

affective measure (F = 5.69, p < .05), product had the stronger effect. Both 

males and females held more favorable attitude toward the brand for the high 

risk product indicating perhaps the importance of brand recognition for higher 

risk products. As figure 7 exhibits, males and females held similar attitudes 

toward the brand levels for the moderate risk product; however, the females' 

levels increased more than the males' for the high risk product. Gender alone 

was not significant, implying that for gender to be significant in this context, 

the division of risk must be apparent. 
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Figure 7 - Abrand: Gender x Product Interaction (Full Model) 
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6. For the gender x product 2-way interaction for the conative behavioral intent 

measure (F = 11.06, p < .001 ), product had the stronger effect. Both males 

and females responded more favorably to the high risk product than the 

moderate risk product implying more likely purchase intent with the high risk 

product. Figure 8 displays the results, indicating females' purchase intent for 

the high risk product is markedly higher than males' intent. 

Figure 8 - Conation: Gender x Product Interaction (Full Model) 
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7. For the claim x gender x media x product 4-way interaction with the conative 

behavioral measure (F = 5.47, p < .05), claim had the strongest effect. For 

both males and females, there appears to be more favorable behavioral intent 

toward purchasing the high risk product versus the moderate risk product as 

presented in figure 9. For males, conation is more likely for the moderate risk 

product when it is advertised on the Web in a subjective claim context and for 

the high risk product when it is advertised in print in a subjective context. For 

females, conation is more likely for the moderate risk product when it is 

advertised in print with objective claims and the high risk product when it is 

advertised on the Web in a subjective claim context. Irrespective of media, 

males are more likely to purchase both moderate and high risk products after 

viewing subjective ad claims whereas females are more likely to purchase 

moderate risk products after viewing objective print ads and high risk products 

after viewing subjective Web ads. The intent to purchase the high risk 

product is overwhelmingly higher for females versus males. 
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Figure 9 - Conation: Claim x Gender x Media x Product Interaction 
(Full Model) 
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Subset Model: Moderate Risk Product 

For the moderate risk product subset model, the main effect results 

indicate claim once again had the strongest effect on cognition, followed by 

attitude toward the ad and then attitude toward the brand. Gender and media 

were not significant with respect to any of the dependent variables. The 

interaction effect results specify the claim x gender interaction relating to Aad had 

the strongest effect, followed by the claim x media interaction relating to 

conation. Subsequently, the specific patterns revealed by the moderate risk 

product subset model's significant main and interaction effect results indicate the 

following: 

1. For the claim x gender 2-way interaction for the Aad measure (F = 7.73, p < 

.01), claim had the stronger effect. The most favorable treatments were for 
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objective ad claims and females, indicating for cognitive processing of 

moderate risk product advertisements, objective claims are exceedingly 

favorable, particularly for females. Subjective claims were less favorable for 

both genders as exhibited in figure 10. 

Figure 10- Aad: Claim x Gender Interaction 
(Moderate Risk Subset Model) 
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2. For the claim x media 2-way interaction for the conation measure (F = 5.33, p 

< .05), claim had the stronger effect. Objective claims were most favorable 

for print ad formats and subjective claims were favored for Web ad formats. 

These results indicate that for favorable conation to occur, media differences 

should be considered as shown in figure 11 . 
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Figure 11 -Conation: Claim x Media Interaction 
(Moderate Risk Subset Model) 
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Subset Model: High Risk Product 

For the high risk product subset model, the main effect results indicate 

claim once again had the strongest effect on cognition, followed by gender as it 

related to attitude toward the brand and conation. Media was not significant with 

respect to any of the dependent variables. No interaction effects were 

significant, reinforcing the importance of the product risk measure in the full 

model's results. 

Having highlighted the full model and subset models' main and interaction 

effect findings, the next section presents analyses of these findings, along with 

the hypotheses findings, as they relate to each dependent variable. Since the 

hypotheses are presented within each dependent variable's discussion, H2 

appears as the first discussed hypothesis. Table 15 exhibits the format in which 

each hypothesis was analyzed. 
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TABLE 15 

HYPOTHESES TESTING DETAILS 

Hypothesis Full or Model Dependent Independent 
Subset Testing Variable(s) Variables 
Model Procedure (Treatments) 

H1(A) Full Model ANOVA Abrand All Male Objective 
Vs. All Male 
Subjective 

H1 (B) Full Model ANOVA Abrand All Female Objective 
Vs. All Female 
Subjective 

H2 (A) Subset Model: MANOVA Cognition Moderate Risk Male 
Moderate Aad Objective Vs. 
Risk Product Abrand Moderate Risk Male 
Only Conation Subjective 

H2 (B) Subset Model: MANOVA Cognition Moderate Risk 
Moderate A ad Female Objective Vs. 
Risk Product Abrand Moderate Risk 
Only Conation Female Subjective 

H3 (A) Subset Model: MANOVA Cognition High Risk Male 
High Risk A ad Objective Vs. High 
Product Only Abrand Risk Male Subjective 

Conation 
H3 (B) Subset Model: MAN OVA Cognition High Risk Female 

High Risk A ad Objective Vs. High 
Product Only Abrand Risk Female 

Conation Subjective 
H4 (A) Full Model MANOVA Cognition All Male Web Vs. All 

A ad Male Print 
Abrand 
Conation 

H4 (B) Full Model MANOVA Cognition All Female Web Vs. 
Aad All Female print 
Abrand 
Conation 

Cognition 

The summated mean dependent variable scaling descriptors will be 

repeated here in order to discern the results. After reverse coding, for cognition 
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as well as the other dependent variables, the summated mean scales' lower 

numbers represent less favorable responses and the higher numbers represent 

more favorable responses. A level of 4 indicates a "neutral" response in these 

bipolar 7 -point scales. 

Claim (F = 53.66, p < .001) and product (F = 22.91 , p < .001) were 

significant with respect to the cognition measure with claim having the stronger 

effect. The only significant interaction effect was, thereby, the claim x product 

interaction (F = 18.79, p < .001). When subjects examined the moderate risk 

product's objective treatments, the cell mean was 4.88 whereas the subjective ad 

viewers' cell mean was 3.91 , indicating somewhat truthful, informative, and 

credible cognition by the moderate risk product's respondents whereas the 

subjective respondents expressed more neutral beliefs. For the high risk 

product, the cell mean for the objective treatments was 4.91 whereas the cell 

mean for the subjective treatments was 4.62. 

Turning to the hypotheses, the selectivity model predicts males and 

females will differ in the extent to which they notice subtle changes in the 

processing task. For example, when perceived product risk is subtly increased 

from moderate to high, the selectivity model predicts females are more likely than 

males to notice the difference and adjust their processing strategies accordingly. 

Because males are more selective processors, they should be less likely to 

notice subtle differences in perceived product risk and therefore are less likely to 

alter their processing strategy when subtle differences in perceived product risk 

are present. Thus, with respect to H2, for moderate perceived product risk: (A) 
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male respondents will assign higher cognitive, affective, and conative scores to 

advertisements employing objective versus subjective ad claims and (B) female 

respondents, as comprehensive processors, will assign equal cognitive, affective, 

and conative scores to advertisements employing objective versus subjective ad 

claims. 

To test this hypothesis, MANOVA was performed on the data (n=284) 

pertaining solely to the moderate risk product: steam iron. The dependent 

cognitive measure consisted of the tf1ree collapsed mean statements discussed 

in the beginning of this chapter. The media results were combined. The 

responses of the male (female) subjects receiving the objective treatments 

versus the male (female) subjects receiving the subjective treatments were 

analyzed. The significant male results (F = 35.92, p < .001) indicate males 

respond more favorably to objective versus subjective ads on this belief level. 

The cell means indicate the objective treatments invoked somewhat positive 

cognition (4.97) versus the subjective treatments that invoked more neutral 

cognition (3.94). When examining the female data, the results are unexpectedly 

significant (F = 41.09, p < .001) indicating females also respond more favorably 

to objective versus subjective ads on this belief level. The cell means indicate 

the objective treatments invoked somewhat positive cognition (4.80) versus the 

subjective treatments invoking a more neutral cognition (3.89). This hypothesis 

stated females' results would not be significant because females were expected 

to have an equal response to objective versus subjective claims. However, both 
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males and females in this moderate perceived product risk context tend to prefer 

objective claims. 

H3 states when perceived product risk is high versus moderate, males are 

not expected to notice the change in risk level and are therefore less likely than 

females to alter their processing strategies. Therefore, with respect to high 

perceived product risk: (A) male respondents will assign higher cognitive, 

affective, and conative scores to advertisements employing objective versus 

subjective ad claims when perceived product risk is high, just as they did with 

moderate perceived product risk and (B) female respondents, as comprehensive 

processors, will notice the increased product risk level and alter their processing 

strategy and, like male respondents, assign higher cognitive, affective, and 

conative scores to advertisements employing objective versus subjective ad 

claims, since these claims can be verified. 

Once again, MANOVA was performed, this time on the data (n=284) 

pertaining solely to the high risk product: oral pain relief. The dependent 

cognitive measure consisted of the three collapsed mean statements mentioned 

in the beginning of this chapter. The media results were combined. The 

responses of the male (female) subjects receiving the objective treatments 

versus the male (female) subjects receiving the subjective treatments were 

analyzed. This hypothesis states both males and females will respond more 

favorably to the dependent measures when viewing the objective ad claims 

versus the subjective ad claims. The significant male results (F = 4. 76, p < .05) 

imply males do respond more favorably to objective versus subjective ads on this 
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belief level. The cell means indicate the objective treatments elicited a slightly 

higher somewhat positive cognition (4.90) than the subjective treatments (4.51). 

However, the female data was unexpectedly insignificant, indicating no difference 

in the objective versus subjective response levels. 

Finally, H4 predicts visually oriented individuals who think "in pictures" and 

learn more effectively when shown how to perform a task, typically embark on a 

more complex comprehension process when viewing advertisements versus 

more verbally oriented individuals who think "in words" and learn more effectively 

when reading how to perform a task. 

Bezjian-Avery, Calder, and Iacobucci's (1998) interactivity model predicts 

interactive advertising is likely to be more poorly suited to persons with more 

visual orientations because it adds to the complexity of their comprehension 

tasks, and more well-suited to verbally oriented persons. Consequently, the 

more verbally oriented the respondent, the more likely they will be unaffected by 

the interactivity and the more visually oriented the respondent, the more likely 

they will be hindered by the interactivity. Previous evidence indicates females 

are generally more verbally oriented than males whereas males are generally 

more visually oriented than females (Bradshaw and Nettelton 1981 ; Meyers-Levy 

1994; Pearson and Ferguson 1989). Congenial with this perspective: (A) male 

respondents, with their more visual orientation, will assign higher generalized 

cognitive, affective, and conative scores to traditional magazine print ads versus 

Web ads and (B) female respondents, with their more verbal orientation, will 
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assign higher generalized cognitive, affective, and conative scores to Web ads 

versus traditional magazine print ads. 

MANOVA was performed, combining the data (n=568) on the moderate 

and high risk products. The selectivity results were also combined. The 

dependent cognitive measure consisted of the three collapsed mean statements 

presented in the beginning of this chapter. The responses of the male (female) 

subjects receiving the Web treatments versus the male (female) subjects 

receiving the print treatments were analyzed. The results were not significant, 

indicating no media preference for males or females. Next, having detailed the 

results of the cognitive element of the dependent experimental variables, this 

study now turns to the attitude toward the ad affective dependent variable. 

Affect: Attitude Toward the Ad 

Claim (F = 22.51 , p < .001) and product (F = 5.29, p < .05) were significant 

with respect to the attitude toward the ad measure; claim had the stronger effect. 

Furthermore, two significant interaction effects were present. First, claim x 

gender (F = 7.15, p < .01) was significant. For the objective treatments, the 

males' cell mean was 3.98 whereas the females' cell mean was 4.20, indicating 

males hold a slightly negative attitude toward the ad and females hold a slightly 

positive attitude toward the ad. For the subjective treatments, the males' cell 

mean was 3.83 while the females' cell mean was 3.61 . The gendered pattern is 

reversed with subjective claims where both genders hold a slightly negative 

attitude toward the ad versus the abovementioned objective treatment results. 
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The second significant interaction was claim x product (F = 6.30, p < .05). 

For the objective treatments, the moderate risk product's cell mean was 4.10 

whereas the high risk product's cell mean was 4.08. For the subjective 

treatments, the moderate risk product's cell mean was 3.53 while the high risk 

product's cell mean was 3.91 suggesting both moderate and high risk products 

elicited slightly positive attitude toward the ad in the objective treatments and 

slightly negative attitude toward the ad in subjective treatments. 

Shifting to the hypotheses, once again, with respect to moderate 

perceived product risk, H2 states: (A) male respondents will assign higher 

cognitive, affective, and conative scores to advertisements employing objective 

versus subjective ad claims and (B) female respondents, as comprehensive 

processors, will assign equal cognitive, affective, and conative scores to 

advertisements employing objective versus subjective ad claims. 

To test this hypothesis, MANOVA was performed on the data (n=284) 

pertaining only to the moderate risk product: steam iron. The dependent attitude 

toward the ad measure consisted of the six collapsed mean statements 

explained in the beginning of this chapter. The media results were combined. 

The responses of the male (female) subjects receiving the objective treatments 

versus the male (female) subjects receiving the subjective treatments were 

analyzed resulting in no significance for the males' data. However, when 

examining the female data, the results were unexpectedly significant (F = 39.94, 

p < .001) indicating females responded more favorably to objective versus 

subjective ads on this belief level. The cell means indicate the objective 
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treatments invoked somewhat positive cognition (4.25) versus the subjective 

treatments that invoked a somewhat negative cognition (3.37). This hypothesis 

stated females' results would not be significant because females were expected 

to have an equal response to objective versus subjective claims. However, in 

this moderate perceived product risk context, females tend to prefer objective 

claims. 

H3 states when perceived product risk is high versus moderate, males are 

less likely than females to notice the different risk level and are less likely than 

females to alter their processing strategies. Therefore, with respect to high 

perceived product risk: (A) male respondents will assign higher cognitive, 

affective, and conative scores to advertisements employing objective versus 

subjective ad claims when perceived product risk is high, just as they did with 

moderate perceived product risk and (B) female respondents, as comprehensive 

processors, will notice the increased product risk level and alter their processing 

strategy and, like male respondents, assign higher cognitive, affective, and 

conative scores to advertisements employing objective versus subjective ad 

claims, since these claims can be verified. 

Once again, MANOVA was performed, this time on the data (n=284) 

pertaining merely to the high risk product: oral pain relief. The dependent 

attitude toward the ad measure consisted of the six collapsed mean statements 

introduced in the beginning of this chapter. The media results were combined. 

The responses of the male (female) subjects receiving the objective treatments 

versus the male (female) subjects receiving the subjective treatments were 

117 



analyzed. This hypothesis states that both males and females will respond more 

favorably to the dependent measures when viewing the objective ad claims 

versus the subjective ad claims. Surprisingly, neither the males' nor females' 

data produced significant results, indicating no difference in the objective versus 

subjective response levels. 

The last hypothesis, H4, predicts: (A) male respondents, with their more 

visual orientation, will assign higher generalized cognitive, affective, and conative 

scores to traditional magazine print ads versus Web ads and (B) female 

respondents, with their more verbal orientation, will assign higher generalized 

cognitive, affective, and conative scores to Web ads versus traditional magazine 

print ads. MANOVA was performed, combining the moderate and high risk 

product data (n=568). The selectivity results were also combined. The 

dependent attitude toward the ad measure consisted of the six collapsed mean 

statements mentioned in the beginning of this chapter. The responses of the 

male (female) subjects receiving the Web treatments versus the male (female) 

subjects receiving the print treatments were analyzed. The results were not 

significant, once again indicating no media preference for either gender. Next, 

having explained the results of the attitude toward the ad affective element of the 

dependent experimental variables, the attitude toward the brand affective 

dependent variable results are now presented. 

Affect: Attitude Toward the Brand 

Claim (F = 10.59, p < .001) and product (F = 22.61 , p < .001) were 

significant with respect to the attitude toward the brand measure, with product 
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having the stronger effect. Two significant interaction effects were present as 

well. First, claim x product (F = 7.59, p < .01) was significant. For the objective 

treatments, the moderate risk product's cell mean was 5.09 whereas the high risk 

product's cell mean was 5.22. For the subjective treatments, the moderate risk 

product's cell mean was 4.65 while the high risk product's cell mean was 5.19 

suggesting both moderate and high risk products elicited somewhat positive 

attitude toward the brand in both objective and subjective treatments with an 

increasing positive movement toward objective ad claims. 

The second significant interaction was gender x product (F = 5.69, p < 

.05). For the moderate risk products, the males' cell mean was 4.89 whereas the 

females' cell mean was 4.86 indicating males hold a slightly more positive 

attitude toward the brand than females. For the high risk product, the males' cell 

mean was 5.05 while the females' cell mean was 5.36. The pattern is reversed 

indicating for high risk products, females hold more favorable attitudes toward the 

brand than males. 

Moving to the hypotheses, with respect to attitude toward the brand, H1 

asserts males' advertising information processing actions may be caused by their 

selective concentration on the more available cues whereas females' advertising 

information processing actions may be caused by their comprehensive 

consideration of seemingly subtle cues along with those that are more apparent. 

Further, females tend to consider a broad scope of information ranging from 

subjective considerations to highly available objective brand attributes. Thus, 

generally, females are likely to prefer both objective and subjective claims 
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equally. Conversely, males are more likely to focus on objective attributes that 

are salient and readily available. Thus, the selectivity model suggests: (A) male 

respondents will assign higher generalized attitude toward the brand affective 

scores to advertisements employing objective versus subjective claims and (B) 

female respondents will be more likely to process comprehensively and thus 

assign equal attitude toward the brand affective scores to advertisements 

employing objective versus subjective ad claims. To test this hypothesis, 

ANOVA was performed on the combined product data (n=568). Media 

responses were also combined. The dependent attitude toward the brand 

measure consisted of the three collapsed mean statements presented in the 

beginning of this chapter. The responses of the male (female) subjects receiving 

the objective treatments versus the male (female) subjects receiving the 

subjective treatments were analyzed. The males' responses were not significant; 

however, the females' responses were significant (F = 6.63, p < .05) indicating 

females prefer objective versus subjective claims in this context, thereby 

providing no support for this hypothesis. The cell mean for the females' objective 

treatment responses (5.23) indicates between somewhat and very favorable 

attitude toward the brand compared with the females' subjective treatment 

responses (4.98) indicating somewhat favorable attitude toward the brand. 

Turning to H2, with respect to moderate perceived product risk: (A) male 

respondents will assign higher cognitive, affective, and conative scores to 

advertisements employing objective versus subjective ad claims and (B) female 

respondents, as comprehensive processors, will assign equal cognitive, affective, 
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and conative scores to advertisements employing objective versus subjective ad 

claims. 

To test this hypothesis, MANOVA was performed on the data (n=284) 

pertaining to the moderate risk product: steam iron. The dependent attitude 

toward the brand measure consisted of the three collapsed mean statements 

described in the beginning of this chapter. The media results were combined. 

The responses of the male (female) subjects receiving the objective treatments 

versus the male (female) subjects receiving the subjective treatments were 

analyzed resulting in significance for both the males' (F = 7.32, p < .01) and 

females' (F = 16.19, p < .001) responses. Both males and females responded 

more favorably to objective versus subjective ad claims on this affective attitude 

toward the brand level. The cell means indicate the objective treatments invoked 

somewhat positive attitude toward the brand (males = 5.09, females = 5.10) 

versus the subjective treatments that invoked slightly less positive attitude toward 

the brand (males = 4.68, females = 4.61). This hypothesis stated females' 

results would not be significant because females were expected to have an equal 

response to objective versus subjective claims. However, in this moderate 

perceived product risk context, both males' and females' results were significant; 

both genders tend to prefer objective claims. 

H3 states when perceived product risk is high versus moderate, males are 

less likely than females to notice the different risk level and are less likely than 

females to alter their processing strategies. Therefore, with respect to high 

perceived product risk: (A) male respondents will assign higher cognitive, 
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affective, and conative scores to advertisements employing objective versus 

subjective ad claims when perceived product risk is high, just as they did with 

moderate perceived product risk and (B) female respondents, as comprehensive 

processors, will notice the increased product risk level and alter their processing 

strategy and, like male respondents, assign higher cognitive, affective, and 

conative scores to advertisements employing objective versus subjective ad 

claims, since these claims can be verified. 

Once again, MANOVA was performed on the data (n=284) pertaining 

solely to the high risk product: oral pain relief. The dependent attitude toward the 

brand measure consisted of the three collapsed mean statements mentioned in 

the beginning of this chapter. The media results were combined. The responses 

of the male (female) subjects receiving the objective treatments versus the male 

(female) subjects receiving the subjective treatments were analyzed. This 

hypothesis states both males and females will assign higher scores to the 

dependent measures when viewing the objective ad claims versus the subjective 

ad claims. Surprisingly, neither the males' nor females' data produced significant 

results, indicating no difference in the selectivity response levels. 

Lastly, H4 predicts: (A) male respondents, with their more visual 

orientation, will assign higher generalized cognitive, affective, and conative 

scores to traditional magazine print ads versus Web ads and (B) female 

respondents, with their more verbal orientation, will assign higher generalized 

cognitive, affective, and conative scores to Web ads versus traditional magazine 

print ads. 
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MANOVA was performed, combining the data (n=568) on the moderate 

and high risk products. The selectivity results were also combined . The 

dependent attitude toward the brand measure consisted of the three collapsed 

mean statements mentioned in the beginning of this chapter. The responses of 

the male (female) subjects receiving the Web treatments versus the male 

(female) subjects receiving the print treatments were analyzed. The results were 

not significant, suggesting no gendered media preference. The results of the 

attitude toward the brand affective element of the dependent experimental 

variables have now been explained, allowing this results section to turn to the 

final conation dependent variable. 

Conation 

Gender (F = 4.32, p < .05) and product (F = 78.18, p < .001) were 

significant with respect to the conation or purchase intent measure with product 

having the stronger effect. Two significant interaction effects were present as 

well. First, gender x product (F = 11 .06, p < .001) was significant. For the 

moderate risk product, the males' cell mean was 3.54 whereas the females' cell 

mean was 3.43, indicating males hold a slightly more positive attitude toward the 

brand than females. For the high risk product, the males' cell mean was 4.18 

while the females' cell mean was 4.87. The pattern is reversed indicating for high 

risk products, females hold a higher attitude toward the brand than males. 

A significant (F = 5.47, p < .05) 4-way interaction between claim x gender 

x media x product is present. With respect to moderate risk products, in the 

context of objective treatments, both males and females hold more favorable 
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purchase intentions when viewing print versus Web ads (males/print = 3.84 

versus males/Web= 3.16; females/print= 3.71 versus females/Web= 3.66). For 

subjective treatments, the reverse media scenario exists (males/print = 3.29 

versus males/Web = 3.87; females/print = 3.08 versus females/Web = 3.25). 

With respect to high risk products, in the context of objective treatments, 

males are more likely to purchase after viewing a Web ad (males/print = 4.13 

versus males/Web = 4.31) whereas females are more likely to purchase after 

viewing a print ad (females/print= 4.84 versus females/Web= 4.71). Finally, in 

the subjective context, the reverse media scenario exists (males/print = 4.37 

versus males/Web = 3.91 ; females/print = 4.75 versus females/Web = 5.19). 

Overwhelmingly, in all media contexts, respondents indicated more favorable 

purchase intent for the high risk product. 

Shifting now to the hypotheses, H2 asserts with respect to moderate 

perceived product risk: (A) male respondents will assign higher cognitive, 

affective, and conative scores to advertisements employing objective versus 

subjective ad claims and (B) female respondents, as comprehensive processors, 

will assign equal cognitive, affective, and conative scores to advertisements 

employing objective versus subjective ad claims. 

To test this hypothesis, MANOVA was performed on the data (n=284) 

pertaining solely to the moderate risk product: steam iron. The dependent 

purchase intent measure consisted of the aforementioned three collapsed mean 

statements. The media results were combined. The responses of the male 

(female) subjects receiving the objective treatments versus the male (female) 
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subjects receiving the subjective treatments were analyzed resulting in 

significance for the females' (F = 6.21, p < .05) responses but not the males' 

responses. Females responded more favorably to objective versus subjective ad 

claims on this conation level. The cell means indicate the objective treatments 

educed slightly more favorable purchase intent (3.69) versus the subjective 

treatments (3.16), although these means indicate less than neutral conative 

responses for both subjective and objective ad claims. This hypothesis stated 

females' results would not be significant because females were expected to have 

an equal response to objective versus subjective claims. However, in this 

moderate perceived product risk context, only the females' responses were 

significant and they tend to prefer objective claims. 

H3 states when perceived product risk is high versus moderate, males are 

less likely than females to notice the different risk level and are less likely than 

females to alter their processing strategies. Therefore, with respect to high 

perceived product risk: (A) male respondents will assign higher cognitive, 

affective, and conative scores to advertisements employing objective versus 

subjective ad claims when perceived product risk is high, just as they did with 

moderate perceived product risk and (B) female respondents, as comprehensive 

processors, will notice the increased product risk level and alter their processing 

strategy and, like male respondents, assign higher cognitive, affective, and 

conative scores to advertisements employing objective versus subjective ad 

claims, since these claims can be verified. 
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MANOVA was performed, solely on the data (n=284) pertaining to the high 

risk product: oral pain relief. The dependent purchase intent measure consisted 

of the three collapsed mean statements mentioned in the beginning of this 

chapter. The media results were combined. The responses of the male (female) 

subjects receiving the objective treatments versus the male (female) subjects 

receiving the subjective treatments were analyzed. This hypothesis states that 

both males and females will respond more favorably to the dependent measures 

when viewing the objective ad claims versus the subjective ad claims. 

Surprisingly, neither the males' nor females' data produced significant results, 

indicating no difference in the objective versus subjective response levels. 

Lastly, H4 predicts: (A) male respondents, with their more visual 

orientation, will assign higher generalized cognitive, affective, and conative 

scores to traditional print ads versus Web ads and (B) female respondents, with 

their more verbal orientation, will assign higher generalized cognitive, affective, 

and conative scores to Web ads versus traditional print ads. 

MANOVA was performed, combining the data (n=568) on the moderate 

and high risk products. The selectivity results were also combined. The 

dependent purchase intent measure consisted of the three collapsed mean 

statements mentioned in the beginning of this chapter. The responses of the 

male (female) subjects receiving the Web treatments versus the male (female) 

subjects receiving the print treatments were analyzed. The results were not 

significant, suggesting no gendered media preference. 

126 



The results of the cognitive, attitude toward the ad, attitude toward the 

brand, and conative elements of the dependent experimental variables have now 

been explained . Appendix 7 offers a detailed report of the analyses performed 

via tables 16 through 19 and the hypotheses' findings via table 20. Appendix 8 

provides a detailed analysis of the significant interactions via tables 21 and 22. 

Next, chapter 7 presents this study's discussion. 
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CHAPTER 8 

DISCUSSION 

Summary of Findings 

Hypotheses 

The previous chapter presented the data analysis and results of the 

hypotheses testing, main effects, and interaction effects. This section will 

provide a general analysis and results explanation, followed by the study's 

strengths, limitations, research implications, practitioner implications, and future 

research directions. 

In her selectivity model, Meyers-Levy (1989) contends females tend to be 

comprehensive information processors who consider both subjective and 

objective product attributes and respond to subtle cues when presented with a 

product ad featuring a low or moderate perceived risk product. Females tend to 

change their processing strategy when presented with a product ad featuring a 

higher perceived risk product. Males tend to be selective information processors 

who consider only objective cues, use heuristics, and miss subtle cues under all 

perceived product risk conditions. Further, in their interactivity model, Bezjian

Avery, Calder, and Iacobucci (1998) infer that more verbal individuals will prefer 

Internet versus print media and more visual individuals will prefer print versus 

Internet media. 
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Before turning to the discussion of the hypotheses, the distinction between 

product risk and product involvement should once again be mentioned. As 

previously noted, though the elaboration likelihood model's concept of 

involvement and the selectivity model's concept of perceived product risk are 

linked, they are also dissimilar because the selectivity model's change in 

perceived product risk represents a subtle change in the processing task rather 

than a change in involvement. Additionally, the elaboration likelihood model 

predicts when individuals are more highly involved, they experience more 

personal relevance and have more favorable (unfavorable) thoughts when 

arguments are strong (weak). The selectivity model predicts that under 

moderate perceived product risk conditions, males will find objective claims more 

persuasive whereas females will find both objective and subjective claims 

persuasive. Once again, there is a link between the elaboration likelihood 

model's strong (weak) message arguments and the selectivity model's objective 

(subjective) claims. Though the concepts are similar, they are also dissimilar 

because the objective (subjective) claims and strong (weak) arguments are not 

mutually exclusive. Having detailed the foregoing arguments and the distinction 

between risk and involvement, this study now turns to the discussion of the four 

hypotheses and the emergence of several main and interaction effects. 

The data in this study provided no support for the first hypothesis 

theorizing male respondents will assign higher generalized attitude toward the 

brand affective scores to advertisements employing objective versus subjective 

claims (irrespective of product or media) [H1 (A)]; however, although the 
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magnitude was insignificant, the direction of the attitude of the brand dependent 

measure was consistent with the hypothesis. Nor did the data provide support 

for female respondents assigning equal attitude toward the brand affective 

scores to advertisements employing objective versus subjective claims 

(irrespective of product or media) [H 1 (8)]. 

There was partial support for H2(A), which predicted males will assign 

higher cognitive, affective, and conative scores when viewing objective versus 

subjective claims (irrespective of media) for a moderate risk product. For the 

moderate perceived risk product, males cognitively and affectively (in terms of 

attitude toward the brand) processed objective ad claims more favorably than 

subjective ad claims. Although insignificant, the attitude toward the ad 

dependent measure emerged in the expected direction. H2(8) predicted females 

assign equal scores to cognitive, affective, and conative measures when viewing 

objective versus subjective ad claims (irrespective of media); however, it 

received no support. Females significantly preferred objective claims for all 

measures. 

There was also partial support for H3(A) indicating for cognitive 

processing, males prefer objective versus subjective claims (irrespective of 

media) for a high risk product. Further, although insignificant, the expected 

direction was consistent with the hypothesis for the attitude toward the ad, 

attitude toward the brand, and conative dependent measures. H3(8}, which 

predicts when the product is higher risk, females, like males, will assign higher 

cognitive, affective, and conative scores to ads employing objective versus 
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subjective ad claims (irrespective of the media). Although most of the findings 

were not significant, they were all in the hypothesized direction with the exception 

of female conation. The direction indicated a preference by both males and 

females for objective versus subjective claims when viewing advertisements for 

high risk products. 

Finally, the data provided no support for H4(A) or H4(8). Contrary to 

Bezjian-Avery, Calder, and Iacobucci (1998), no significant differences were 

found for males' or females' cognitive, affective, or conative scores in terms of 

Web versus print media (irrespective of claim or product). Interestingly, although 

no significance was found, the males' four dependent measures and the females' 

conative measure exhibited the hypothesized direction. 

Several plausible explanations for the hypotheses' findings exist. First, 

past findings showing males preferring objective versus subjective claims tend to 

use within-subject claim selectivity, whereas this study used between-subjective 

claim selectivity. Within-subject conditions versus between-subject conditions 

may produce different claim favorability results because, when within-subject 

treatments are employed, both subjective and objective attributes are present 

and may lead to different ranking results than between-subject conditions where 

only subjective or objective claims are present. However, in this study, it was 

necessary to process the experiment with the claim variable between-subjects so 

as not to confound selectivity. 

A second possibility for the results is that males based their evaluations on 

some other heuristic such as the number of claims (Macklin, Bruvold, and Shea 
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1985) presented in the ad, size of the ad (Homer 1995), or memory triggers 

(Grunert 1996), all which may confound the results. Third, the results may also 

be affected by involvement, commitment, and familiarity acting in antecedent 

roles to cognition, affect, and conation (Gill, Grossbart, and Laczniak 1988). 

Fourth, it is plausible that the Internet and its associated user security, privacy, 

and advertiser honesty concerns perpetuated both males and females to 

generally prefer more objective ad claims because these objective claims act as 

a proxy measure for honesty (Sheehan 1999). Fifth, because this experiment 

was performed in subjects' homes using their home computers, it is likely these 

computers represented a wide variety of modem and Internet connection speeds. 

Thus, for the subjects receiving the Internet treatments, Web ad download 

characteristics were probably inconsistent and may have affected the study. A 

final explanation considers the choice of products. Upon examination, it is likely 

the respondent pool may be more familiar with and likely to purchase the oral 

pain relief product versus the steam iron product due to the nature of their 

lifestyle. It should also be reiterated that the cognitive dependent variable was 

less reliable than others, perhaps confounding some of the related significance 

levels. Having detailed the hypotheses testing findings, this analysis now turns 

to the main and interaction effect findings. 

Main Effects 

Overwhelmingly, claim and product dominate the full model's main effects 

with respect to three of the four independent variables. Media and gender are 

significant only for cognition. Belief strength is linked to claim and product 
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whereby claim has the stronger effect. These findings suggest beliefs are 

formed based on the level of objectivity or subjectivity that advertisements claim 

and these beliefs vary by perceived product risk level. Presumably, as the risk 

level increases, the motivation to elaborate cognitively increases. 

Affective attitude toward the ad and attitude toward the brand are also 

significantly linked to claim and product suggesting , like beliefs, attitude toward 

the ad and attitude toward the brand are formed based on the level of objectivity 

or subjectivity that advertisements claim and these attitudes vary by perceived 

product risk level. Expectedly, for attitude toward the ad, claim had a stronger 

effect than product; however, for attitude toward the brand, it is product that had 

the stronger effect. Finally, purchase intent appears to be affected differently 

than the previous effects. Conation was linked to gender and product. This 

finding suggests that gender is likely to come into play when behavioral intent is 

assessed. 

For the moderate risk product subset model, the main effect results 

indicate claim once again had the strongest effect on cognition, followed by 

attitude toward the ad and then attitude toward the brand. Gender and media 

were not significant with respect to any of the dependent variables. For the high 

risk product subset model, the main effect results indicate claim once again had 

the strongest effect on cognition, followed by gender as it related to attitude 

toward the brand and conation. Media was not significant with respect to any of 

the dependent variables. 
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Interaction Effects 

The full model's aforementioned significant interactions suggest a variety 

of notable findings. First, cognition's only significant interaction relationship is 

with claim and product. To invoke beliefs, selectivity and perceived product risk 

are significant whereas gender and media are not. Further, objective claims for 

both moderate and high risk products lead to more favorable cognition. Next, in 

the context of affective attitude toward the ad, claim and gender as well as claim 

and product interactions were significant. In both cases, claim had the stronger 

effect. Though gender alone is not significant, it is when claim is present. In the 

context of affective attitude toward the brand, claim and product as well as 

gender and product were significant. In both cases, product had the stronger 

effect indicating product risk levels are associated with brand attitudes. Gender 

is only significant when linked with product risk. Conation, or purchase intent, is 

linked to a gender and product interaction as well as an interaction with all the 

dependent variables. For the gender and product interaction, product is stronger 

indicating a robust relationship between purchase behavior and perceived 

product risk. 

In the full model's 4-way interaction, for both males and females, there 

appears to be more favorable behavioral intent for purchasing the high risk 

product versus the moderate risk product. For males, conation is more likely for 

the moderate risk product when it is advertised on the Web in a subjective claim 

context and for the high risk product when it is advertised in print in a subjective 

context. For females, conation is more likely for the moderate risk product when 
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it is advertised in print with objective claims and the high risk product when it is 

advertised on the Web in a subjective claim context. Irrespective of media, 

males are more likely to purchase both moderate and high risk products after 

viewing subjective ad claims and females are more likely to purchase moderate 

risk products after viewing objective print ads and high risk products after viewing 

subjective Web ads. Distinctly, the most favorable conation is elicited from 

females viewing Web ads for a moderate perceived risk product and the least 

favorable from females viewing print ads for a moderate perceived risk product. 

Turning to the subset models, the interaction effect results for the 

moderate risk subset model specifies the claim x gender interaction relating to 

attitude toward the ad had the strongest effect, followed by the claim x media 

interaction relating to conation. This finding suggests gender and media are only 

significant when the claim variable is present. Regarding the high risk subset 

model, no interaction effects were significant, reinforcing the importance of the 

product risk measure in the full model's results. 

The abovementioned main and interaction findings powerfully illustrate 

how gender differences exist concerning purchase intent. Cognition and affect 

appear to gain favorability when ad claims are presented objectively for both 

males and females. However, when conation is assessed, the gendered results 

become more complex, petitioning the need to probe this behavioral intent 

transformation. Next, the study's strengths are assessed. 
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Strengths 

The study's results are very encouraging. A positive aspect of this study is 

that the independent variables are commonplace variables managers must 

operationalize in their promotional efforts. Additionally, the dependent variables 

are commonly used to measure the types of reactions respondents have to 

advertisements. Further, a key strength of this study is the extensive pretesting 

employed. The various pretests probed perceived product risk levels and the 

selection of salient product attributes. Another strength of the study is the 

realism employed. The subjects were asked to view the Web and print 

advertisements in their homes where they normally surf the Internet. Since the 

subjects used a realistic setting, laboratory confounds were minimized. 

This study used three between-subject treatments: (1) gender, (2) 

selectivity, and (3) media, along with one within-subject treatment: (1) perceived 

product risk. Because the hypotheses in this study examined the subjects' 

responses when perceived product risk was subtly increase, this pioneering cell 

design provided the ability to inspect the subjects' individual responses, thereby 

minimizing error. Finally, given the relative newness of the Internet coupled with 

its advertiser confusion, this study's extension of the selectivity model (Meyers-

Levy 1989) and interactivity model (Bezjian-Avery, Calder, and Iacobucci 1998) 

builds and reinforces Internet advertising theory. 

Limitations 

The foregoing strengths notwithstanding, the tendency to generalize limits 

this study, as it does many others. Although attempts were made to obtain 
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sample homogeneity, the sample remains a student sample, and therefore has 

inherent weaknesses associated with student samples. Perhaps the student 

sample triggered the Jack of effect found in some hypotheses. In the context of 

this study, the lack of effect may be, in part, due to the students' prior exposure to 

the Internet and Web advertising or due to prior product familiarity or lack thereof. 

Perhaps the genders do not have equal experience with the products. Further, 

while attention was paid to order the experimental advertisements consistently, 

some correction should be made to account for position bias. The usual method 

of dealing with order effects is to present the stimuli in different orders to different 

respondents in the hope of canceling out the respondents' bias in favor of the 

item in the first position. These rotations have been used as both a remedy for 

order effects and as a way to study the phenomenon of order bias itself and 

should be employed in future studies. Furthermore, the steam iron appears to be 

more of a search oriented product than the oral pain relief. Search oriented 

products lend themselves to objective traits. This notion may explain the 

unexpected preference toward objective claims with respect to moderate 

perceived product risk for both males and females. Whether the results obtained 

in this study can be extended to two or more non-performance oriented products 

is an empirical question. 

Additionally, respondents completed the experiment and questionnaire at 

home. While this approach gains merit with respect to real life simulation and 

external validity, it also evokes lack of control , which may sensitize subjects to 

the product categories and brands. Further, as with all studies that use different 
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products to manipulate perceived risk, the findings of this study may have been 

influenced by other product factors. There is a possibility the two products used 

in this study also differed on other dimensions that could have contributed to the 

results. However, perceived product risk measures for these products included 

six different risk aspects that appear to capture many of the meaningful 

differences between the products. Future work might include even more items to 

assess each risk facet in order to assure robust risk measurement. 

Consideration should be given to the nature of the advertisements used in 

this study. No music, humor, animation, imposed sound, or other intended 

peripheral cues were included. It is possible some peripheral cues could interact 

with media, ad claims, gender, or perceived product risk. These cues 

notwithstanding, careful attention must be paid when attempting to achieve 

realistic inter-media comparability. Additionally, visual (verbal) designations were 

assigned to males (females) based on cross-disciplinary research suggesting 

such polar assignments. Generalizing may not, in fact, accurately depict all 

individuals. Therefore, employing a visual/verbal scale similar to Childers, 

Heckler, and Houston (1985) may improve results. 

Likewise, with any group analysis, there are individual differences. As 

previously stated, information processing studies typically do not evaluate gender 

or gender role attitudes as a self-assessed continuous variable because the 

results are generally identical whether gender is operationalized as a binary or 

continuous construct (Garst and Bodenhausen 1997). However, there is some 

concern that not all biological males (females) depict sociological male (female) 
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beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors. Self-assessed sex role inventories may be 

troubling as well. Ultimately, however, some measure of the level of masculinity 

or femininity a person possesses might prove meaningful. Having detailed the 

study's strengths and limitations, research and practical implications follow. 

Research Implications 

The selectivity model (Meyers-Levy 1989) and interaction model (Bezjian

Avery, Calder, and Iacobucci 1998) provided the underpinnings for this research. 

Contrary to some of these studies' findings, this study implies generally, both 

males and females cognitively and affectively prefer objective versus subjective 

ad claims for both moderate and high risk products, irrespective of the media, 

suggesting, in some dimensions, no gender effect. Conatively, males' and 

females' preferences become more complex. Turning to the media, this study 

found no significant differences for females with respect to Web versus print 

advertising and no significant differences for males with respect to Web versus 

print advertising, irrespective of selectivity and perceived product risk. These 

findings extend theory, offering moderate support for some of the selectivity 

model's hypotheses; yet, reject the interaction model's hypothesis. 

Reflecting back on GVU's 1oth survey findings presented in table 4, 

females held more favorable feelings toward general advertising than males, 

females also held more favorable feelings toward Internet advertising than males, 

both males and females held more favorable feelings toward general versus 

Internet advertising, and males were more likely to make Internet purchases. 

The findings from the research presented in this manuscript concur with the GVU 
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survey with respect to females holding more favorable feelings toward general 

advertising than males as well as both males and females holding more 

favorable feelings toward general versus Internet advertising. Conversely, the 

findings differed from the GVU survey with reference to males holding slightly 

more favorable feelings toward Internet advertising than females and females 

being the gender more likely to make Internet purchases. 

One plausible explanation for these different results include the 

experimental time span; the GVU survey occurred in 1998 and this research 

occurred two to three years later. The changes in Web advertising components 

may have evolved to a level more interesting and effective for males than they 

were in 1998. Another explanation may be the advances in privacy and security 

practices. Females are likely feeling more secure with the Internet purchase 

process than they were in 1998. The important point to elucidate is the rapid 

change that can occur in the Internet arena; these changes offer a ripe sphere for 

research. 

Practitioner Implications 

Many women view the Internet as a forum that serves as an empowering 

tool that simplifies their lives, saves time, saves money, allows for useful 

information gathering, and assists in career development (Gersch 1998). With 

more than half of the female Internet user population clicking on banner ads and 

the percentage of female online buyers growing (eMarketer 2001), shrewd 

marketers ought to devote attention to the gendered differences applicable to the 
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Internet versus more traditional media. After all, over 102 million people use the 

Internet and one-half are female (eMarketer 2001 ). 

The four independent variables were selected for this study because they 

could enhance our understanding of belief, affect, and purchase intent behaviors. 

They could also increase our understanding of the links between advertising and 

the resulting responses to an advertisement. These variables involve the 

practical choices of the marketer, are relatively easy to control with careful 

advertising management, and are topical with respect to the burgeoning, yet 

confusing Internet. The potential for discovery of both significant hypotheses test 

findings as well as main effect and interaction effect findings was intriguing. 

Such findings, particularly interaction findings, might provide insight for managers 

and might lead to a better understanding of market behavior and media choices. 

The strong claim main effect that prevailed suggests careful attention be 

paid to the ad claims chosen, particularly in attempts to induce the desired belief 

and attitude responses. The stronger preference for objective content suggests 

the need to present verifiable information when possible. The strong perceived 

product risk main effect that triumphed implies that when designing ads, the risk 

level of the product should be considered when attempting to encourage the 

desired belief, attitude, and behavioral intent responses. Additionally, gender 

should be considered in attempts to induce the preferred behavioral response. 

The interaction effects have managerial implications. The largest portion 

of advertising budgets is typically consumed by media costs. Thus, variables 

that significantly interact, particularly with media, should be relevant. Turning to 
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the full model, the strong 2-way interactions: (1) claim x gender- attitude toward 

the ad, (2) claim x product - cognition, (3) claim x product - attitude toward the 

ad, (4) claim x product- attitude toward the brand, (5) gender x product - attitude 

toward the brand, and (6) gender x product - conation suggest some important 

underlying roles. First, in the formation of product-related beliefs, the role 

between claim and product seems relevant. Second, the roles between claim 

and gender as well as claim and product appear to influence attitude toward the 

ad. Third, the roles between claim and product as well as gender and product 

likely influence brand attitude. Finally, purchase intent seems to be influenced by 

the relationship between gender and product. Thus, in an attempt to reach their 

desired beliefs, attitudes, and behavior, marketers are well advised to consider 

employing objective ad claims for both moderate risk and high risk products for 

ads directed at males in male-oriented Websites such as nba.com and females in 

female-oriented Websites such as iVillage.com. 

The significant 4-way interaction with respect to purchase intent offers 

suggestions to enhance the marketer's desired purchase intent. For ads directed 

at both males and females, it is preferable to use objective versus subjective ad 

claims for both moderate risk products and high risk products. If subjective ads 

are to be employed for moderate risk products, for example to evoke emotion, 

males prefer subjective Web ads versus subjective print ads. If objective ads are 

to be employed for moderate risk products, males prefer objective print ads to 

objective Web ads. Females prefer subjective Web ads versus subjective print 

ads; if objective claims are used, females prefer objective print ads versus 
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objective Web ads. For high risk products, males prefer subjective print ads 

versus subjective Web ads and prefer objective Web ads versus objective print 

ads. Females prefer subjective Web ads versus subjective print ads and prefer 

objective print ads versus objective Web ads. 

The moderate risk subset model's significant interactions: ( 1) claim x 

product - cognition and (2) claim x gender - conation suggest behavioral intent for 

a moderate risk product is influenced by the choice of ad claims whereby both 

genders prefer objective claims (particularly females). The lack of significant 

interactions for the high risk subset model suggests that for higher risk products, 

both genders share very similar cognitive, affective, and conative preferences for 

claim selectivity and media. Marketers are well advised to take these organized 

findings under consideration when developing claim, gender, product, and media 

strategies. The next section of the study turns to future research directions. 

Future Research Directions 

A great deal more information is needed to understand the factors that are 

responsible for gender differences. Given the topical nature of this research, it is 

worthwhile to explore conditions under which differences may or may not exist. 

Cross-cultural studies of this kind should have the desirable effect of extending 

marketing communication research. Such studies could be pursued with the 

integration of meaningful gender schema theory. Further, future work with 

Internet advertising must provide a greater understanding of the ways in which 

males versus females react to Internet advertising including measuring their 

desire to click-through ads and search behaviors. It is also likely demographics 
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play a role. While this research focused on the gender demographic, other 

demographics including income, education, race, ethnicity, and marital status 

may uncover patterns. Further, covariates such as computer use patterns, level 

of technical sophistication, and patience level may provide interesting data. 

Additionally, studies are needed that examine gender differences in processing 

executional advertising elements as seen in figure 1 such as graphics, music, 

source effects, animation, and sound, particularly with respect to Web 

advertisements. Further, newer shaped banner-like ads need comparison 

testing. 

The selectivity model predicts that females, as comprehensive processors, 

would attempt to process both ad claims and executional elements while males 

would be more likely to focus on heuristic cues. Furthermore, non-traditional 

media measurement techniques such as time spent at Websites, exploration 

patterns, and online purchasing patterns may be explored in the context of the 

proposed Interactive Advertising Model (Rodgers and Thorson 2000). Finally, 

research is needed that examines a broad range of product categories since 

gender differences may be more prominent for some product types than others. 

As a final point, the results of this study's 4-way interaction make it 

apparent that much more research into the components of gendered purchase 

behavior is warranted. What other variables play intervening roles that make 

gender differences significant? Examination of the significant intervening 

variables bears investigation. Having theorized future research trends, this study 

now turns to its conclusion. 

144 



CHAPTER 9 

CONCLUSION 

This extremely encouraging research explores the adaptability of current 

gendered media research to the Internet, and the flexibility of the current 

interactivity research to gendered media comparisons. By constructing realistic 

Web advertisements including components found on existing Web pages, along 

with realistic print advertisements, the selectivity, gender, and interactivity 

literatures were extended. 

The findings of this study extrapolated useful results from the selectivity 

model (Meyers-Levy 1989) and interaction model (Bezjian-Avery, Calder, and 

Iacobucci 1998). When significance was present, as predicted by the selectivity 

model, males generally preferred objective ad claims for both moderate risk and 

high risk products. Contrary to the selectivity model, females did not have 

equally favorable responses to both objective and selective ad claims for the 

moderate risk product. Females did, however, respond more favorably to 

objective ad claims when the product risk was subtly increased. Finally, 

interaction theory was not substantiated by this data. 

The four hypotheses tested expose an effort to expand the domain of 

Internet literature and provide theoretical underpinnings for future gender and 

Internet research. As the results indicate for the planned comparisons, 

irrespective of gender or perceived product risk, objective versus subjective ad 
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claims overwhelmingly achieve greater cognitive and affective responses. 

Further, a hypothesized gendered media effect was not present indicating no 

significant differences in media preference for either males or females. In the 

context of this study, this first set of findings indicates that if advertisers were to 

consider only one variable, they would be well suited to consider claim objectivity 

above and beyond gender, media, or product risk differences when designing 

ads. 

The main and interaction effects indicate valuable relationships between 

gender, claim selectivity, perceived product risk, and media. Importantly, claim 

appears to be the most powerful independent measure. Further, media is 

significant only when the other three independent measures are present and only 

in the conative measurement context. This finding is central and should be 

useful to marketers. 

In final sum, these findings have implications for academics and 

advertisers who are confused about what makes traditional versus Web ads 

effective. In the context of this study, on cognitive and affective levels, the 

Internet is currently perceived generally much like traditional media and what we 

know about more traditional media lends insight into the formation of product 

beliefs, ad attitudes, and brand attitudes. In the behavioral context, a more 

complex gendered pattern emerges. Given these findings it is desired this 

research imparts a fundamental step toward establishing Internet theory and 

imparts theoretic confidence in adapting what is currently known about Internet 

and gender theory. 
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A Survey About Consumer Products 

Thank you for participating in this study. We are not connected in any way with product 
manufacturers, so we are only interested in your honest opinions. All your answers will be 
onfidential. By participating in this research, you agree that you have done so in a 

voluntary fashion and you are over the age of 18. For each item, please circle one answer 
that comes the closest to your own feelings or beliefs. Please circle only one number for 
each product. 

Part 1 
For each of the following products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given 
product may not work or perform properly? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

01 Electric blanket 

02 Weighing scale 

03 Pain relief 

04 Steam iron 

05 Microwave 

Part2 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
Neutral 

4 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of Extreme 
concern concern 

6 7 
No concern mme 

at all concern 

~ ~ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

For each of the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given product 
may be harmful or injure your health? 

No concern 
at all 

Almost no 
concern 

1 2 

06 Microwave 

07 Steam iron 

08 Weighing scale 

09 Electric blanket 

010 Pain relief 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
Neutral 

4 
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Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of Extreme 
concern concern 

6 7 

No concern Extreme 
at all concern 

~ ~ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



"art 3 
"or each of the following products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given 
>roduct may not fit well with your self-image or self-concept? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

011 Electric blanket 

012 Microwave 

013 Steam iron 

014 Pain relief 

015 Weighing scale 

Part4 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feet 
Neutral 

4 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A tot of Extreme 
concern concern 

6 7 
No concern Extreme 

at ••• concern 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

For each of the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that by owning the 
product, the given product may negatively affect the way others think of you? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

016 Microwave 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

017 Weighing scale 

018 Electric blanket 

019 Pain relief 

020 Steam iron 

PartS 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
Neutral 

4 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of Extreme 
concern concern 

6 7 
No concern Extreme 

at all concern 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

For each of the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given product 
may not be worth its value in money? 

No concern 
at all 

Almost no 
concern 

1 2 

021 Pain relief 

022 Electric blanket 

023 Weighing scale 

024 Steam iron 

025 Microwave 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feet 
Neutral 

4 

149 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of Extreme 
concern concern 

6 7 
No concern extr:m: 

at all concern 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



,art 6 
=or each of the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given product 
nay fail completely, thus wasting your time in getting it adjusted, repaired, or replaced? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Q26 Steam iron 

027 Pain relief 

028 Microwave 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

Q29 Electric blanket 

030 Weighing scale 

Part7 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
Neutral 

4 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of Extreme 
concern concern 

6 7 

No concern Extreme 
at ell concern 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

The following questions are for statistical analysis only and will be held confidential. Please circle, 
check, or fill in your answers where appropriate. 

1. What is your gender? Male __ _ 

2. What is your current academic status? 

Freshman 

Sophomore 

Junior 

Senior 

Graduate student 

3. What is your age? 

Under 20 years 

20 to 30 years 

31 to 40 years 

41 to 50 years 

51 to 60 years 

Over 60 years 

4. What is your ethnicity? 

African-American 

Anglo-American 

Asian-American 

Hispanic-American 

Other (please list) 

Female __ _ 
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5. What is your marital status? 

Married 

Single 

Divorced 

Widowed 

6. What is your household income range? 

Less than $20,000 

$20,000 to $40,000 

$40,001 to $60,000 

$60,001 to $80,000 

$80,001 to $100,000 

Over $100,000 
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A Survey About Consumer Products 

rhank you for participating in this study. We are not connected in any way with any manufacturer, 
so we are only interested in your honest opinions. All your answers will be confidential. By 
oarticipating in this research, you agree that you have done so in a voluntary fashion and are over 
the age of 18. For each item, please circle one answer that comes the closest to your own feelings 
or beliefs. Please circle only one number for each question. 

part 1 
~f you were going to purchase a steam iron, how important would the following features be to you? 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
unimportant unimportant unimportant Neutral important important important 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely Extremely 
unimportant Important 

+ + 
01 Price 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

02 Size 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

03 Ease of use 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

04 Number of control settings 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

05 Reputation of manufacturer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

06 Attractiveness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

07 Safety features 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

08 Warranty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

09 Wattage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

010 Ability to clean 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

011 Ease of storage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

012 Electricity consumption 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

013 Wear performance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

014 Weight 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

015 Underwriter's Laboratories® label 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

016 Retractable electric cord 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

017 Stylishness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

018 Power of steam 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

019 Detachable water tank 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

020 Reputation of model 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

021 Self cleaning 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

022 Adjustable steam 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

023 Automatic shut off 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

024 Non stick coating 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

025 Fabric guide chart 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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,art 2 
f you were going to purchase an oral pain relief product, how important would the following 
eatures be to you? 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
unimportant unimportant unimportant Neutral important important important 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely Extremely 
unimportant important 

+ + 
026 Ease of reading label 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

027 Ingredients 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

028 Dependability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

029 Warranty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

030 Reputation of manufacturer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

031 Effectiveness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

032 Gentleness on stomach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

033 Color 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

034 Side effects 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

035 Safety reputation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

036 Reputation of brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

037 Price 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

038 Form 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

039 Packaging size 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

040 Interaction with other medications 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

041 Range of relief areas 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

042 Ease of swallowing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

043 Long-term effects 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

044 Packaging attractiveness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

045 Shelf life 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

046 Duration of pain relief 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

047 Taste 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

048 Smell 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

049 Versatility 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

050 Size of dosage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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art3 
you were going to purchase a steam iron, how would you evaluate the following features? 
Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 

factual and factual and factual and Neutral personal and personal and personal and 
verifiable verifiable verifiable hard to verify hard to verify hard to verify 

5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 

Ex-..ely y 
facw.Jand personal 
verifiable and hard to 

+ 
verify 

+ 
~51 Automatic shut off 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

~52 Self cleaning 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

:;}53 Adjustable steam 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

054 Non stick coating 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

055 Detachable water tank 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

056 Attractiveness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

057 Safety features 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

058 Number of control settings 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

059 Wattage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

060 Reputation of manufacturer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

061 Price 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

062 Electricity consumption 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

063 Wear performance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

064 Size 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

065 Underwriter's Laboratories® label 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

066 Warranty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

067 Ease of use 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

068 Ease of storage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

069 Power of steam 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

070 Reputation of model 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

071 Fabric guide chart 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

072 Weight 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

073 Ability to clean 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

074 Stylishness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

075 Retractable electric cord 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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art4 
If you were going to purchase an oral pain relief product, how would you evaluate the following 
features? 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
factual and factual and factual and Neutral personal and personal and personal and 
verifiable verifiable verifiable hard to verify hard to verify hard to verify 

5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 

Extremely Extremely 
factual and personal 
verifiable and hard to 

verify 

+ + 
076 Reputation of brand 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

077 Interaction with other medications 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

078 Gentleness on stomach 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

079 Warranty 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

080 Reputation of manufacturer 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

081 Duration of pain relief 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

082 Packaging size 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

083 Color 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

084 Effectiveness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

085 Safety reputation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

086 Taste 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

087 Ease of reading label 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

088 Side effects 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

089 Ease of swallowing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

090 Ingredients 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

091 Range of relief areas 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

092 Size of dosage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

093 Long-term effects 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

094 Dependability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

095 Shelf life 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

096 Form 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

097 Price 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

098 Smell 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

099 Versatility 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

0100 Packaging attractiveness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Part5 

The following questions are for statistical analysis only and will be held confidential. Please circle, 
check, or fill in your answers where appropriate. 

1. What is your gender? Male __ _ 

2. What is your current academic status? 

Freshman 

Sophomore 

Junior 

Senior 

Graduate student 

3. What is your age? 

Under 20 years 

20 to 30 years 

31 to 40 years 

41 to 50 years 

51 to 60 years 

Over 60 years 

4. What is your ethnicity? 

African-American 

Anglo-American 

Asian-American 

Hispanic-American 

Other (please list) 

Female __ _ 
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5. What is your marital status? 

Married 

Single 

Divorced 

Widowed 

6. What is your household income range? 

Less than $20,000 

$20,000 to $40,000 

$40,001 to $60,000 

$60,001 to $80,000 

$80,001 to $100,000 

Over $100,000 
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A Survey About Consumer Products 

hank you for participating in this study. We are not connected in any way with product 
1anufacturers, so we are only interested in your honest opinions. All your answers will be 
onfidentia/. By participating in this research, you agree that you have done so in a voluntary 
ashion and you are over the age of 18. 

,/ease review the Web advertisements indicated below at home or at another location in which you 
1ormally use the Internet and then complete the survey. After survey completion, please return the 
survey to your Professor during the next class or to the marketing department in BBW 122 ASAP. 
~lease also complete the enclosed drawing form to be eligible to win $100 or a weekend for 2 at a 
~eachfront Ft Lauderdale, FL hotel. Your drawing form will be eligible if you complete the survey; 
~owever, it will not be linked to your completed survey, allowing your survey to remain confidential. 
Drawing winners will be notified via phone or e-mail. Please clip or staple your drawing form to the 
survey. 

Please view the following two Website ads from your home or other location in which you normally 
use the Internet and then complete the survey. Please be sure to note your unique password at the 
end of each of the ads and write them where indicated on this survey. Please view the following two 
Website ads: 

http://wise.fau.edul-aperderellorilpanasonic1.htm 

http://wise.fau.edul-aperderellori/ty/eno/1.htm 

After viewing the advertisements, please choose the one answer for each of the following questions 
that comes the closest to your own feelings or beliefs. 

Part 1 

In the advertisements you just read, how truthful do you think the claims were? 

Somewhat Very Extremely 
untruthful 

Very 
untruthful 

Somewhat 
untruthful 

Feel 
neutral truthful truthful 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Extremely 
untruthful 

+ 
01 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 1 2 3 

02 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 1 2 3 

In the advertisements you just read, how informative do you think the claims were? 

Somewhat Very 

4 

4 

Extremely 
informative 

Very 
informative 

Somewhat 
informative 

Feel 
neutral uninformative uninformative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Extremely 

informative 

+ 
03 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 1 2 3 4 

04 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 1 2 3 4 
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Extremely 
truthful 

7 
Extremely 

truthful 

+ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Extremely 
uninformative 

7 
Extremely 

uninformative 

+ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 



In the advertisements you just read, how credible do you think the claims were? 

Extremely 
non-credible 

1 

Very 
non-credible 

2 

Somewhat 
non-credible 

3 

Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Part2 

Somewhat 
credible 

5 

For the advertisements you just read, how good do you feel they were? 

Extremely 
bad 
1 

Very 
bad 
2 

Somewhat 
bad 
3 

07 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

08 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
good 

5 

For the advertisements you just read, how irritating do you feel they were? 

Extremely 
irritating 

1 

Very 
irritating 

2 

Somewhat 
irritating 

3 

09 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

010 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
non-irritating 

5 

Very 
credible 

6 
Extremely 

non--credible 

+ 
1 2 3 

1 2 3 

Very 
good 

6 
Extremely 

bad 

+ 
1 2 3 

1 2 3 

Very 
non-irritating 

6 
Extremely 
Irritating 

+ 
1 2 3 

1 2 3 

For the advertisements you just read, how interesting do you feel they were? 

Somewhat Very 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Extremely 
interesting 

Very 
interesting 

Somewhat 
interesting 

Feel 
neutral uninteresting uninteresting 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Extremely 
Interesting 

+ 
011 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 1 2 3 4 

012 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 1 2 3 4 
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Extremely 
credible 

7 
Extremely 
credible 

+ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Extremely 
good 

7 
Extremely 

good 

+ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Extremely 
non-irritating 

7 
Extremely non-

Irritating 

+ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Extremely 
uninteresting 

7 
Extremely 

uninteresting 

+ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 



For the advertisements you just read, how convincing do you feel they were? 

Extremely 
convincing 

1 

Very 
convincing 

2 

Somewhat 
convincing 

3 

013 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

014 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
unconvincing 

5 

For the advertisements you just read, how pleasant do you feel they were? 

Extremely 
pleasant 

1 

Very 
pleasant 

2 

Somewhat 
pleasant 

3 

015 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

016 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Feel Somewhat 
neutral unpleasant 

4 5 

Very 
unconvincing 

6 
Extremely 
convincing 

+ 
1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

Very 
unpleasant 

6 
Extremely 
pleasant 

+ 
1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

Overall, for the advertisements you just read, how appealing do you feel they were? 

Extremely 
appealing 

1 

Very 
appealing 

2 

Somewhat 
appealing 

3 

017 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

018 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Part 3 

Somewhat 
unappealing 

5 

Very 
unappealing 

6 
Extremely 
appealing 

+ 
1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

Extremely 
unconvincing 

7 
Extremely 

unconvincing 

+ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Extremely 
unpleasant 

7 
Extremely 

unpleasant 

+ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Extremely 
unappealing 

7 
Extremely 

unaprallng 

5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Please indicate your general feelings about Panasonic Steam Irons by circling one number 
on each scale of 1 to 7: 

I feel Panasonic Steam Irons are: 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
019 good good good neutral bad bad bad 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
020 bad quality bad quality bad quality neutral good quality good quality good quality 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
7 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
021 satisfactory satisfactory satisfactory neutral unsatisfactory unsatisfactory unsatisfactory 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Please indicate your general feelings about Tylenol Oral Pain Relief by circling one number 
on each scale of 1 to 7: 

' I feel Tylenol Oral Pain Relief is: 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
022 good good good neutral bad bad bad 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
023 bad quality bad quality bad quality neutral good quality good quality good quality 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
7 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
024 satisfactory satisfactory satisfactory neutral unsatisfactory unsatisfactory unsatisfactory 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Part4 

How likely is it that you will purchase the following items within the next 12 months? 

Extremely 
unlikely 

1 

Very 
unlikely 

2 

025 Panasonic steam iron 

026 Tylenol oral pain relief 

Somewhat 
unlikely 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
likely 

5 

Very 
likely 

6 

Extremely 
unlikely 

+ 
1 2 3 

1 2 3 

Extremely 
likely 

7 

Extremely 
likely 

+ 
4 5 6 7 

4 5 6 7 

If your friend were interested in purchasing the following items within the next 12 months, 
how likely is it that you would recommend these items to your friend? 

Extremely 
likely 

1 

Very 
likely 

2 

027 Tylenol oral pain relief 

028 Panasonic steam iron 

Somewhat 
likely 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
unlikely 

5 

Very Extremely 
unlikely unlikely 

6 7 

Extremely Extremely 
likely unlikely 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

As a participant of this study, you may be eligible for special discounts for the following 
items. How interested are you in receiving these discounts? 

Extremely 
interested 

1 

Very 
interested 

2 

029 Panasonic steam iron 

030 Tylenol oral pain relief 

Somewhat 
interested 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 
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Somewhat 
uninterested 

5 

Very Extremely 
uninterested uninterested 

6 7 

Extremely Extremely 
Interested uninterested 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



Part 5 

For the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given product 
may not work or perform properly? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

031 Oral pain relief 

032 Steam iron 

limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of Extreme 
concern concern 

6 7 

No concern Extreme 
at all concern 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

For the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given product 
may be harmful or injure your health? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

033 Oral pain relief 

034 Steam iron 

limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of 
concern 

6 

No concern 
at all 

+ 
1 2 3 

1 2 3 

Extreme 
concern 

7 

Extreme 
concern 

+ 
4 5 6 7 

4 5 6 7 

For the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given product 
may not fit well with your self-image or self-concept? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

035 Oral pain relief 

036 Steam iron 

limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of 
concern 

6 

No concern 
at all 

+ 
1 2 3 

1 2 3 

Extreme 
concern 

7 

Extreme 
concern 

+ 
4 5 6 7 

4 5 6 7 

For the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that by owning the 
product, the given product may negatively affect the way others think of you? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

037 Oral pain relief 

038 Steam iron 

limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 
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Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of 
concern 

6 

No concern 
at all 

+ 
1 2 3 

1 2 3 

4 

4 

5 

5 

Extreme 
concern 

7 

Extreme 
concern 

+ 
6 7 

6 7 



For each of the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given 
product may not be worth its value in money? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

039 Oral pain relief 

I 040 Steam iron 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of Extreme 
concern concern 

6 7 

No concern Extreme 
at all conc;em 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

For each of the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given 
product may fail completely, thus wasting your time in getting it adjusted, repaired, or 
replaced? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

041 Oral pain relief 

042 Steam iron 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Part 6 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of 
concern 

6 

No concern 
at all 

+ 
1 2 3 

1 2 3 

4 

4 

5 

5 

Extreme 
concern 

7 

Extreme 
conc;em 

+ 
6 7 

6 7 

If you were going to purchase an oral pain relief product, how would you evaluate the 
following features? 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
factual and factual and factual and neutral personal and personal and personal and 
verifiable verifiable verifiable hard to verify hard to verify hard to verify 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely Extremely 
factual and personal 
verifiable and hard to 

verify 

+ + 
043 Packaging size 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

044 Color 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

045 Ingredients 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

046 Shelf life 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

047 Price 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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If you were going to purchase a steam iron, how would you evaluate the following features? 
Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 

factual and factual and factual and neutral personal and personal and personal and 
verifiable verifiable verifiable hard to verify hard to verify hard to verify 

1 2 3 4 5 

Extremely 
factual and 
verifiable 

048 Retractable electric cord 

049 Detachable water tank 

050 Wattage 

051 Underwriter's Laboratories® label 

052 Automatic shut off 

What is your unique password from the Web ad found at the address: 
http://wise.fau.edu/-aperderellori/panasonic1.htm 

Password= -----------------
What is your unique password from the Web ad found at the address: 
http://wise.fau.edul-aperderelloriltvleno/1.htm 

Password= -----------------
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+ 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

6 7 

Extremely 
personal 

and hard to 
verify 

+ 
2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 



Part 7 

The following questions are for statistical analysis only and will be held confidential. Please circle, 
1 check, or fill in your answers where appropriate. 

! 1. What is your gender? Male __ _ 

2. What is your current academic status? 

Freshman 

Sophomore 

Junior 

Senior 

Graduate student 

3. What is your age? 

Under 20 years 

20 to 30 years 

31 to 40 years 

41 to 50 years 

51 to 60 years 

Over 60 years 

4. What is your ethnicity? 

African-American 

Anglo-American 

Asian-American 

Hispanic-American 

Other (please list) 

Female __ _ 
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5. What is your marital status? 

Married 

Single 

Divorced 

Widowed 

6. What is your household income range? 

Less than $20,000 

$20,000 to $40,000 

$40,001 to $60,000 

$60,001 to $80,000 

$80,001 to $100,000 

Over $100,000 



.. Panasonice , 

SUBJECTS CLICKED ABOVE MODERATE RISK BANNER AD TO REACH AD BELOW 

PANASONIC ' IS THE PREMIERE CHOICE FOR STEAM IRONS 

Panasonic" 

Panasonic" 

Panasonice 

Panasonic" 

Panasonic" 

PANASONIC® stands for quality 

Panasonic steam irons have an automatic shut-off 
feature and turn off after 60 seconds if left unmoved 

Panasonic steam irons operate at 60 watts 

All Panasonic steam irons have retractable electric 
cords 

Panasonic steam irons all have detachable water tanks 

Panasonic steam irons have the Underwriter's 
Laboratories® label 

For More Information Contact Us: 
1-800-338~552, e-mail us at CustomerSorvice@Panasonlc.com, 

or write us at PO Box 7897, New York, NY 100 96-7897 
<"l 2000 Matsushita Electronic Corporation of America 

Password=> TRINIDAD 

You're the liE visitor to this site. 
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.c: •_,.,.~ 

~ ........ ·-~-·-

SUBJECTS CLICKED ABOVE HIGH RISK BANNER AD TO REACH AD BELOW 

TYLENOL t"> IS THE PAIN RELIEVER OF CHOICE 

TYLENOL® stands for quality 

~ylenol oral pain relief is available in white tablets, white caplets, 

and yellow and red gelcaps 

~ylenol oral pain relief is packaged in 20-count, 40-count, 

80-count, and 160-count bottles 

Emm,.ylenol is priced as follows: 

20-count: $2.99 

40-count: $5.49 

80-count: $9.99 

160-count: $17.99 

Emm,.ylenol has a shelf-life of two years 

~ylenol's only ingredient is acetaminophen 

For More Information Contact Us: 
1 -877-TYLENOL (1 -877-895-3665), e -mail us at information@tylenol.com, 

or write us at PO Box 4077, Raleigh, NC 49785-4077 
© 2000 McNeil Consumer Healthcare 

Password=> BARBADOS 

You're the (!E visitor to this site. 
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APPENDIX4 

SUBJECTIVE WEB TREATMENT SURVEY AND ADS 
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A Survey About Consumer Products 

Thank you for participating in this study. We are not connected in any way with product 
manufacturers, so we are only interested in your honest opinions. All your answers will be 
confidential. By participating in this research, you agree that you have done so in a voluntary 
fashion and you are over the age of 18. 

Please review the Web advertisements indicated below at home or at another location in which you 
normally use the Internet and then complete the survey. After survey completion, please return the 
survey to your Professor during the next class or to the marketing department in BBW 122 before 
the semester's end. Please also complete the enclosed drawing form to be eligible to win $100 or a 
weekend for 2 at a beachfront Ft. Lauderdale, FL hotel. Your drawing form will be eligible if you 
complete the survey; however, it will not be linked to your completed survey, allowing your survey 
to remain confidential. Drawing winners will be notified via phone or e-mail. Please clip or staple 
your drawing form to the survey. 

Please view the following two Website ads from your home or other location in which you normally 
use the Internet and then complete the survey. Please be sure to note your unique password at the 
end of each of the ads and write them where indicated on this survey. Please view the following two 
Website ads: 

http://wise.fau.edul-aperderellorilpanasonic2.htm 

http://wise.fau.edul-aperderellori/ty/eno/2.htm 

After viewing the advertisements, please choose the one answer for each of the following questions 
that comes the closest to your own feelings or beliefs. 

Part 1 

In the advertisements you just read, how truthful do you think the claims were? 

Somewhat Very Extremely 
untruthful 

Very 
untruthful 

Somewhat 
untruthful 

Feel 
neutral truthful truthful 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Extntmely 
untruthful 

~ 
Q1 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 1 2 3 

Q2 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 1 2 3 

In the advertisements you just read, how informative do you think the claims were? 

Somewhat Very 

4 

4 

Extremely 
informative 

Very 
informative 

Somewhat 
informative 

Feel 
neutral uninformative uninformative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Extntmely 

informative 

~ 
Q3 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 1 2 3 4 

Q4 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 1 2 3 4 
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Extremely 
truthful 

7 
Extntmely 

truthful 

~ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Extremely 
uninformative 

7 
Extntmely 

uninformative 

~ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 



n the advertisements you just read, how credible do you think the claims were? 

Extremely 
non-credible 

1 

Very 
non-credible 

2 

Somewhat 
non-credible 

3 

Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Part 2 

Somewhat 
credible 

5 

For the advertisements you just read, how good do you feel they were? 

Extremely 
bad 
1 

Very 
bad 

2 

Somewhat 
bad 

3 

Q7 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

Q8 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
good 

5 

For the advertisements you just read, how irritating do you feel they were? 

Extremely 
irritating 

1 

Very 
irritating 

2 

Somewhat 
irritating 

3 

Q9 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

Q1 0 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
non-irritating 

5 

Very 
credible 

6 
Extremely 

non-credible 

~ 
1 2 3 

1 2 3 

Very 
good 

6 
Extremely 

bad 

~ 
1 2 3 

1 2 3 

Very 
non-irritating 

6 
Extremely 
irritating 

~ 
1 2 3 

1 2 3 

For the advertisements you just read, how interesting do you feel they were? 

Somewhat Very 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Extremely 
interesting 

Very 
interesting 

Somewhat 
interesting 

Feel 
neutral uninteresting uninteresting 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Extremely 
Interesting 

~ 
Q11 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 1 2 3 4 

Q12 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 1 2 3 4 
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Extremely 
credible 

7 
Extremely 
credible 

~ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Extremely 
good 

7 
Extremely 

7 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Extremely 
non-irritating 

7 
Extremely non-

irritating 

~ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Extremely 
uninteresting 

7 
Extremely 

uninteresting 

~ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 



or the advertisements you just read, how convincing do you feel they were? 

Extremely 
convincing 

1 

Very 
convincing 

2 

Somewhat 
convincing 

3 

~13 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

:l14 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
unconvincing 

5 

For the advertisements you just read, how pleasant do you feel they were? 

Extremely 
pleasant 

1 

Very 
pleasant 

2 

Somewhat 
pleasant 

3 

015 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

016 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
unpleasant 

5 

Very 
unconvincing 

6 
Extremely 

convincing 

~ 
1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

Very 
unpleasant 

6 
Extremely 
pleasant 

~ 
1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

Overall, for the advertisements you just read, how appealing do you feel they were? 

Extremely 
appealing 

1 

Very 
appealing 

2 

Somewhat 
appealing 

3 

017 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

018 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Part 3 

Somewhat 
unappealing 

5 

Very 
unappealing 

6 
Extremely 
appealing 

~ 
1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

Extremely 
unconvincing 

7 
Extremely 

unconvincing 

~ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Extremely 
unpleasant 

7 
Extremely 
unpleasant 

~ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Extremely 
unappealing 

7 
Extremely 

unaraling 

5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Please indicate your general feelings about Panasonic Steam Irons by circling one number 
on each scale of 1 to 7: 

I feel Panasonic Steam Irons are: 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
019 good good good neutral bad bad bad 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
020 bad quality bad quality bad quality neutral good quality good quality good quality 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
7 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
021 satisfactory satisfactory satisfactory neutral unsatisfactory unsatisfactory unsatisfactory 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Please indicate your general feelings about Tylenol Oral Pain Relief by circling one number 
bn each scale of 1 to 7: 

I feel Tylenol Oral Pain Relief is: 
Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 

022 good good good neutral bad bad bad 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
023 bad quality bad quality bad quality neutral good quality good quality good quality 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
7 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
024 satisfactory satisfactory satisfactory neutral unsatisfactory unsatisfactory unsatisfactory 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Part4 

How likely is it that you will purchase the following items within the next 12 months? 

Extremely 
unlikely 

1 

Very 
unlikely 

2 

025 Panasonic steam iron 

026 Tylenol oral pain relief 

Somewhat 
unlikely 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
likely 

5 

Very Extremely 
likely likely 

6 7 

Extremely Extremely 
unlikely likely 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

If your friend were interested in purchasing the following items within the next 12 months, 
how likely is it that you would recommend these items to your friend? 

Extremely 
likely 

1 

Very 
likely 

2 

027 Tylenol oral pain relief 

028 Panasonic steam iron 

Somewhat 
likely 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
unlikely 

5 

Very 
unlikely 

6 

Extremely 
likely 

+ 
1 2 3 

1 2 3 

Extremely 
unlikely 

7 

Extremely 
unlikely 

+ 
4 5 6 7 

4 5 6 7 

As a participant of this study, you may be eligible for special discounts for the following 
items. How interested are you in receiving these discounts? 

Extremely 
interested 

1 

Very 
interested 

2 

029 Panasonic steam iron 

030 Tylenol oral pain relief 

Somewhat 
interested 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 
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Somewhat 
uninterested 

5 

Very Extremely 
uninterested uninterested 

6 7 

Extremely Extremely 
interested uninterested 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



PartS 

For the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given product 
may not work or perform properly? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

031 Oral pain relief 

032 Steam iron 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of 
concern 

6 

No concern 
at all 

+ 
1 2 3 

1 2 3 

4 

4 

5 

5 

Extreme 
concern 

7 

Extreme 
concern 

+ 
6 7 

6 7 

For the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given product 
may be harmful or injure your health? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

033 Oral pain relief 

034 Steam iron 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of Extreme 
concern concern 

6 7 

No concern Extreme 
at all concern 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

For the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given product 
may not fit well with your self-image or self-concept? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

035 Oral pain relief 

036 Steam iron 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of Extreme 
concern concern 

6 7 

No concern Extreme 
at all concern 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

For the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that by owning the 
product, the given product may negatively affect the way others think of you? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

037 Oral pain relief 

038 Steam iron 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 
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Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of 
concern 

6 

No concern 
at all 

+ 
1 2 3 

1 2 3 

4 

4 

5 

5 

Extreme 
concern 

7 

Extreme 
concern 

+ 
6 7 

6 7 



For each of the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given 
product may not be worth its value in money? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

039 Oral pain relief 

040 Steam iron 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of 
concern 

6 

No concern 
at all 

+ 
1 2 3 

1 2 3 

Extreme 
concern 

7 

Extreme 
concern 

+ 
4 5 6 7 

4 5 6 7 

For each of the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given 
product may fail completely, thus wasting your time in getting it adjusted, repaired, or 
replaced? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

041 Oral pain relief 

042 Steam iron 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

PartS 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of Extreme 
concern concern 

6 7 

No concern Extreme 
at all concern 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

If you were going to purchase an oral pain relief product, how would you evaluate the 
following features? 

Extremely 
factual and 
verifiable 

Very 
factual and 
verifiable 

1 2 

043 Duration of pain relief 

044 Smell 

045 Effectiveness 

046 Long-term effects 

047 Gentleness on stomach 

Somewhat 
factual and 
verifiable 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 
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Somewhat 
personal and 
hard to verify 

5 

Very Extremely 
personal and personal and 
hard to verify hard to verify 

6 7 

Extremely Extremely 
factual and personal 
verifiable and hard to 

verify 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



If you were going to purchase a steam iron, how would you evaluate the following features? 
Somewhat Very Extremely 

factual and 
verifiable 

Very 
factual and 
verifiable 

Somewhat 
factual and 
verifiable 

Feel 
neutral personal and personal and 

hard to verify hard to verify 

5 
1 2 3 4 

EXmiy 
factual and 
verifiable 

048 Reputation of manufacturer 

049 Stylishness 

050 Ease of use 

051 Reputation of model 

052 Attractiveness 

What is your unique password from the Web ad found at the address: 
http://wise.fau.edul-aperderellorilpanasonic2.htm 

Password= ------------------
What is your unique password from the Web ad found at the address: 
http://wise.fau.edul-aperderellori/ty/eno/2.htm 

Password= -----------------
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+ 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

6 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

Extremely 
personal and 
hard to verify 

7 

ExtremelY 
personal 

and hard to 
verify 

+ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

5 6 7 

5 6 7 

5 6 7 



Part 7 

The following questions are for statistical analysis only and will be held confidential. Please circle, 
check, or fill in your answers where appropriate. 

1. What is your gender? Male. __ _ 

2. What is your current academic status? 

Freshman 

Sophomore 

Junior 

Senior 

Graduate student 

3. What is your age? 

Under 20 years 

20 to 30 years 

31 to 40 years 

41 to 50 years 

51 to 60 years 

Over 60 years 

4. What is your ethnicity? 

African-American 

Anglo-American 

Asian-American 

Hispanic-American 

Other (please list) 

Female __ _ 
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5. What is your marital status? 

Married 

Single 

Divorced 

Widowed 

6. What is your household income range? 

Less than $20,000 

$20,000 to $40,000 

$40,001 to $60,000 

$60,001 to $80,000 

$80,001 to $100,000 

Over $100,000 



SUBJECTS CLICKED ABOVE MODERATE RISK BANNER AD TO REACH AD BELOW 

PANASONIC IS THE PREMIERE CHOICE FOR STEAM IRONS 

-· PANASONIC® stands for quality 

Panasonic' Panasonic steam irons are so easy to use 

PanasoniC'' Panasonic has the best reputation tor quality steam 
irons 

PanasoniC'" All Panasonic steam irons are designed stylishly 

PanasoniC, Panasonic steam irons are attractively designed 

PanasoniC" All Panasonic steam iron models have excellent 
reputations 

Password=> ARUBA 

For More Information Conta ct Us : 
1-800-338-0552, e-mail us at CustomerService@Panasonic.c om , 

or write us at PO Box 7897, New York, NY 10096-7897 
'•) 2000 Matsushita Electronic Corporation of America 

You're the 1m visitor to this site. 
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7YiENOi. -------·-- .. --
·- ·----

SUBJECTS CLICKED ABOVE HIGH RISK BANNER AD TO REACH AD BELOW 

TYLENOLw1 IS THE PAIN RELIEVER OF CHOICE 

1Yi.Eiiih~. : ---·---· .. -- . 
TYLENOL® stands for quality 

_ ..... .. - ::: .. =--:.·_ 

~ylenol oral pain relief has no smell 

~ylenol oral pain relief has few long-term side effects 

~ylenol is very gentle on your stomach 

~ylenol will provide pain relief for four or more hours 

~ylenol is more effective than other oral pain relief 

products 

For More Information Contact Us: 
1-877-TYLENOL ( 1-877-895-3665 ), e-mail us at information@tylenol.com, 

or write us at PO Box 4077, Raleigh, NC 49785-4077 
© 2000 McNeil Consumer Healthcare 

Password=> GRENADA 

You're the 1m visitor to this site. 
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OBJECTIVE PRINT TREATMENT SURVEY AND ADS 
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A Survey About Consumer Products 

Thank you for participating in this study. We are not connected in any way with product 
manufacturers, so we are only interested in your honest opinions. All your answers will be 
confidential. By participating in this research, you agree that you have done so in a voluntary 
fashion and you are over the age of 18. 

Please review these two advertisements with which you have been provided at home and then 
complete the survey. Please also complete the enclosed drawing form to be eligible to win $100 or 
a weekend for 2 at a beachfront Ft. Lauderdale, FL hotel. Your drawing form will be eligible if you 
complete the survey; however, it will not be linked to your completed survey, allowing your survey 
to remain confidential. Drawing winners will be notified via phone or e-mail. After survey 
completion, please return the survey, drawing form, and advertisements in the envelope to your 
Professor during the next class or to the marketing department in BBW 122 ASAP. 

After viewing the advertisements, please choose the one answer for each of the following questions 
that comes the closest to your own feelings or beliefs. 

Part 1 

In the advertisements you just read, how truthful do you think the claims were? 

Extremely 
untruthful 

1 

Very 
untruthful 

2 

Somewhat 
untruthful 

3 

Q1 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Q2 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
truthful 

5 

Very Extremely 
truthful truthful 

6 7 
Extremely Extremely 
untruthful truthful 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

In the advertisements you just read, how informative do you think the claims were? 

Extremely 
informative 

1 

Very 
informative 

2 

Somewhat 
informative 

3 

Q3 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

704 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
uninformative 

5 

Very Extremely 
uninformative uninformative 

6 7 
Extremely 

informative 
Extremely 

uninformative 

+ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

In the advertisements you just read, how credible do you think the claims were? 

Extremely 
non-credible 

1 

Very 
non-credible 

2 

Somewhat 
non-credible 

3 

QS Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Q6 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 
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Somewhat 
credible 

5 

Very Extremely 
credible credible 

6 7 
Extremely Extremely 

non-credible credible 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



Part2 

For the advertisements you just read, how good do you feel they were? 

Extremely 
bad 
1 

Very 
bad 
2 

Somewhat 
bad 
3 

Q7 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

Q8 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
good 

5 

For the advertisements you just read, how irritating do you feel they were? 

Extremely 
irritating 

1 

Very 
irritating 

2 

Somewhat 
irritating 

3 

Q9 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

Q10 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
non-irritating 

5 

Very 
good 

6 
Extremely 

bad 

+ 
1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

Very 
non-irritating 

6 
Extremely 
Irritating 

+ 
1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

For the advertisements you just read, how interesting do you feel they were? 

Extremely 
interesting 

1 

Very 
interesting 

2 

Somewhat 
interesting 

3 

Q11 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

Q12 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
uninteresting 

5 

Very 
uninteresting 

6 
Extremely 
interesting 

+ 
1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

For the advertisements you just read, how convincing do you feel they were? 

Extremely 
convincing 

1 

Very 
convincing 

2 

Somewhat 
convincing 

3 

Q13 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

Q14 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
unconvincing 

5 

For the advertisements you just read, how pleasant do you feel they were? 

Extremely 
pleasant 

1 

Very 
pleasant 

2 

Somewhat 
pleasant 

3 

Q15 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

Q16 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 
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Somewhat 
unpleasant 

5 

Very 
unconvincing 

6 
Extremely 
convincing 

+ 
1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

Very 
unpleasant 

6 
Extremely 
pleasant 

+ 
1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

Extremely 
good 

7 
Extremely 

7 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Extremely 
non-irritating 

7 
Extremely non-

Irritating 

+ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Extremely 
uninteresting 

7 
Extremely 

uninteresting 

+ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Extremely 
unconvincing 

7 
Extremely 

unconvincing 

+ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Extremely 
unpleasant 

7 
Extremely 
unple8SIInt 

+ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 



Overall, for the advertisements you just read, how appealing do you feel they were? 

Extremely 
appealing 

1 

Very 
appealing 

2 

Somewhat 
appealing 

3 

017 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

018 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Part3 

Somewhat 
unappealing 

5 

Very 
unappealing 

6 
Extremely 
appealing 

+ 
1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

Extremely 
unappealing 

7 
Extremely unar 

5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Please indicate your general feelings about Panasonic Steam Irons by circling one number 
on each scale of 1 to 7: 

I feel Panasonic Steam Irons are: 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
019 good good good neutral bad bad bad 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
020 bad quality bad quality bad quality neutral good quality good quality good quality 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
7 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
021 satisfactory satisfactory satisfactory neutral unsatisfactory unsatisfactory unsatisfactory 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Please indicate your general feelings about Tylenol Oral Pain Relief by circling one number 
on each scale of 1 to 7: 

I feel Tylenol Oral Pain Relief is: 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
022 good good good neutral bad bad bad 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
023 bad quality bad quality bad quality neutral good quality good quality good quality 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
7 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
024 satisfactory satisfactory satisfactory neutral unsatisfactory unsatisfactory unsatisfactory 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Part4 

How likely is it that you will purchase the following items within the next 12 months? 

Extremely 
unlikely 

1 

Very 
unlikely 

2 

025 Panasonic steam iron 

026 Tylenol oral pain relief 

Somewhat 
unlikely 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
likely 

5 

Very Extremely 
likely likely 

6 7 

Extremely Extremely 
unlikely likely 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

If your friend were interested in purchasing the following items within the next 12 months, 
how likely is it that you would recommend these items to your friend? 

Extremely 
likely 

1 

Very 
likely 

2 

027 Tylenol oral pain relief 

028 Panasonic steam iron 

Somewhat 
likely 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
unlikely 

5 

Very 
unlikely 

6 

Extremely 
likely 

+ 
1 2 3 

1 2 3 

Extremely 
unlikely 

7 

Extremely 
unlikely 

+ 
4 5 6 7 

4 5 6 7 

As a participant of this study, you may be eligible for special discounts for the following 
items. How interested are you in receiving these discounts? 

Extremely 
interested 

1 

Very 
interested 

2 

029 Panasonic steam iron 

030 Tylenol oral pain relief 

Somewhat 
interested 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Part 5 

Somewhat 
uninterested 

5 

Very Extremely 
uninterested uninterested 

6 7 

Extremely Extremely 
interested uninterested 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

For the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given product 
may not work or perform properly? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

031 Oral pain relief 

032 Steam iron 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 
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Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of Extreme 
concern concern 

6 7 

No concern Extreme 
at all concern 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



For the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given product 
may be harmful or injure your health? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

033 Oral pain relief 

034 Steam iron 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of Extreme 
concern concern 

6 7 

No concern Extntme 
at all concern 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

For the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given product 
may not fit well with your self-image or self-concept? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

035 Oral pain relief 

036 Steam iron 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of 
concern 

6 

No concern 
at all 

+ 
1 2 3 

1 2 3 

Extreme 
concern 

7 

Extreme 
concern 

+ 
4 5 6 7 

4 5 6 7 

For the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that by owning the 
product, the given product may negatively affect the way others think of you? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

037 Oral pain relief 

038 Steam iron 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of 
concern 

6 

No concern 
at all 

+ 
1 2 3 

1 2 3 

4 5 

4 5 

Extreme 
concern 

7 

Extreme 
concern 

+ 
6 7 

6 7 

For each of the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given 
product may not be worth its value in money? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

039 Oral pain relief 

040 Steam iron 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 
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Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of Extreme 
concern concern 

6 7 

No concern Extreme 
at all concern 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



For each of the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given 
product may fail completely, thus wasting your time in getting it adjusted, repaired, or 
replaced? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

041 Oral pain relief 

042 Steam iron 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Part 6 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of Extreme 
concern concern 

6 7 

No concern Extreme 
at all concern 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

If you were going to purchase an oral pain relief product, how would you evaluate the 
following features? 

Extremely 
factual and 
verifiable 

1 

Very 
factual and 
verifiable 

2 

043 Packaging size 

044 Color 

045 Ingredients 

046 Shelf life 

047 Price 

Somewhat 
factual and 
verifiable 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
personal and 
hard to verify 

5 

Very 
personal and 
hard to verify 

6 

Extremely 
factual and 
verifiable 

+ 
1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

Extremely 
personal and 
hard to verify 

7 

Extremely 
personal 

and hard to 
verify 

+ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

5 6 7 

5 6 7 

5 6 7 

If you were going to purchase a steam iron, how would you evaluate the following features? 
Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
factual and factual and factual and neutral personal and personal and personal and 
verifiable verifiable verifiable hard to verify hard to verify hard to verify 

5 6 7 
1 2 3 4 

x reme y 
factual and 
verifiable 

+ 
048 Retractable electric cord 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

049 Detachable water tank 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

050 Wattage 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

051 Underwriter's Laboratories® label 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

052 Automatic shut off 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Part 7 

The following questions are for statistical analysis only and will be held confidential. Please circle, 
check, or fill in your answers where appropriate. 

1. What is your gender? Male __ _ 

2. What is your current academic status? 

Freshman 

Sophomore 

Junior 

Senior 

Graduate student 

3. What is your age? 

Under 20 years 

20 to 30 years 

31 to 40 years 

41 to 50 years 

51 to 60 years 

Over 60 years 

4. What is your ethnicity? 

African-American 

Anglo-American 

Asian-American 

Hispanic-American 

Other (please Jist) 

Female __ _ 

186 

5. What is your marital status? 

Married 

Single 

Divorced 

Widowed 

6. What is your household income range? 

Less than $20,000 

$20,000 to $40,000 

$40,001 to $60,000 

$60,001 to $80,000 

$80,001 to $100,000 

Over $100,000 



PANASONIC® IS THE PREMIERE CHOICE-FOR STEAM IRON 

., 

anasonice 

PANASONIC® stands for quality 

Panasonic steam irons have an automatic shut-off 
feature and turn off after 60 seconds if left unmoved 

Panasonice Panasonic steam irons operate at 60 watts 

Panasonic" All Panasonic steam irons have retractable electric 
cords 

Panasonice Panasonic steam irons all have detachable water 
tanks 

Panasonice Panasonic steam irons have the Underwriter's 
Laboratories® label 

For More Information Contact Us: 
1-800-338-0552, visit our Website at www.Panasonic.com, 

e-mail us at CustomerService@Panasonic.com, 
or write us at PO Box 7897, New York, NY 10096-7897 
©2000 Matsushita Electronic Corporation of America 
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TYLENOL~ 
A ~ J: 1 ttU~ f#l/1.\< 

TYLENOL« 
A ' l r •'lfl t " rdNJ \" 

TYLENOL® stands for quality 

Tylenol oral pain relief is available in white tablets, white 

caplets, and yellow and red gelcaps 

Gt!lcaps 

Tylenol oral pain relief is packaged in 20-count, 40-count, 

SO-count, and 160-count bottles 

Tylenol is priced as follows: 

20-count: $2.99 

40-count: $5.49 

SO-count: $9.99 

160-count: $17.99 

Tylenol's only ingredient is acetaminophen 
For More Information Contact Us: 

1-877-TYLENOL (1-877-895-3665), visit our Website at www.Tylenol.com, 
e-mail us at information@tylenol.com, 

or write us at PO Box 4077, Raleigh, NC 49785-4077 
© 2000 McNeil Consumer Healthcare 
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APPENDIX6 

SUBJECTIVE PRINT TREATMENT SURVEY AND ADS 
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A Survey About Consumer Products 

Thank you for participating in this study. We are not connected in any way with product 
manufacturers, so we are only interested in your honest opinions. All your answers will be 
confidential. By participating in this research, you agree that you have done so in a voluntary 
fashion and you are over the age of 18. 

Please review these two advertisements with which you have been provided at home and then 
complete the survey. Please also complete the enclosed drawing form to be eligible to win $100 or 
a weekend for 2 at a beachfront Ft. Lauderdale, FL hotel. Your drawing form will be eligible if you 
complete the survey; however, it will not be linked to your completed survey, allowing your survey 
to remain confidential. Drawing winners will be notified via phone or e-mail. After survey 
completion, please return the survey, drawing form, and advertisements in the envelope to your 
Professor during the next class or to the marketing department in BBW 122 ASAP. 

After viewing the advertisements, please choose the one answer for each of the following questions 
that comes the closest to your own feelings or beliefs. 

Part 1 

In the advertisements you just read, how truthful do you think the claims were? 

Somewhat Very Extremely 
untruthful 

Very 
untruthful 

Somewhat 
untruthful 

Feel 
neutral truthful truthful 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Extremely 
untruthful 

+ 
01 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 1 2 3 

02 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 1 2 3 

In the advertisements you just read, how informative do you think the claims were? 

Somewhat Very 

4 

4 

Extremely 
informative 

Very 
informative 

Somewhat 
informative 

Feel 
neutral uninformative uninformative 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Extremely 

informative 

+ 
03 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 1 2 3 

04 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 1 2 3 

In the advertisements you just read, how credible do you think the claims were? 

Extremely 
non-credible 

1 

Very 
non-credible 

2 

Somewhat 
non-credible 

3 

05 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

06 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 
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Somewhat Very 
credible credible 

5 6 
Extremely 

non-credible 

+ 
1 2 3 

1 2 3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

Extremely 
truthful 

7 
Extremely 

truthful 

+ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Extremely 
uninformative 

7 
Extremely 

uninformative 

+ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Extremely 
credible 

7 
Extremely 
cRidlble 

+ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 



Part2 

For the advertisements you just read, how good do you feel they were? 

Extremely 
bad 
1 

Very 
bad 
2 

Somewhat 
bad 

3 

07 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

08 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
good 

5 

For the advertisements you just read, how irritating do you feel they were? 

Extremely 
irritating 

1 

Very 
irritating 

2 

Somewhat 
irritating 

3 

09 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

010 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
non-irritating 

5 

Very 
good 

6 
Extremely 

bad 

+ 
1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

Very 
non-irritating 

6 
Extremely 
irritating 

+ 
1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

For the advertisements you just read, how interesting do you feel they were? 

Extremely 
interesting 

1 

Very 
interesting 

2 

Somewhat 
interesting 

3 

011 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

012 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
uninteresting 

5 

Very 
uninteresting 

6 
Extremely 
interesting 

+ 
1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

For the advertisements you just read, how convincing do you feel they were? 

Extremely 
convincing 

1 

Very 
convincing 

2 

Somewhat 
convincing 

3 

013 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

014 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
unconvincing 

5 

For the advertisements you just read, how pleasant do you feel they were? 

Extremely 
pleasant 

1 

Very 
pleasant 

2 

Somewhat 
pleasant 

3 

015 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

016 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 
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Somewhat 
unpleasant 

5 

Very 
unconvincing 

6 
Extremely 
convincing 

+ 
1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

Very 
unpleasant 

6 
Extremely 
pleasant 

+ 
1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

Extremely 
good 

7 
Extremely 

good 

+ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Extremely 
non-irritating 

7 
Extremely non-

irritating 

+ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Extremely 
uninteresting 

7 
Extremely 

uninteresting 

+ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Extremely 
unconvincing 

7 
Extremely 

unconvincing 

+ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Extremely 
unpleasant 

7 
Extremely 
unpleasant 

+ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 



Overall, for the advertisements you just read, how appealing do you feel they were? 

Extremely 
appealing 

1 

Very 
appealing 

2 

Somewhat 
appealing 

3 

Q17 Tylenol oral pain relief advertisement 

Q18 Panasonic steam iron advertisement 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Part 3 

Somewhat 
unappealing 

5 

Very 
unappealing 

6 
Extremely 
appealing 

+ 
1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

Extremely 
unappealing 

7 
Extremely 

T~ 

5 6 7 

5 6 7 

Please indicate your general feelings about Panasonic Steam Irons by circling one number 
on each scale of 1 to 7: 

I feel Panasonic Steam Irons are: 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
Q19 good good good neutral bad bad bad 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
Q20 bad quality bad quality bad quality neutral good quality good quality good quality 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
7 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
Q21 satisfactory satisfactory satisfactory neutral unsatisfactory unsatisfactory unsatisfactory 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Please indicate your general feelings about Tylenol Oral Pain Relief by circling one number 
on each scale of 1 to 7: 

I feel Tylenol Oral Pain Relief is: 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
Q22 good good good neutral bad bad bad 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
Q23 bad quality bad quality bad quality neutral good quality good quality good quality 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
7 

Extremely Very Somewhat Feel Somewhat Very Extremely 
Q24 satisfactory satisfactory satisfactory neutral unsatisfactory unsatisfactory unsatisfactory 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Part4 

How likely is it that you will purchase the following items within the next 12 months? 

Extremely 
unlikely 

1 

Very 
unlikely 

2 

025 Panasonic steam iron 

026 Tylenol oral pain relief 

Somewhat 
unlikely 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
likely 

5 

Very 
likely 

6 

Extremely 
unlikely 

~ 
1 2 3 

1 2 3 

Extremely 
likely 

7 

Extremely 
likely 

~ 
4 5 6 7 

4 5 6 7 

If your friend were interested in purchasing the following items within the next 12 months, 
how likely is it that you would recommend these items to your friend? 

Extremely 
likely 

1 

Very 
likely 

2 

027 Tylenol oral pain relief 

028 Panasonic steam iron 

Somewhat 
likely 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
unlikely 

5 

Very Extremely 
unlikely unlikely 

6 7 

Extremely Extremely 
likely unlikely 

~ ~ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

As a participant of this study, you may be eligible for special discounts for the following 
items. How interested are you in receiving these discounts? 

Extremely 
interested 

1 

Very 
interested 

2 

029 Panasonic steam iron 

030 Tylenol oral pain relief 

Somewhat 
interested 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Part 5 

Somewhat 
uninterested 

5 

Very Extremely 
uninterested uninterested 

6 7 

Extremely Extremely 
interested uninterested 

~ ~ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

For the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given product 
may not work or perform properly? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

031 Oral pain relief 

032 Steam iron 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 
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Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of Extreme 
concern concern 

6 7 

No concern Extreme 
at all concern 

~ ~ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



For the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given product 
may be harmful or injure your health? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

033 Oral pain relief 

034 Steam iron 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of Extreme 
concern concern 

6 7 

No concern Extreme 
at all concern 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

For the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given product 
may not fit well with your self-image or self-concept? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

035 Oral pain relief 

036 Steam iron 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of Extreme 
concern concern 

6 7 

No concern Extreme 
at all concern 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

For the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that by owning the 
product, the given product may negatively affect the way others think of you? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

037 Oral pain relief 

038 Steam iron 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of 
concern 

No concern 
at all 

6 

Extreme 
concern 

7 

Extreme 
concern 

+ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

For each of the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given 
product may not be worth its value in money? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

039 Oral pain relief 

040 Steam iron 

Limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 
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Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of Extreme 
concern concern 

6 7 

No concern Extreme 
at all concern 

+ + 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 



For each of the products listed below, how concerned are you personally that the given 
product may fail completely, thus wasting your time in getting it adjusted, repaired, or 
replaced? 

No concern 
at all 

1 

Almost no 
concern 

2 

Q41 Oral pain relief 

Q42 Steam iron 

limited 
concern 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Part 6 

Some 
Concern 

5 

A lot of Extreme 
concern concern 

6 7 

No concern Extreme 
at all concern 

~ ~ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

If you were going to purchase an oral pain relief product, how would you evaluate the 
following features? 

Extremely 
factual and 
verifiable 

Very 
factual and 
verifiable 

1 2 

Q43 Duration of pain relief 

Q44 Smell 

Q45 Effectiveness 

046 Long-term effects 

Q47 Gentleness on stomach 

Somewhat 
factual and 
verifiable 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 

Somewhat 
personal and 
hard to verify 

5 

Very Extremely 
personal and personal and 
hard to verify hard to verify 

6 7 

Extremely Extremely 
factual and personal 
verifiable and hard to 

~ 
verify 

~ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

If you were going to purchase a steam iron, how would you evaluate the following features? 
Extremely 

factual and 
verifiable 

1 

Very 
factual and 
verifiable 

2 

Q48 Reputation of manufacturer 

Q49 Stylishness 

Q50 Ease of use 

Q51 Reputation of model 

Q52 Attractiveness 

Somewhat 
factual and 
verifiable 

3 

Feel 
neutral 

4 
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Somewhat 
personal and 
hard to verify 

5 

Very 
personal and 
hard to verify 

6 

Extremely 
factual and 
verifiable 

~ 
1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

1 2 3 4 

Extremely 
personal and 
hard to verify 

7 

Extremely 
personal 

and hard to 
verify 

~ 
5 6 7 

5 6 7 

5 6 7 

5 6 7 

5 6 7 



Part7 

The following questions are for statistical analysis only and will be held confidential. Please circle, 
check, or fill in your answers where appropriate. 

1. What is your gender? Male. __ _ 

2. What is your current academic status? 

Freshman 

Sophomore 

Junior 

Senior 

Graduate student 

3. What is your age? 

Under 20 years 

20 to 30 years 

31 to 40 years 

41 to 50 years 

51 to 60 years 

Over 60 years 

4. What is your ethnicity? 

African-American 

Anglo-American 

Asian-American 

Hispanic-American 

Other (please list) 

Female ·---
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5. What is your marital status? 

Married 

Single 

Divorced 

Widowed 

6. What is your household income range? 

Less than $20,000 

$20,000 to $40,000 

$40,001 to $60,000 

$60,001 to $80,000 

$80,001 to $100,000 

Over $100,000 



I 

PANASONIC IS THE PREMIERE CHOICE FOR STEAM IRQ 

PANASONIC® stands for quality 

Panasonice Panasonic steam irons are so easy to use 

Panasonice Panasonic has the best reputation for quality 
steam irons 

Panasonice All Panasonic steam irons are designed stylishly 

Panasonic~ Panasonic steam irons are attractively designed 

Panasonice All Panasonic steam iron models have excellent 
reputations 

For More Information Contact Us: 
1-800-338-0552, visit our Website at www.Panasonic.com, 

e-mail us at CustomerService@Panasonic.com, 
or write us at PO Box 7897, New York, NY 10096-7897 
©2000 Matsushita Electronic Corporation of America 
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TYLENOL@ IS THE PAIN RELIEVER OF CHOICE 

lhENOL~ 
_. •• T.Aitlf '"-'I'INt.\ 

TYLENOL. 
~·I' 1.ftl!l'f.fii'Ni >t 

TYLENOL® stands for quality 

Tylenol oral pain relief has no smell 

Geicaps 

Tylenol oral pain relief has few long-term side effects 

ylenol is very gentle on your stomach 

Tylenol will provide pain relief for four or more hours 

ylenol is more effective than other oral pain relief 

products 

For More Information Contact Us: 
1-877-TYLENOL (1-877-895-3665), visit our Website at www.Tylenol.com, 

e-mail us at information@tylenol.com, 
or write us at PO Box 4077, Raleigh, NC 49785-4077 

© 2000 McNeil Consumer Healthcare 
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APPENDIX 7 

ANALYSES OF THE HYPOTHESES 

TABLE 16 

ANOVA RESULTS OF BRAND ATTITUDES: GENDER AND CLAIM 
SELECTIVITY (H 1) a 

Males Females 
Objective Subjective Objective Subjective 

Claims Claims Claims Claims 
Meansb 5.086 4.844 5.233 4.982 

(.673) (.851) (.632) (.584) 
F-Value 3.154 (NS) 6.634 (p < .05) 

an=568 -
Ferrele 

b Standard deviations in parentheses 

'EJ ~- s.: ..___. 
~ ~ 4.5 !--+-Female ] 
• a. • 
:~- 3.5 

3 

Otlj. Subj. 

C~ims Claims 

Claim 

TABLE 17 

MANOVA RESULTS OF COGNITION, AD ATTITUDES, BRAND 
ATTITUDES, AND CONATION: GENDER AND CLAIM SELECTIVITY OF 

MODERATE PERCEIVED PRODUCT RISK (H2) a 

Males Females 
Objective Subjective Objective Subjective 

Claims Claims Claims Claims 
Cognition Meansb 4.973 3.939 4.795 3.884 

(.942) (1 .006) (.890) (.881) 
F-Value 35.922 (p < .001) 41.087 :P < .001) 

-
l 6 

Q) ..-- ~ 5.5 
2 g 0 5 
;!! v· ~ 4.5 
lij c.~ 4 

l-+-Male l ~ :iE u.: 3.5 
- 3 ' - Female 

Obj. Claims Subj . 
Claims 

Claim 
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Attitude toward Means b 3.965 3.707 4.251 3.373 
the Ad (.945) (1 .006) (.899) (.949) 

F-Value 2.222 (NS) 39.941 :P. < .001 
-

6 

5 .5 t-+-- Female J 
~ 5 

~ • . 5 

~ 
.!!> 4 

3 .5 

3 

Obj. Sullj. 

Clai0'6 Claims 

Claim 

--

Attitude toward Meansb 5.091 4.680 5.101 4.608 
the Brand (.789) (.939) (.860) (.665) 

F-Value 7.318 (p < .01) 16.190 [p < .001 

6 

5.5 

5 ~ a> or=-::::Jo.,.... 
Cij ~ g45 > . v v 
lijc..c..4 r-Male ] Q) •• 

::E ~ .:..:3.5 

3 
~Fern~ 

' 
Obj. Clai~ . Subj. Claims 

Ia 1m 

~-

Conation Meansb 3.5081 3.605 3.685 3.155 
(1.490) (1.385) (1.403) (1 .255) 

F-Value .145 NS) 6.212 [p < .05) 
- -

1 6 

5.5 

5 

~ [---+-Fe,...le ] .. ; 4.5 

.!!> 
4 

3 .5 ~ 3 

Obj. Su~. 

Claims Claims 

Claim 

an=284 
b Standard deviations in parentheses 
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TABLE 18 

MANOVA RESULTS OF COGNITION, AD ATIITUDES, BRAND 
A TIITUDES, AND CONATION: GENDER AND CLAIM SELECTIVITY OF 

HIGH PERCEIVED PRODUCT RISK (H3) a 

Males Females 
Objective Subjective Objective Subjective 

Claims Claims Claims Claims 
Cognition Meansb 4.897 4.506 4.918 4.778 

(.980) (1.045) (.983) (.920) 
F-Value 4. 763 :P < .05) .838 NS) 

Cognition: 
Cloim x Gender (N• 284) 

5: I ., 5 
~ 4.5 ..____. 

,9, 4 

3~ I I 
/-+-Malel 

Obj. SLi>j. 
Claims Claims 

Cllim 

~ 

Attitude toward Meansb 4.008 3.950 4.159 3.881 
the Ad (.878) (.957) (.959) (1.067) 

F-Value .128 (NS) 2.903 (NS) 
Attitude toward Meansb 5.081 5.009 5.365 5.356 

the Brand (.886) (1.071) (.951) (.782) 
F-Value .171 (NS) .005 (NS) 

Conation Meansb 4.219 4.119 4.776 4.937 
(1.374) (1.503) (1.638) (1.377) 

F-Value .155 (NS) .444 NS) 
a n=284 
b Standard deviations in parentheses 
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TABLE 19 

MANOVA RESULTS OF COGNITION, AD ATTITUDES, BRAND ATTITUDES, 
AND CONATION: GENDER AND MEDIA (H4) a 

Males Females 
Web Ads Print Ads Web Ads Print Ads 

Cognition Meansb 4.562 4.574 4.552 4.596 
(.905) _(.926) (.797) {.827)_ 

F-Value .548 NS) .075 NS) 
Attitude toward Meansb 3.864 3.949 3.780 3.996 

the Ad (.753) (.848) (.844) (.913) 
F-Value .361 NS) 2.324 (NS) 

Attitude toward Meansb 4.912 5.014 5.085 5.112 
the Brand (.785) (.770) (.526) (.688) 

F-Value .189 NS) .500 NS) 
Conation Meansb 3.819 3.909 4.200 4.076 

(1 .133) (1 .206) (1.119) (1.055) 
F-Value .005 NS) .125 NS) 

an=568 
b Standard deviations in parentheses 
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TABLE 20 

HYPOTHESIS TESTING RESULTS 

Supported Not 
Supported 

H1: for all risk levels irrespective of medium 
(A) Male respondents will assign higher generalized attitude Cognition 
toward the brand affective scores to advertisements employing Aad 
objective versus subjective claims. Abrand Ja 

Conation 

(B) Female respondents will be more likely to process Cognition 
comprehensively and thus assign equal attitude toward the Aad 
brand affective scores to advertisements employing objective Abrand J 
versus subjective claims. 

Conation 

H2: for moderate perceived product risk irrespective of medium 
(A) Male respondents will assign higher cognitive, affective, and Cognition ., 
conative scores to advertisements employing objective versus Aad Ja 
subjective ad claims. 

Abrand J 
Conation J 

(B) Female respondents, as comprehensive processors, will Cognition J 
assign equal cognitive, affective, and conative scores to Aad J 
advertisements employing objective versus subjective ad 

Abrand J claims. 
Conation J 

H3: for high perceived product risk irrespective of medium 
(A) Male respondents will assign higher cognitive, affective, and Cognition J 
conative scores to advertisements employing objective versus 

Aad Ja 
subjective ad claims when perceived product risk is high, just as 
they did with moderate perceived product risk. Abrand Ja 

Conation Ja 
(B) Female respondents, as comprehensive processors, will Cognition J 
notice the increased product risk level and alter their processing 

Aad J strategy and, like male respondents, assign higher cognitive, 
affective, and conative scores to advertisements employing Abrand J 
objective versus subjective ad claims, since these claims can 

Conation J be verified. 
H4: for all risk levels irrespective of claims 

(A) Male respondents, with their more visual orientation, will Cognition Ja 
assign higher generalized cognitive, affective, and conative Aad Ja 
scores to traditional magazine print ads versus Web ads. Abrand Ja 

Conation Ja 
(B) Female respondents, with their more verbal orientation, will Cognition J 
assign higher generalized cognitive, affective, and conative Aad J 
scores to Web ads versus traditional magazine print ads. 

Abrand J 
Conation Ja 

.. 
Note: shaded areas represent non-apphcabrhty 

a Although significance was not found, the expected direction was present 

203 



APPENDIX 8 

INTERACTION ANALYSES 

TABLE 21 

CELL MEANS t OF SIGNIFICANT 2-WAY INTERACTIONS 

Full Model: Cognition a 

Claim X Product a Objective Subjective 
Claims Claims 

Moderate Risk 4.88 3.91 
(.083) (.080) 

High Risk 4.91 4.64 
(.083) (.080) 

Full Model: Attitude Toward the Ad a 

Claim x Product c Objective Subjective 
Claims Claims 

Moderate Risk 4.10 3.53 
(.083) (.080) 

High Risk 4.08 3.91 
(.083) (.080) 

Claim x Gender 0 Objective Subjective 
Claims Claims 

Male 3.98 3.83 
(.086) (.084) 

Female 4.20 3.61 
(.080) (.075) 

Full Model: Attitude Toward the Brand (I 
Claim x Product 0 Objective Subjective 

Claims Claims 
Moderate Risk 5.09 4.65 

(.075) (.072) 
High Risk 5.22 5.19 

(.075) (.072) 
Gender x Product c Moderate Risk High Risk 

Male 4.89 5.05 
(.077) (.077) 

Female 4.86 5.36 
(.070) (.070) 

Full Model: Conation (I 

Gender x Product a Moderate Risk High Risk 
Male 3.54 4.18 

(.126) (.126) 
Female 3.43 4.87 

(.115) (.115) 
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Moderate Risk Subset Model: Aad e 
Claim x Gender 0 Objective Subjective 

Claims Claims 
Male 3.96 3.70 

(.120) (.117) 
Female 4.26 3.35 

(.111) (.1 05) 
Moderate Risk Subset Model: Conation e 

Claim x Media c 

a 0 c p < .001 ' p < .01' p < .05 
dn=568 en=284 
t Stand~rd errors in parentheses 

Print 

Web 

TABLE 22 

Objective Subjective 
Claims Claims 

3.78 3.18 
{.164) (.160} 

3.41 3.56 
(.170) (.161) 

CELL MEANS e OF SIGNIFICANT 4-WAY INTERACTION d 

Claim x Gender x 
Media x Product c 

Objective Print Ads 
Claims 

Web Ads 

Subjective Print Ads 
Claims 

Web Ads 

a 0 c p < .001' p < .01' p < .05 
d n=568 
e Standard errors in parentheses 

Conation 

Moderate Risk 

High Risk 

Moderate Risk 

High Risk 

Moderate Risk 

High Risk 

Moderate Risk 

High Risk 
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Male Female 

3.84 3.71 
(.252} (.231) 

4.13 4.84 
(.252) (.231) 

3.16 3.66 
(.260) (.241) 

4.31 4.71 
(.260) (.241) 

3.29 3.08 
(.260) (.208) 

4.37 4.75 
(.260) (.208) 

3.87 3.25 
(.237) (.237) 

3.91 5.19 
(.237) (.237) 
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