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ABSTRACT 

Prior research on how advertising and product evidence 

interact in the formation of product evaluations shows that 

advertising induces higher consumer expectations, which in 

turn lead to a disposition to confirm when presented with 

product evidence. It has been argued that a hypothesis 

testing process is in operation in these situations. 

Specifically, consumers initially form some hypotheses about 

a product when exposed to ad information. Subsequently, 

when presented with evidence information, the consumers 

purportedly test their hypotheses to either confirm or 

disconfirm them. However, research on hypothesis testing 

has rarely specified the conditions under which advertising 

and product evidence will yield interaction effects, and has 

moreover been limited to ambiguous product evidence. This 

research extends previous hypothesis testing research by 

incorporating more general conditions of product evidence, 

such as unambiguous attribute information. In addition, 

this research extensively investigates the alternative 

processes involved in various conditions of advertising and 

evidence. Two types of advertising and evidence were 

explicitly incorporated in the study design: (1) attribute

oriented ad and quality-oriented ad, and (2) attribute

oriented evidence and quality-oriented evidence. A 3 
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(attribute-oriented ad, quality-oriented ad, and no-ad) x 6 

(three types of attribute-oriented evidence, two types of 

quality-oriented evidence, and no-evidence) between-subjects 

design was used in the study. 

Study results show that ad and evidence factors have an 

interaction effect on product evaluations. These effects 

are attributable to confirmation or disconfirmation in 

matched modality of attribute ad and evidence. Alternative 

processes were hypothesized under different combinations of 

ad and evidence types. Results showed that processing mode 

was contingent on the type of ad and evidence. Subjects 

used a hypothesis testing process when an attribute ad and 

attribute evidence were of matched modalities. However, 

when provided with a quality ad and attribute evidence, 

subjects evaluated the brand as if they were provided with 

evidence alone. When quality evidence was preceded by 

either an attribute or a quality ad, subjects evaluated the 

brand through an assimilative encoding process. That is, 

when an impression of positive quality is formed by an ad, 

this encoded quality concept is retrieved and used to 

interpret incoming evidence information in an assimilative 

fashion. Supplemental measures of recall, individual 

attribute ratings, and brand extension evaluations support 

these inferred processes. 



OVERVIEW 

1.1 Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to determine the 

conditions of advertising and evidence that influence the 

use of hypothesis testing or other alternative processes. 

Prior research in hypothesis testing has reported 
.-

interaction effects between advertising and evidence on 

14 

product evaluations, suggesting that advertising indirectly 

influences product evaluations through direct product 

experience or evidence. This stream of research has rarely 

specified the conditions under which advertising and 

evidence will yield interaction effects, and has typically 

been limited to a specific condition of advertising and 

evidence (e.g., attribute-oriented ad and attribute-based 

evidence). We extend this research to determine whether the 

observed interaction between advertising and evidence 

generalizes to other advertising and evidence conditions 

beyond those already tested in hypothesis testing research. 

This research proposes two types of advertising and 

evidence that induce differential processing: (1) attribute

oriented ad and overall quality-oriented ad, and (2) 

attribute-oriented evidence and overall quality-oriented 

evidence. Consistent with past liter.ature, it is postulated 

that confirming. or disconfirming evidence in matched 
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modality with the ad will induce a hypothesis testing 

process which yields the interaction effect. Confirming or 

disconfirming evidence in unmatched modality with the ad may 

induce alternative processes. These alternative processes 

include the assimilative encoding process, the cognitive 

elaboration process, the information integration process, 

and the evidence main effect process. In addition to 

product evaluations, this research uses supplemental 

measures such as recall, discrete attribute ratings, and 

brand extension evaluations as methods for determining 

whether hypothesis testing or other evaluation processes are 

used. 

1.2 Hypotheses 

Product evaluations are higher with confirming evidence 

than with disconfirming evidence (evidence main effect). 

Moreover, evaluations with confirming (disconfirming) 

evidence are even higher (lower) with accompanying 

advertising than when advertising or evidence is presented 

alone (interaction effect) (H1). Evaluations are more 

extreme when there is a match in modality between 

advertising and evidence than when there is no match (H2). 

The hypothesis testing process is likely to be used when 

attribute-oriented ad and evidence are presented, or when 

quality-oriented ad and evidence are presented. When an ad 
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is quality-oriented and evidence is attribute-oriented, or 

when an ad is attribute-oriented and evidence is quality

oriented, the assimilative encoding process is employed, in 

which an encoded ad concept is retrieved and used to 

interpret evidence information in an assimilative manner 

(Hla-ld). If subjects engage in hypothesis testing when 

provided with attribute ad and attribute evidence, they 

should have greater recall of the advertised attribute while 

they have no better recall of the non-advertised attributes, 

more extreme evaluations of the confirming or disconfirming 

attribute, and more favorable evaluations of an extension 

for which the advertised attribute is valued, than when 

provided with quality ad and attribute evidence (H4 & H5). 

Quality evidence information will be recalled better when it 

is preceded by a quality ad than by an attribute ad. 

However, belief judgments and brand extension evaluations 

will be comparable to the overall evaluations of the brand 

when quality evidence is preceded by either an attribute ad 

or a quality ad (H6 & 87). 

l.l Research Method 

The design for this study was a l (attribute-oriented 

ad, overall quality-oriented ad, no-ad) by 6 (consisting of 

l types of attribute-based evidence, 2 types of quality

based evidence, and no-evidence) between-subjects design. 
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Evidence included three types of attribute-based evidence 

(extremely positive, moderately positive, average), two 

types of quality-based evidence (extremely positive, 

average), and a baseline no-evidence condition (ad alone). 

However, the condition of no ad and no evidence was not 

included in this design because of the non-existence of any 

object to evaluate. 

Advertising was presented first and evidence was 

presented later. Then related measures of brand 

evaluations, recall of ad message and evidence information, 

discrete individual attribute ratings, and brand extension 

evaluations were collected. Data on possible moderating 

variables, such as perceived source credibility, were also 

collected. 

1.4 Results 

The results show that the hypo~hesized interaction 

effects, as well as the evidence main effect, occurred only 

when attribute-oriented advertising and evidence were 

presented. Subjects evaluated the advertised brand more 

positively (negatively) only when the advertised attribute 

claim was confirmed (disconfirmed) by attribute-oriented 

evidence. When other combinations of ad and evidence type 

were presented, neither the confirmation nor the 

disconfirmation effect was observed. Therefore, Hypothesis 
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1 was supported only for the condition of attribute ad and 

evidence. Product evaluations were extreme due to 

confirmation or disconfirmation effect in matched modality 

of attribute ad and attribute evidence, partially supporting 

Hypothesis 2. This is also consistent with the findings for 

Hypothesis 1. 

The modes of processing advertising and evidence 

information were found to be contingent on the types of 

advertising and evidence. As hypothesized, subjects used 

the hypothesis testing process when attribute ad and 

evidence were presented (H3a). Provided with a quality ad 

and attribute evidence, subjects' evaluations were affected 

mainly by evidence, suggesting a process proposed for the 

evidence main effect (H3b). In this condition of a quality 

ad and attribute evidence, advertising did not influence 

product evaluations directly or interactively with evidence. 

On the other hand, when provided with attribute ad and 

quality evidence, subjects evaluated evidence information 

using an assimilative encoding process. This result 

supports H3c. When a quality ad and quality evidence were 

presented, subjects evaluated evidence information employing 

an assimilative encoding process. This result was contrary 

to the prediction of hypothesis testing process (H3d). The 

supplemental measures of recall, individual attribute 

ratings, and brand extension evaluations support the 



inferred processes from the overall evaluations of the 

brand. When an attribute-oriented ad and evidence were 

presented, as hypothesized, subjects had greater recall of 

the advertised attribute, extreme evaluations of the 

advertised attribute, and more favorable evaluations of an 

extension for which the advertised attribute is valued. 
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This finding is consistent with the prediction regarding 

hypothesis testing process (H4 & H5). Quality evidence 

information was not recalled better when it is preceded by a 

quality ad than by an attribute ad. This finding suggests 

that subjects engaged in an assimilative encoding process 

when a quality ad and quality evidence were provided, 

contrary to the prediction of hypothesis testing. Belief 

judgments and brand extension evaluations were comparable to 

the overall evaluations of the brand when quality evidence 

was preceded by either an attribute ad or a quality ad (H6 & 

H7). 

1.5 Significance of the Study 

This research extends previous hypothesis testing 

research by incorporating more general conditions of product 

evidence, such as unambiguous attribu~e information, and 

also by extensively investigating alternative processes 

involved in various co.nditions of advertising and evidence. 

In addition, this research attempts to link several domains 
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of literature relating to evaluations of two different sets 

of information presented at separate points in time. The 

confirmation bias process in hypothesis testing shares 

substantial similarity with the priming effect in 

assimilation-contrast research. The information processing 

perspective of assimilation-contrast research provides 

useful implications for distinguishing between a hypothesis 

testing process and other alternative processes. The effect 

of country of origin on interpretation of evidence is found 

to be similar to the interaction effect between advertising 

and evidence. These various streams of research were 

closely investigated to find interrelationships. 

Prior research in hypothesis testing has suggested two 

major managerial implications: First, advertising has 

influence not only on consumers' purchase decisions, but 

also on the interpretation of consumers' direct product 

experience (or objective evidence). Thus, advertising is 

important because it induces higher consumer attitudes 

toward the brand and repurchase of the brand; Second, since 

advertising affects consumer evaluations interactively with 

product trial or evidence, product trial or sampling is 

recommended as a means of improving consumer attitudes 

toward the advertised brand. 

However, the present research suggests managerial 

implications for a more specific advertising strategy, i.e., 



21 

the creation of confirming experiences. Confirming 

experiences triggered by advertising may lead to positive 

attitudes toward the brand. Hence, specific advertising 

messages designed to induce confirming experiences can be 

developed. To this end, identification of the strength of a 

specific attribute (in terms of consumers' actual product 

experiences, objective evidence published, and word-of

mouth) is suggested. This identification will also help to 

successfully introduce brand extensions to other product 

categories. 



2.1 Overview 

CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

22 

The major goals of this research are to (1) identify 

the interaction effects between advertising and evidence and 

(2) understand the underlying processes in the context of 

hypothesis testing. This chapter reviews domains of 

literature that pertain to evaluations of two different sets 

of information provided at different times. The first part 

of this review focuses on advertising effectiveness studies 

that have attempted to incorporate the impact of product 

testing or evidence on evaluations. In the second part, 

studies on hypothesis testing are extensively reviewed in 

terms of their experimental designs and findings. Several 

limitations of this stream of research are identified, and 

possible areas of extension are suggested. Third, the 

review focuses on assimilation-contrast studies in the 

substantive areas of advertising and social judgment. This 

stream of research shares common features with hypothesis 

testing research in that an assimilative interaction effect 

between advertising and evidence is proposed. Specifically, 

priming effects in the context of information processing are 

discussed. Fourth, the review addresses country of origin 

effects in an application of priming driven assimilation

contrast processes. Specific attention is devoted to 
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alternative processes that may be involved in the 

interpretation of incoming attribute information. Finally, 

suggestions are made for new studies in this area. 

2.2 Studies of Product Trial 

Substantial research efforts have been expended to 

examine the effects of advertising on consumer attitudes 

towards products. Recent research, however, has attempted to 

include elements of product experience in the investigation 

of advertising impact on consumer attitudes (Deighton 1984; 

Deighton and Schindler 1988; Hoch and Deighton 1989; Hoch 

and Ha 1986; Levin and Gaeth 1988; Marks and Kamins 1988; 

Smith and Swinyard 1982, 1983). For example, Smith and 

Swinyard (1982) contrast direct product experience with 

advertising in terms of their impact on consumer attitudes 

and product evaluations. They argue that advertising, due 

to perceived low source credibility, is limited in its 

ability to influence consumers' beliefs and attitudes. On 

the other hand, direct product experiences, such as product 

use from purchase, direct testing, and sampling, may induce 

consumers to build strong beliefs and maintain more 

confident attitudes by actually "sensing" the products. 

Consequently, direct product experience increases attitude

behavior consistency (Fazio and Zanna 1981; Smith and 

Swinyard 1983). 
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Advertising is considered a less objective source and 

thus a less credible source of consumer information due to 

the underlying sales motivations of firms. In contrast, 

product evidence provided by neutral sources (e.g., Consumer 

Reports) is perceived as being from an objective and 

impartial, and thus, credible information source (Deighton 

1984; Ha and Hoch 1989). Such information, usually in the 

format of cross-brand comparisons on individual attributes 

or of performance of the brands themselves (overall product 

quality), is generally comprehensive and well-researched. 

Therefore, product evidence and direct product experience, 

other things remaining equal, will have similar effects on 

product evaluations. 

Although research in the area of product trial has 

focused on the importance of direct experience in product 

evaluations or attitude formation, researchers have 

recognized advertising-trial interactions (Marks and Kamins 

1988: Smith and Swinyard 1982, 1983). Advertising exposures 

create uncertain, thus weak, beliefs about the brand's 

performance which then predispose a consumer to a favorable 

trial experience; consequently, the consumer develops a 

favorable disposition toward the brand. 

The interaction effect between advertising and product 

experience/evidence has been further investigated in 

hypothesis testing research that focuses on how and when the 
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effect occurs (Deighton 1984; Deighton and Schindler 1988; 

Ha and Hoch 1989; Hoch and Deighton 1989; Hoch and Ha 1986). 

2.3 Studies of Hypothesis Testing 

Hypothesis tasting is conce~ned with issues of 

confirmation and disconfirmation of hypotheses (Klayman and 

Ha 1987). Provided with two different sets of information 

presented at different times, individuals initially hold 

some hypotheses about the persons~ objects, or events, based 

on the first set of information. When provided with 

subsequent information, the individuals purportedly test 

their hypotheses to ei~her confirm or disconfirm them. 

A sUbstantial portion of hypothesis testing research 

has dealt with the confirmation bias (Darley and Gross 1983; 

Deighton 1984; Deighton and Schindler 1988; Ha and Hoch 

1989; Hoch and Ha 1986; Snyder and Swann 1978). Darley and 

Gross (1983) suggest two types of confirmation biases -

behavioral confirmation bias and cognitive confirmation 

bias. 

In a social judgment context, behavioral confirmation 

bias occurs when an individual's interaction behavior with 

another person is guided by prior expectations (Lord, Ross, 

and Lepper 1979). Take for example, the task of judging a 

person's character. If subjects are led to perceive the 

target person as an introvert, they ask questions only on 
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introversion-related characteristics as opposed to mutually 

exclusive questions on extroversion (Snyder 1981; Snyder and 

Swann 1978). 

Cognitive confirmation bias occurs without any 

behavioral interaction between the perceiver and the target 

person. Perceivers with distinct expectations about a 

person may make different evaluations in parallel with these 

expectations, upon the identical description of the target 

person's behaviors (Darley and Gross 1983). Darley and 

Gross (1983) suggest that the cognitive bias can result from 

the perceivers' selective attention and recall, which are 

consistent with their expectations. 

In the context of advertising, Deighton (1984) proposes 

a two-step model of hypothesis testing that leads to a 

confirmation bias. Advertising induces higher consumer 

expectations, which in turn lead to a disposition to confirm 

when presented with product evidence (e.g., Consumer 

Reports). Even when consumers attempt to find a 

disconfirming element, the ambiguity of product stimuli does 

not provide enough disconfirming evidence. As a result of 

this confirmation bias, advertising interacts with evidence 

to affect consumer beliefs and attitudes. In other words, 

advertising claims elevate consumers' judgments, but only 

when accompanied by evidence. Alone, neither advertising 

nor evidence was found to increase product evaluations 



27 

(Deighton 1984). It should be noted that Deighton (1984) 

used well-established brands (e.g., Ford automobile) as 

experimental brands, thus focusing on attitude change rather 

than attitude formation. 

Hoch and Ha (1986) attempt to find a similar 

interaction effect by focusing on the ambiguity of product 

experience. Ambiguity was defined as a product 

characteristic that led to widely varied judgments across 

subjects about the product quality of a brand, even after 

actual testing of the brand. Ambiguity was considered to 

arise from choice conflict situations where, due to inherent 

product characteristics, preferences of one brand over 

others are not obvious to judge. When subjects were exposed 

to an ambiguous product experience (e.g., a sports shirt), 

advertising affected product evaluation through an 

interaction effect. On the other hand, when subjects were 

exposed to an unambiguous product experience (e.g., a paper 

towel), advertising hardly influenced subjects' evaluations. 

In this situation, evidence alone affected subjects' 

judgments because subjects could easily discern the actual 

quality of the experimental brands. Hoch and Ha (1986) also 

report that advertising yielded higher product evaluations 

when it preceded, rather than followed, ambiguous product 

experience (the difference between those two evaluations was 

not statistically significant, however). Hoch and Ha (1986) 



attribute this result to an assimilative processing of 

product stimuli, where encoding of the advertising 

information occurs before the direct product testing. 
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In a natural consumption environment, Deighton and 

Schindler (1988) report an identical interaction effect 

between advertising and product experience on consumer 

evaluations. In their study, subjects actually experienced 

the performance (degree of playing new rock music by 

different radio stations) for two weeks, rather than 

experiencing a one-shot product testing or tabular evidence. 

Deighton and Schindler (1988) argue that advertising induced 

the subjects to find enough confirming evidence (frequently 

playing new rock music) to interpret the ambiguous 

consumption experience as consistent with the advertised 

claim. 

Ha and Hoch (1989) report an identical interaction 

effect between advertising and ambiguous evidence. This 

time, ambiguity of evidence was manipulated by providing an 

information structure such that no single brand dominated 

other brands in terms of combined values of attributes. 

Ambiguity of evidence was associated with a lack of 

comprehension due to complexity of the information 

structure. The authors also report that the interaction 

effect occurred in an impression formation task, but not in 

a recall task. They suggested that the impression formation 
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task led the subjects to use a top-down processing strategy, 

whereas the recall task led to a bottom-up processing 

strategy. 

In the context of information framing, Levin and Gaeth 

(1988) also find an interaction effect of advertising-like 

attribute information and product testing on consumers' 

overall product evaluations. They find that subjects 

provided with positively framed information (75% lean beef) 

evaluated an identical actual beef taste more favorably than 

those provided with negatively framed information (25% fat 

beef). Furthermore, subjects who also tested the product 

after exposure to the labeled information made less extreme 

evaluations than those in the l~beling-only condition. 

Levin and Gaeth (1988) interpret this result using an 

averaging model of information integration, by indicating 

that the effect of one piece of information was reduced when 

other information was added. 

One consistent finding from the studies described above 

is the interaction effect between advertising and evidence 

(or direct product experience). These studies provide an 

important implication that advertising can influence 

consumers' evaluations and attitudes indirectly through 

product evidence or testing. However, this stream of 

research has the following limitations that require further 

investigation. 
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a. Focus of research has been limited to ambiguous product 

stimuli. Proposed as integral to the occurrence of the 

interaction effects in hypothesis testing research was 

ambiguity of product evidence or experience. In the 

literature, it is suggested that ambiguity arises from 

several sources, such as (1) voluminous evidence which 

consumers need to integrate to find overall values for 

brands (Deighton 1984), (2) difficulty in discriminating 

product performance/quality (Hoch and Ha 1986; Deighton and 

Schindler 1988; Levin and Gaeth 1988), and (3) the mixture 

of positive and negative attributes (Darley and Gross 1983; 

Ha and Hoch 1989; Snyder and Swann 1978). 

However, unambiguous evidence may also produce these 

interaction effects through assimilative top-down 

processing. Srul1 and Wyer (1979) suggest that assimilative 

top-down processing can occur even when the characteristics 

of the information are unambiguous. Moreover, Hong and Wyer 

(1989) suggest that the interpretation of unambiguous 

attribute information can be affected by country of origin 

information through priming-induced assimilation-contrast 

effects. 

In addition, these interaction effects may occur with 

unambiguous evidence through confirmation and 

disconfirmation. If subjects test their hypotheses by 

attending selectively to advertised attributes and 
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experiencing objectively confirming evidence, this 

confirmation may disproportionately affect subjects' 

evaluations, resulting in an interaction effect. The 

confirmation may increase the importance of the advertised 

attributes (Darley and Gross 1983), or encourage inferential 

formation of beliefs about other attributes (Fishbein and 

Ajzen 1975; Huber and McCann 1982). 

b. Specification of the types of advertising and product 

evidence has not been provided. Researchers in hypothesis 

testing have not specified subjects' hypotheses in terms of 

the advertising or evidence to be tested. The advertising 

generally contained a global description of the brand, 

including information about several attributes. Evidence 

contained information on several attributes, which were 

unmatched with advertised attributes (Deighton 1984; Ha and 

Hoch 1989). Hence, it is difficult to identify the 

specifics of the hypothesis testing process. 

Some hypothesis testing studies have identified an 

interaction between advertising and evidence when 

advertising and evidence are attribute-oriented (Darley and 

Gross 1983; Deighton and Schindler 1988; Snyder and Swann 

1978). Although these studies have specified types of 

advertising and evidence, the emphasis was only on those 

conditions where consumers were presented with attribute

oriented advertising and evidence information. Advertising, 
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however, is not always attribute-oriented. It is often 

image-based or focuses on the product as a whole without 

mentioning specific product attributes. Likewise, evidence 

information does not always allow one to examine individual 

product attributes. Sometimes, evidence focuses on the 

value of the product as a whole, such as information 

presented through word-of-mouth communication. 

It is unclear whether this identical interaction is 

observed with other types of advertising and evidence. For 

example, would these interactions be observed when 

advertising and evidence are both overall quality-oriented? 

How do different types of ads (attribute-oriented vs. 

overall quality-oriented) and different types of evidence 

(attribute-oriented vs overall quality-oriented) influence 

product evaluations? 

c. A more generalizable research setting is needed. Prior 

research in hypothesis testing has operated on the premise 

that advertising is a low credibility source which affects 

product evaluations only when subjects are provided with 

evidence (Deighton 1984; Deighton and Schindler 1988; Ha and 

Hoch 1989; Hoch and Ha 1986). It was assumed that a 

perception of low source credibility arose when an 

established "underdog" brand claimed its higher quality in a 

multiple brand evaluation situation including other "topdog" 

brands. Finding little difference in quality among brands, 



subjects would naturally raise their evaluations of the 

underdog brand. Can these interaction effects be observed 

when a topdog brand is advertised? 
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Researchers in hypothesis testing have used repeated 

measures of belief or attitude change for well-established 

brands (rather than belief/attitude formation) as the 

dependent variable (Deighton 1984; Ha and Hoch 1989; Hoch 

and Ha 1986). Advertising information seldom affects 

strongly held attitudes that can be changed only through 

exposure to evidence. However, advertising can directly 

raise product evaluations (new brands, unknown brands), 

while it can influence product evaluations interactiYely 

with evidence. Levin and Gaeth (1988) show that the 

interaction effect occurred even when subjects perceived the 

information source to be credible and made higher product 

evaluations with only ad-like information. Therefore, the 

interaction effect does not necessarily require a low 

credibility source (absence of ad main effect); it can occur 

along with either an advertising or an evidence main effect, 

or both. 

d. A more specific hypothesis testing process or alternative 

evaluation processes need to be investigated. While 

researchers in hypothesis testing have focused on the 

interaction effect between advertising and evidence, 

accompanied by ambiguity of product evidence, a specific 
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hypothesis testing process has rarely been discussed. 

Instead, the confirmation bias process was inferred, based 

on the ordering effect of information presentation (Deighton 

1984; Ha and Hoch 1989; Hoch and Ha 1986). Researchers have 

generally referred to hypothesis testing as a top-down 

process in which early encoded (hypothesized) information 

subsequently influenced the interpretation of evidence in a 

confirmatory fashion (Ha and Hoch 1989; Hoch and Ha 1986). 

Subjects were expected to evaluate the product more 

favorably when advertising was presented before exposure to 

evidence than when advertising was presented after product 

evidence. Findings were inconclusive (statistically 

insignificant), and specific evaluative processes were 

rarely discussed. 

In the absence of investigations of specific evaluation 

processes, alternatives to the hypothesis testing process 

and reported interaction effect could be proposed. 

Moreover, hypothesis testing may not produce effects similar 

to those of assimilative encoding processes. A salient 

difference between these two processes may appear in the 

case of disconfirming evidence. For example, suppose that 

an advertisement claims higher value of an attribute, and 

attribute-oriented evidence shows highly favorable values on 

several attributes but not on the advertised attribute; 

subjects in hypothesis testing may evaluate the product 
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negatively due to the disconfirming advertised attribute. 

On the other hand, subjects in the assimilative encoding 

process may evaluate the product more favorably if the 

activated concept of product quality through attribute

oriented advertising leads to a favorable interpretation of 

the evidence. Therefore, as in this example, processes of 

hypothesis testing and other alternative processes may be 

tested by incorporating directly confirming or disconfirming 

evidence into the design. 

2.4 Studies of Assimilation and Contrast Effects 

Several other areas of research have delved into the 

specific processes involved when evaluations are made of two 

different pieces of information provided at two distinct 

points in time. The findings from these studies in other 

areas seem to bear certain similarities to the interaction 

effect in hypothesis testing research. 

An extended body of research has dealt with 

assimilation-contrast effects, and contrast effects in the 

marketing and social judgment fields. Assimilation-contrast 

theory posits that an individual's judgment of the target 

stimuli is systematically affected by the individual's 

initial expectancy (Sherif and Hovland 1961). In general, 

when experiencing some discrepancy from pretrial expectancy, 

individuals tend to shift their evaluations of an object or 
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event toward their expectancy. However, extreme discrepancy 

leads to more extreme evaluations away from their 

expectancy. 

In marketing research, several researchers have 

reported an assimilation effect only (Cohen and Goldberg 

1970; Olshavsky and Miller 1972; Olson and Dover 1976), 

while others have argued for assimilation-contrast effects 

(Anderson 1973; Cardozo 1965). These earlier studies have 

attempted to interpret their findings with motivational 

cognitive dissonance theory (Fe stinger 1957). This stream 

of research has focused on the effects of discrepancies 

between expectations and product performance on evaluations 

(Anderson 1973; Cardozo 1965; Cohen and Goldberg 1970; 

Olshavsky and Miller 1972). When a small discrepancy is 

perceived, assimilation effects occur; a greater perceived 

discrepancy leads to contrast effects. Some studies 

manipulated expectations only (Anderson 1973; Cardozo 1965; 

Olson and Dover 1976), others varied performance (Cohen and 

Goldberg 1970), and others manipulated both expectations and 

performance (Olshavsky and Miller 1972). These stUdies did 

not specify the processes involved in the evaluations of the 

product but rather attributed the results to motivational 

cognitive dissonance. Expectations were regarded as created 

by experimenters' manipulations. Furthermore, expectations 

were directed toward an overall attitude toward the product 
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rather than to specific attributes. 

Recent research in the social judgment area has dealt 

with assimilation-contrast effects from an information 

processing perspective (Herr 1986; Herr, Sherman, and Fazio 

1983; Higgins, Rholes, and Jones 1977; Manis, Nelson, and 

Shedler 1988; Srull and Wyer 1979, 1980). Unlike early 

studies in assimilation and contrast effects, which simply 

assumed that expectations were somehow generated, 

researchers taking this new approach have focused on the 

mechanism of expectation formation and its effect on the 

processing of incoming information. Individuals tend to 

develop a set of expectations about a category, and these 

expectations are organized around the general category 

members (Sujan 1985). Researchers posit that expectations 

are initiated by the activation of a general category, 

through exposure to exemplars or stereotypes of a related 

category (Herr, 1986; Herr, Sherman, and Fazio 1983; Manis, 

Nelson, and Shedler 1988). Examplars are typically known 

examples of a category, whereas stereotypes are abstract 

images encompassing features or attributes most commonly 

associated with members of a category (Sujan 1985). 

Assimilation and contrast effects have also been 

investigated within the priming framework (Higgins, Rholes, 

and Jones 1977; Herr 1986; Herr, Sherman, and Fazio 1983; 

Srull and Wyer 1979). Priming refers to an activation of 
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particular evaluative categories (Herr, Sherman, and Fazio 

1983). Several studies have shown that a primed category 

becomes relatively salient, and thus enhances information 

accessibility (Higgins and King 1981; Srull and Wyer 1979, 

1980). As a result of increased accessibility through 

priming, target stimuli are more likely to be characterized 

in terms of the primed category. The more accessible a 

category, the more likely that a stimulus would be judged as 

a member of that category. Thus, assimilation effects occur 

in the evaluations of target stimuli. Similarly, Bettman 

and Sujan (1987) show that consumers are more likely to use 

relevant primed-attributes when primed to use differential 

decision criteria. 

However, some researchers have argued that some 

conditions must be fulfilled to yield the assimilation 

effect: (1) unawareness of priming; (2) ambiguity of the 

target stimuli; (3) moderate extremity of the primed 

category; and (4) similarity between the target stimuli and 

the primed category (Herr, Sherman, and Fazio 1983; Manis, 

Nelson, and Shedler 1988). Prime unawareness was found to 

be a key condition, necessary for assimilation. When 

subjects were aware of priming, were highly motivated and 

had the ability to process information, their judgments 

tended to be contrasted away from the primed category 

(Newman and Benassi 1989; Wyer, Budesheim, and Lambert 
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1990). 

Ambiguity of stimuli is defined as a potential for 

diverse interpretation. An ambiguous stimulus is to be 

judged with a wide variation among individuals. For 

example, the size of fictitious animals is judged quite 

differently across individuals while the judgment of the 

size of real animals shows little variation (Herr, Sherman, 

and Fazio 1983). Target stimuli in many social judgment 

experiments were ambiguous descriptions of a target person, 

involving semantically both confirming and disconfirming 

behaviors (e.g., Herr 86; Manis, Nelson, and Shedler 1988). 

Provided with an ambiguous stimulus, subjects tended to 

judge the stimulus as a member of the primed category, 

consistent with assimilation effects. However, when an 

unambiguous stimulus was not characterized as a member of 

the primed category, it was judged more extremely in a 

direction opposite to the primed category, resulting in 

contrast effects (Herr, Sherman, and Fazio 1983). 

Extremity of expectation-initiating stimuli has been 

found to affect assimilation and contrast effects. 

Moderately primed categories manipulated by typical 

exemplars of moderate animal size (Herr, Sherman, and Fazio 

1983), moderate hostility character (Herr 1986), and 

moderate automobile price (Herr 1989) have yielded 

assimilation effects. Also, presence of moderate 
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stereotypes, manipulated by an induction series designed to 

produce two different stereotypes (e.g., pathological and 

nonpathological) has been shown to yield assimilation 

effects (Manis, Nelson, and Shedler 1988). However, extreme 

exemplars or stereotypes were found to produce contrast 

effects (Herr 1986, 1989; Herr, Sherman, and Fazio 1983; 

Manis, Nelson, and Shedler 1988). Similarly, Marks and 

Kamins (1988) suggest that slightly exaggerated advertising 

generates an assimilation effect in the evaluations of the 

product, while extremely exaggerated advertising yields 

contrast effects. Furthermore, Herr, Sherman, and Fazio 

(1983) investigate an interaction between extremity of 

priming exemplars (extreme vs moderate levels of animal 

size) and ambiguity of target stimuli (real vs fictitious 

animals). They found assimilation effects only when the 

primed exemplars were moderate and the target stimuli were 

ambiguous. On the other hand, ambiguous stimuli with 

extreme priming exemplars, or unambiguous stimuli 

(regardless of extremity of the exemplars) yielded contrast 

effects. 

The similarity between a target stimulus and a primed 

category is closely connected with the ambiguity of a target 

stimuli. The more ambiguous a target stimulus, the more 

likely that it will be judged as similar to a primed 

category, when coupled with prime unawareness (Herr, 
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Sherman, and Fazio 1983). However, the perceived similarity 

of two different stimuli can result from a match or overlap 

in features or attributes of the target stimulus and the 

primed stimulus. Thus, a sufficient match between two 

different stimuli is required to produce assimilation 

effects (Manis, Nelson, Shedler 1988). An insufficient 

match may yield contrast effects. Higgins and Chairs (1980) 

also argue that the primed stimulus should be related to the 

target stimulus in some relevant dimensions in order to 

yield assimilation effects. 

This stream of social judgment research assumes passive 

information processing; subjects automatically use the 

primed category in evaluating the target stimuli, without 

any awareness (Herr, Sherman, and Fazio 1983). Similarly, 

Oliver and Winer (1987) classify expectations, based on 

arousal state, into active and passive expectations. 

Passive expectations affect evaluations of target stimuli 

without active testing behavior. Kahneman and Tversky 

(1982) also suggest that priming involves such passive 

expectations. Thus, because of such passive processing, 

accessibility of a primed category takes on a fundamental 

role in evaluations of target stimuli. 

Conversely, the hypothesis testing process involves 

active information processing. Subjects actively 

hypothesize about advertised claims because of the perceived 
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low source credibility of advertising, and intentionally 

test their hypotheses on target stimuli (Ha and Hoch 1989; 

Hoch and Ha 1986). A hypothesis formulated by advertising 

should be more salient (as well as accessible) to subjects. 

Therefore, hypothesis testing may produce stronger 

assimilation and contrast effects than priming of 

stereotypes. However, it should be noted that Manis, 

Nelson, and Shedler (1988) found that salience created by 

repeatedly presenting relevant stereotypes did not produce 

stronger assimilation or contrast effects than less salient, 

but accessible, stereotypes. 

Most hypothesis testing and assimilation-contrast 

effect studies have argued that the target stimuli should be 

ambiguous. But the degree of ambiguity of the target 

stimulus seems fairly arbitrary. Herr, Sherman, and Fazio 

(1983) suggest that unambiguous stimuli share few common 

features with a primed category, whereas ambiguous stimuli 

have some common features with a primed category. Research 

is needed for to determine the number of common features 

required to yield assimilation effects; such a determination 

could be accomplished by varying types of expectation

eliciting information and target stimulus information (e.g., 

attribute-oriented advertising vs overall quality-oriented 

evidence). For example, recent studies in country of origin 

effect have investigated the effect of country of origin 



information on evaluations of unambiguous attribute 

information (e.g., Hong and Wyer 1989). 

2.5 Studies of Country of Origin 
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Studies investigating the impact of country of origin 

on product evaluations are another area of research that is 

similar to the hypothesis testing study. Early research 

efforts in this area investigated the impact on product 

evaluations of country of origin as a single cue, with 

little consideration to other relevant product information 

(Bilkey and Nes 1982). However, recent studies have 

investigated the joint effect of country of origin 

information and other attribute information, provided 

simultaneously or at different points in time (Erickson, 

Johansson, and Chao 1984; Han 1989; Hong and Wyer 1989; 

Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka 1985). Hong and Wyer (1989) 

investigate the effect of country of origin on the 

interpretation of subsequently presented attribute 

information and the alternative cognitive processes 

involved. This research is analogous to hypothesis testing 

research because of its focus on the joint effect of 

advertising an~ product evidence on product evaluations. 

Country of origin is conceptualized as an image 

variable in that it is differentiated from a product's 

physical aspects; yet, it is uniquely identified with the 
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product (Erickson, Johansson, and Chao 1984). Other image 

variables include elements such as the brand name, 

advertising symbol, and celebrity endorsement (Erickson, 

Johansson, and Chao 1984). Hence, advertising, since it 

typically encourages the development of an image of higher 

product quality, may have an impact on product evaluations 

that is similar to information on country of origin. 

However, it may be speculated that a consumer attitude 

toward product quality, based on country of origin 

information, may be more firmly held than that based on a 

single exposure to an advertisement. The reason behind this 

conjecture is that a consumer's attitude towards the country 

of origin is typically formed over a long period of time, 

through accumulated experiences of that country's products. 

Indeed, the role of familiarity with a country's products as 

a moderator has been discussed in country of origin research 

(Erickson, Johansson, and Chao 1984; Han 1989; Johansson, 

Douglas, and Nonaka 1985). Han (1989) found that when 

consumers are familiar with a country's products, country of 

origin information directly affects their attitudes toward 

products. Unfamiliar country of origin information 

indirectly influences consumers' attitude through individual 

attribute ratings. 

Hong and Wyer (1989) investigated alternative processes 

involved in country of origin's impact on product 
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evaluations by varying order of information presentation and 

processing strategy. Order of information presentation was 

manipulated in order to detect top-down processing of 

attribute information that was presented later. A similar 

type of manipulation, alternating two different sets of 

information, has been used in several hypothesis testing 

studies and in other advertising research related to product 

testing (Hoch and Ha 1986; Levin and Gaeth 1988; Marks and 

Kamin 1988). 

In Hong and Wyer's (1989) research, two different 

processing strategies were manipulated: impression formation 

and simple comprehension of information. These were 

designed to require different degrees of attention to the 

first set of information. Subjects in the impression 

formation condition were expected to make greater cognitive 

efforts than those in the comprehension condition. 

Accordingly, it was expected that the former subjects were 

more likely to process the second set of information using 

top-down processing than the latter subjects. Similarly, 

Hoch and Deighton (1989) recognize the moderating role of 

processing strategy on product evaluations, with a process 

conceivably triggered by a motivation to learn from product 

experience. Ha and Hoch (1989) also show that subjects in 

an impression formation condition process a second set of 

information with top-down processing; consequently they 
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evaluate the brand in an assimilative manner. On the other 

hand, subjects in a recall task condition, analogous to the 

simple comprehension condition, engage in bottom-up 

processing only. 

By comparing the evaluations of favorable and 

unfavorable attribute information across favorable and 

unfavorable country of origin, Hong and Wyer (1989) test 

these four alternative processes: (1) an encoding process, 

(2) a heuristic process, (3) a primacy-recency effect 

process, and (4) a cognitive elaboration process. Their 

predictions allowed fine discriminations between alternative 

processes based on the effects of information presentation 

order and processing strategy. However, these four 

processes could be differentiated, under conditions where 

country of origin was presented first in the impression 

formation task condition. This is analogous to the 

condition of this present study. If an encoding process is 

engaged, a conception of the product's quality activated by 

the specific country of origin will positively influence the 

interpretation of the attribute information and, indirectly, 

overall evaluations of the product. If subjects engage in a 

heuristic process, only the early presentation of country of 

origin information will affect overall evaluations, and not 

later attribute information. A primacy effect on overall 

evaluations will occur in an impression formation task 
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condition, whereas a recency effect will occur in the 

comprehension task condition. If subjects engage in a 

cognitive elaboration process, both country of origin and 

attribute information will affect the overall evaluations of 

the product. Since subjects in this process extensively 

investigate and fully comprehend attribute information, the 

evaluations of favorable attribute information and 

unfavorable attribute information will be differentiated. 

Hong and Wyer (1989) make some assumptions in their 

research. For example, they suggest that the nature of 

attribute information is such that it requires a great 

amount of cognitive effort to integrate; hence, subjects in 

the comprehension condition were expected to ignore it. But 

this type of heuristic processing was an unlikely 

alternative process due to the simple nature of the 

attribute information in this study - a single product 

provided in an experimental setting. Furthermore, order of 

information presentation and processing strategy may affect 

type of processing in the same direction. The first 

presentation and an impression formation task condition may 

both encourage subjects to engage in top-down processing. 

The first set of information (once already encoded) and an 

early formed impression can influence the interpretation of 

subsequent information. Thus, it is difficult to identify 

the specific effect of crossed conditions, such as 



information provided first in the comprehension task or 

information provided second in the impression formation 

task. 
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Nevertheless, Hong and Wyer's (1989) study provided 

some implications for the effects of image variables on the 

interpretation of unambiguous attribute information. They 

argue in support of a cognitive elaboration process to 

characterize the effect of country of origin on product 

evaluations. Subjects indeed evaluated attribute 

information more extensively when it was provided after 

exposure to country of origin. Although Hong and Wyer 

(1989) attributed the use of this process to the subjects' 

interest in a product's country of origin, it is possible 

that the subjects may have engaged in a hypothesis testing 

process. Rather than comparing evaluations of favorable 

attributes with those of unfavorable attributes, Hong and 

Wyer (1989) should have attempted to compare the evaluations 

of confirming cases with those of disconfirming cases. For 

example, one strategy would have been to contrast these 

cases: (1) the evaluation of a favorable country of origin 

product is followed by unfavorable attribute information, 

and (2) an unfavorable country of origin product is followed 

by unfavorable attribute information. 



2.6 Rew Directions 

2.6.1 Specifications of the ~s of Advertising and 

Evidence 

This study extends hypothesis testing research in two 

ways. First, two types of advertising are explicitly 

identified: attribute-oriented ad and overall quality

oriented ad. An attribute-oriented ad is defined as one 

which stresses highly positive values on specific product 

attributes. Overall quality-oriented ad is defined as one 

that emphasizes the high overall quality of the product. 
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A second way in which this study extends hypothesis 

testing research is by varying the nature of the evidence 

provided to subjects. Previous hypothesis testing studies 

have provided subjects with ambiguous attribute evidence on 

experimental brands. This study provides subjects with two 

types of evidence - attribute-oriented evidence with 

obviously discernable attribute information, and quality

oriented evidence. Evidence conditions are also created to 

confirm/disconfirm a target attribute or confirm/disconfirm 

an overall quality judgment. Hence, a subject who forms a 

hypothesis about a specific product attribute can test 

whether the product has a positive value on the claimed 

attribute. with these specifications of ad and evidence 

types, subjects will experience confirmation or 

disconfirmation. In addition, subjects will experience 
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direct/indirect confirmation or disconfirmation, depending 

on the congruence of the types of ad and evidence. For 

example, when exposed to an attribute-oriented ad followed 

by attribute-oriented evidence, subjects will experience 

direct disconfirmation (i.e., in matched modality) of ad and 

evidence. If subjects are exposed to an attribute-oriented 

(quality-oriented) ad followed by quality-oriented 

(attribute-oriented) evidence, they will experience 

confirmation or disconfirmation indirectly (i.e., in 

unmatched modality) of ad and evidence. Therefore, ad and 

evidence are counterbalanced over matched/unmatched modality 

and confirmation/disconfirmation conditions. 

2.6.2 A1ternative Evaluation Processes of Advertising and 

Evidence 

Presented with evidence after ad exposure, subjects may 

evaluate the evidence information in various ways. They may 

explicitly test hypotheses suggested by the ad by using 

subsequently provided evidence. An ad may be encoded into 

subjects' memory in terms of the concept of higher product 

quality. When evidence is provided, this encoded concept is 

retrieved and used, without much attention to the evidence 

itself (Bettman and Sujan 1987; Higgins, Rholes, and Jones 

1977). Consequently, assimilation effects may occur even 

when ad claims are disconfirmed by a part of evidence 

information, whereas deliberative hypothesis testing may 
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lead to contrast effects (Newman and Benassi 1989). Or, as 

Hong and Wyer (1989) suggest, the cognitive elaboration 

process may operate. ~riggered by the ad, subjects may 

extensively evaluate the evidence information instead of 

employing selective attention for hypothesis testing or the 

assimilative encoding process. Alternatively, subjects may 

average their independent evaluations from ad and evidence 

information to reach their overall judgments (Anderson 1981; 

Levin and Gaeth 1988). Or, as several researchers in 

hypothesis testing argue, subjects may evaluate the 

unambiguous evidence information alone, ignoring ad 

information, similar to a process when no ad is presented 

(Ha and Hoch 1989; Hoch and Ha 1986). For this reason, this 

research attempts to distinguish between five alternative 

processes that may be operating: (1) the hypothesis testing 

process, (2) the assimilative encoding process, (3) the 

cognitive elaboration process, (4) the averaging information 

integration process, and (5) the evidence main effect 

process. 

In product evaluation, a single type of process may not 

always be occurring. Instead, the occurrence of a specific 

process may vary depending on conditions of ad and evidence. 

In a confirming or disconfirming situation where ad and 

evidence types are matched in modality, subjects are more 

likely to process the evidence information in a hypothesis 
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testing manner. The assimilative encoding process or the 

cognitive elaboration process is more likely to occur when a 

quality-oriented ad is followed by attribute-oriented 

evidence. Each of the five processes may yield distinct 

evaluation patterns under different conditions. Thus, it is 

possible to identify the relevant processes involved, based 

on differential evaluations. 

In addition to comparing evaluations under different 

conditions, individual attribute ratings and recall of 

evidence may also be compared to determine the underlying 

processes. For example, if subjects engage in hypothesis 

testing, they are more likely to rate a tested attribute in 

a more extreme manner, depending on confirmation or 

disconfirmation. Also, they are more likely to recall the 

relevant attribute(s) because the tested or attentively 

evaluated attribute information should be remembered better 

than non-advertised attribute information (Kardes 1986; 

Loken and Hoverstad 1985). On the other hand, the cognitive 

elaboration process may yield individual attribute ratings 

that are closer to the actual attribute-oriented evidence 

information and better recall than the assimilative encoding 

process or the information integration process. 



2.6.3 Link Between Hypothesis Testing and Brand Bxtension 

Bvaluations 

Another method for inferring the process utilized by 

consumers in the various ad and evidence conditions is to 

examine their evaluations of brand extensions. Prior 

research suggests that the evaluation of an extension is a 

function of the perceived overall quality of the original 

brand and perceived similarity or fit between the original 

and extension product categories (Aaker and Keller 1990). 
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If hypothesis testing is operating, subjects should 

prefer a brand in the extension category for which the 

advertised attribute is desirable; moreover, they should 

find unfavorable a brand for which the advertised attribute 

is undesirable. For instance, assume that an advertisement 

drives subjects to formulate a hypothesis about sudsiness in 

a detergent product ("Obin" detergent). Furthermore, assume 

that the same brand is found to have a high value on this 

attribute in a subsequent evidence condition. Evaluating 

brand extension in a shampoo product ("Obin" shampoo) with 

previously attended attribute information about the original 

product in memory, the subjects will rate the extended 

product favorably, since the sudsiness attribute is 

desirable for the extended product category. But subjects 

will rate the extension of toothpaste ("Obin" toothpaste) 

negatively because sudsiness is undesirable in this product 



category. Cognitive elaboration predicts similar 

evaluations of the extended product. 
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Consider, however, the case where the evaluation 

process of the original product is due to assimilative 

encoding or information integration, even with the same 

evidence (e.g., under condition of quality-oriented ad 

followed by attribute-oriented evidence). In this 

situation, the evaluations of the extended product (shampoo) 

will be lower than those in the case above because the 

favorable attribute for the extended product is not made 

salient to subjects. 

2.7 Conditions of Advertising and Product Evidence Types 

Before getting into the hypotheses chapter, it is 

necessary to present the basic design in order to enhance 

understanding of the framework of this study. Earlier, two 

premises were suggested: (1) confirmation will lead to more 

positive evaluations, and disconfirmation to more negative 

evaluations, regardless of whether direct or indirect, than 

when evidence is presented alone and (2) direct 

confirmation/disconfirmation, resulting from the congruence 

of the types of advertising and evidence, will lead to more 

positive/negative evaluations than indirect confirmation/ 

disconfirmation. Accordingly, two types of ad and evidence 

are needed, respectively, to investigate these premises. In 
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addition to these basic conditions, ad-only and evidence-

only conditions are added to provide the standards of 

comparisons. A full illustration of the conditions is shown 

in Figure 1. 

Figure 1 

Conditions of Advertising and Evidence Types 
Confirming/Disconfirming cases 

Advertising 

Attribute
oriented 

Qua1ity
oriented 

No-ad 

*Note: ATTAVE 

ATTPOS 

ATTHI -
QUALAVE-
QUALHI -

(Refer to Table 
evidence) 

Evidence 

Attribute
oriented 

Confirming: 
(direct) 
ATTAVE, ATTHI* 
Disconfirm. : 
(direct) 
ATTPOS 

Confirming: 
(indirect) 
ATTPOS, ATTHI 
Disconfirm. : 
(indirect) 
ATTAVE 

Attribute 
Evidence-only 

Qua1ity
oriented 

Confirming: 
(indirect) 
QUALHI 
Disconfirm. : 
(indirect) 
QUALAVE 

Confirming: 
(direct) 
QUALHI 
Disconfirm. : 
(direct) 
QUALAVE 

Quality 
Evidence-only 

No-Evidence 

Attribute
oriented 
Ad-only 

Qua1ity
oriented 
Ad-only 

Cell not 
relevant 

a brand with superior target attribute and 
average other attributes 
a brand with negative target attribute and 
superior other attributes 
a brand with all attributes superior 
a brand with average overall quality 
a brand with high overall quality 
1 for more detail about different types of 
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Types of Advertising 

Types of advertising examined in this study consist of 

attribute-oriented ad and overall quality-oriented ad. The 

attribute-oriented ad emphasizes a high positive value on a 

specific product attribute. The quality-oriented ad 

stresses an overall positive quality of the product. For 

example, a higher "interface capability with VCR and TV" is 

claimed as a specific attribute of a stereo product in the 

attribute-oriented ad, whereas an "excellence in overall 

quality standard" is claimed as an overall quality of the 

stereo product in the quality-oriented ad. However, it is 

necessary to check the evaluative equivalence of the 

advertising, that is, the two types of advertising should 

not yield any difference in the level of evaluative 

judgments. 

Types of Evidence 

Illustrative evidence types are provided for the stereo 

product in Table 1. Note that each subject is presented 

with information about multiple brands including a target 

brand and four filler (control) brands. Thus, subjects in 

the attribute evidence conditions see one of three types of 

attribute evidence for the target brand along with four 

filler attribute-oriented brands. Similarly, subjects in 

the quality evidence conditions are exposed to one of two 

types of quality evidence for the target brand, together 
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with four filler quality-oriented brands. Hence, while each 

evidence type (e.g., ATTAVE) constitutes a condition to 

which subjects are exposed, it is designed as a target 

brand, as opposed to other four filler brands provided in 

all types of evidence condition. Each type of evidence 

directly (matched modality) or indirectly (unmatched 

modality) confirms or disconfirms advertised information. 

The inclusion of the value of the evidence as directly or 

indirectly confirming or disconfirming the ad claim builds 

on the design presented in Figure 1. In the case of the 

attribute-oriented ad, the importance of the specific target 

attribute in comparison to other control attributes needs to 

be checked in advance. Care must be exercised to ensure 

that the chosen attribute is neither too important nor too 

trivial. An extremely important attribute may result in a 

large salience effect, over-riding other information. On the 

other hand, information that is too trivial may simply not 

be considered for the evaluations (Biehal and Chakravarti 

1982, 1983). 

As shown in Table 1 below, ATTAVE refers to the 

evidence condition in which the target attribute (capability 

of interface with VCR & TV) advertised in the attribute

oriented ad is highly positive (5), while the remainder of 

the attributes are relatively average. This type of 

evidence directly confirms the attribute ad but indirectly 
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disconfirms the quality ad. ATTPOS refers to evidence in 

which the advertised attribute is very negative (1), while 

the remainder of the attributes have good or excellent 

values (4 or 5). This evidence directly disconfirms the 

attribute ad, but indirectly confirms the quality ad because 

the evidence has highly positive values on all the 

attributes except the target attribute. ATTHI refers to 

evidence in which the target advertised attribute (5) as 

well as the remaining attributes (4 or 5) have positive 

values. This evidence directly and indirectly confirms the 

attribute ad and the quality ad. QUALAVE refers to evidence 

that has an average value (3) on overall quality. This type 

of evidence indirectly disconfirms the attribute ad and 

directly disconfirms the quality ad. QUALHI refers to 

evidence that has a high positive value (5) on overall 

product quality. This evidence indirectly confirms the 

attribute ad and directly confirms the quality ad. 

Clearly these types of evidence, when presented without 

an ad, will yield product evaluations, that are highest with 

ATTHI or QUALHI, and lowest with QUALAVE. However, the 

important question addressed here is how this evidence is 

evaluated after exposure to different types of ads. 
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!fable 1 

!fypes of Evidence (Stereo) a 

Evidence 

Attribute Evidence Quality Evidence 

Attribute A!fTAVE ATTPOS ATTHI QUALAVE QUALHI 

FM tuner 
performance 3 5 5 

AM tuner 
performance 2 4. 4. 

Capability of 
interface 5 1 5 3 5 
with VCR & Tvb 

Convenience 
of use 4. 5 5 

Power 
output 3 4. 4. 

Note: The cell score indicates the value of attributes or 
overall quality, 5 being the best and 1 being 

the worst. 
a: !fable 1 depicts the integrated form of different 

evidence used in present research. Each subject saw only 
one type of evidence with four filler brand information. 

b: target (advertised) attribute. 
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CHAPTER 3 
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This chapter develops hypotheses about consumer 

judgments when information on advertising and evidence is 

presented and about the specific ways in which consumers 

process this information. Hypothesis 1 deals with an 

interaction between advertising and evidence on consumer 

judgments under conditions of confirming and disconfirming 

evidence. Hypothesis 2 investigates the interaction effects 

between ad and evidence with respect to the congruity or 

incongruity of ad and evidence types. Hypothesis 3 deals 

with the processes by which an ad affects evaluations of 

evidence. Five alternative processes are identified, and 

their distinctive evaluative judgments are predicted under 

different ad and evidence conditions (See Table 2). 

Hypotheses 4-7 further explore these alternative processes 

by incorporating supplemental measures of recall, individual 

attribute ratings, and brand extension evaluations in 

different combinations of ad and evidence. 

3.2 The Bffect of Confirming vs Disconfiraing Evidence on 

Product Evaluations 

A substantial number of studies report that contrast 

effect occurred when subjects were provided with 



61 

disconfirming evidence (Anderson 1973; Cardozo 1965; Manis, 

Nelson, and Shedler 1988; Newman and Benassi 1989). In 

addition, confirmation was found to lead to even more 

positive evaluations of the product (Oliver 1977, 1980; 

Weaver and Brickman 1974). Due to the positive nature of 

the ad, confirming evidence signifies that the product has 

higher values on evidence information; disconfirming 

evidence depicts that the product has lower values on 

evidence information. In this study, it is hypothesized 

that product evaluations will be affected by confirming or 

disconfirming evidence. 

In addition to this evidence main effect, the product 

evaluations will be affected by an interaction between ad 

and evidence, due to these confirmation and disconfirmation 

effects. In other words, confirming evidence will be more 

positively evaluated when provided with both ad and evidence 

than when evidence is presented alone. However, 

disconfirming evidence will be evaluated more negatively. 

Therefore, interaction effects between evidence (confirming, 

disconfirming) and advertising/evidence conditions (ad and 

evidence, ad-only, evidence-only), as well as evidence 

(confirming, disconfirming) main effects can be predicted. 

Smith and Swinyard (1982, 1983) argue that consumers 

perceive product experience as a reliable information base 

but regard advertising as a less credible source of 
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information. Thus, advertising alone has a limited 

influence on consumers' beliefs and attitudes toward the 

product. According to Smith and Swinyard's theory, evidence 

with relatively positive values on attributes or overall 

quality may be evaluated more positively than an ad alone 

which claims higher positive aspects of the product. 

In the present setting, the ATTHI and ATTPOS conditions 

of attribute evidence and the QUALHI condition of quality 

evidence are the confirming cases (See Table 1). Similarly, 

the ATTAVE condition of attribute evidence and the QUALAVE 

condition of quality evidence are the disconfirming cases. 

When evidence is presented alone, the confirming evidence of 

ATTHI, ATTPOS, and QUALHI will be evaluated more positively 

than the disconfirming evidence of QUALAVE and ATTAVE. When 

both ad and evidence are presented, the confirming evidence 

of ATTHI and QUALHI will be evaluated more positively than 

when the evidence is presented alone, and the disconfirming 

evidence QUALAVE will be evaluated more negatively than when 

evidence is presented alone. Evaluations of the brand will 

be lower (higher) when advertising is presented alone than 

when confirming (disconfirming) evidence is presented alone, 

because of higher perceived credibility of evidence compared 

to advertising. These predictions are shown in Figure 2. 



Figure 2 

Effect of Confirming and Disconfirming Evidence on 
Evaluations Depending on Conditions of Ad and Evidence 

Bvaluation 

Ad and evidence 

Evidence-only 

.. - - - - - - - - -;-::..-: -------,--- Ad-only 

Disconfilming Confirming 

Bvidence 
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Hypotheses are generated based on the above predictions 

for an evidence (confirming, disconfirming) main effect and 

an interaction effect between evidence (confirming, 

disconfirming) and advertising (ad and evidence, evidence-

only, ad-only). 

H1: Product evaluations are higher with confirming evidence 

than with disconfirming evidence (evidence main effect). 

Moreover, evaluations with confirming (disconfirming) 

evidence are even higher (lower) when advertising is 

presented than when ,advertising or evidence is presented 
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alone (interaction effect). 

RIa: Under conditions of confirming evidence, consumers will 

have more positive evaluations when advertising and evidence 

are provided than with either advertising or evidence alone. 

RIb: Under conditions of disconfirming evidence, consumers 

will have less positive evaluations when advertising and 

evidence are provided than with either advertising or 

evidence alone. 

RIc: In the confirming case consumers will evaluate the 

brand more positively when evidence is presented than when 

advertising is presented. In the disconfirming case 

consumers will evaluate the brand less positively when 

evidence is presented than when advertising is presented. 

3.3 The Effect of Congruity of Advertising and Evidence 

Types 

Hypothesis 1 predicts differential evaluations based on 

confirming and disconfirming evidence, regardless of whether 

evidence is directly or indirectly confirmed/disconfirmed. 

In this section, the effect of matched or unmatched modality 

of confirmation/disconfirmation on product evaluations is 

discussed. 

In a hypothesis testing process, subjects would 

actively form hypotheses about product quality based on 

advertising exposure, and then attentively test these 
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hypotheses with evidence presented later. The hypotheses 

formulated by subjects can be about global product quality 

or specific attribute values. When presented with an 

attribute-oriented ad which emphasizes a higher value on a 

specific attribute, subjects may hypothesize either about 

the specific attribute in the raw information format, or 

evaluative implications of higher product quality (based on 

the specific attribute claim). If the ad conveys a large 

amount of information, subjects may formulate an evaluative 

concept about the product. Later, this evaluative concept, 

rather than the raw information, may be used to interpret 

evidence information to reach overall judgments (Lingle and 

Ostrom 1979). However, if advertising conveys information 

which is relatively simple to process (e.g., an attribute 

ad), subjects may retrieve the raw attribute information, 

perhaps with the evaluative concept, and use it in 

interpreting the evidence information presented later. 

When subjects experience confirming or disconfirming 

evidence in matched modality of ad and evidence, they are 

likely to perceive the confirmation or disconfirmation as 

more salient (compared to unmatched modality situations). 

As a result of this salience, subjects may give a 

disproportionately higher weight to the confirming or 

disconfirming attribute in reaching their overall judgments 

or pay less attention to other available attribute 
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information (Darley and Gross 1983). Consequently, subjects 

will make more extreme evaluations when the type of 

advertising and evidence is matched than when the type of 

advertising and evidence is unmatched. Therefore, 

interaction effects between type of evidence (confirming/ 

disconfirming) and the modality congruity of ad and evidence 

(matched/unmatched) are predicted. That is, confirming or 

disconfirming evidence is evaluated more extremely in the 

congruity conditions of ad and evidence than in the 

incongruity conditions of ad and evidence. A general 

pattern of evaluations is shown in Figure 3. 

Figure 3 

Effect of Congruity of Ad and Evidence Types on Evaluations 

Bvaluation 

Disconfilming 

--" ------~;;::"-::-= - - - - - - - -. 

Conf./di.oonf. in 
lIa.tc:h.d lIodality 

Conf./di.conf. in 
unmatched modality 

Bvidence-only 

Ad-only 

confiIming 
Evidence 
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In the present setting, when an attribute ad is 

presented, ATTAVE and ATTHI are directly confirming 

evidence, whereas ATTPOS will be directly disconfirming 

evidence (see Table 1). Under the same attribute ad 

condition, QUALHI is indirectly confirming evidence, whereas 

QUALAVE will be indirectly disconfirming evidence. When a 

quality ad is presented, attribute ATTHI and ATTPOS are 

indirectly confirming evidence, whereas ATTAVE will be 

indirectly disconfirming evidence. Under the same ad 

condition, QUALHI is directly confirming evidence, whereas 

QUALAVE is directly disconfirming evidence. 

A critical pattern can be observed for the evaluations 

made under conditions of attribute ad and attribute 

evidence. When a quality ad is presented, the modality is 

unmatched and the ATTAVE condition provides disconfirming 

evidence, whereas the ATTPOS condition provides confirming 

evidence. But, with the attribute ad, modality matches and 

the ATTAVE condition is now confirming evidence and the 

ATTPOS condition provides disconfirming evidence. Matched 

modality of ad and evidence yields salient perception of 

confirmation or disconfirmation; this salience leads to 

unevenly higher weighting of the target attribute in forming 

overall evaluations. Hence, ATTAVE will be evaluated more 

positively when an attribute ad is presented than when a 

quality ad is presented or when evidence is presented alone. 
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On the other hand, ATTPOS will be evaluated even more 

negatively when an attribute ad is presented than when a 

quality ad is presented or when evidence is presented alone. 

These predictions are shown in Figure 4 below. Other 

patterns of evaluations under different combinations of ad 

and evidence are presented in a later section. 

Figure 4 

Bffect of Direct Confirming and Disconfirming Attribute 
Evidence on Evaluations 

Evaluation 

ATTAVE ATTPOS 

Attribute Evidence 

Attlibute-ad 
Quality-ad 
Evidence-only 

Ad-only 

ATTHI 

82: Evaluations are more extreme when there is a match in 

modality between advertising and evidence than when there is 

no match. 
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H2a: Under conditions of confirming evidence, consumers are 

more likely to prefer a brand when there is a match in 

modality between advertising and evidence than when there is 

no match. 

H2b: Under conditions of disconfirming evidence, consumers 

are less likely to prefer a brand when there is a match in 

modality between ad and evidence than when there is no 

match. 

3.4 The Process by Which Advertising Affects Evaluations of 

Evidence: The Hypothesis Testing Process vs. A1ternative 

Processes 

In the literature review section, five alternative 

processes, including hypothesis testing, were identified as 

possible processes involved in the evaluations of ad and 

evidence. Hypotheses are generated predicting the use of 

alternative processes under different combinations of 

advertising and evidence. Subsequently, based on their 

theoretical premises the five competing processes are 

discussed in terms of their evaluative implications in the 

present context. 

3.4.1 The Use of A1ternative Processes under Different 

Combinations of Advertising and Evidence 

While previous stUdies have argued the occurrence of a 

single processing mode in the evaluations of ad and 
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evidence, this research proposes that subjects' processing 

mode is more likely to be contingent on conditions of ad and 

evidence. The overall design of this study involves four 

combinations of ad and evidence (See Figure 5). These four 

conditions depict processing patterns that may occur when 

consumers generally obtain information from ad and evidence 

through published material and word-of-mouth. 

Figure 5 

The Hypothesized Use of Alternative Processes under 
Different Combinations of Advertising and Evidence 

Advertising 

Attribute
oriented 

Quality
oriented 

Attribute
oriented 

(I) 
Hypothesis 
testing 

(II) 
Assimilative 
encoding 

Evidence 

Quality
oriented 

(III) 
Assimilative 
encoding 

(IV) 
Hypothesis 
testing 

This research makes several predictions regarding the 

use of alternative processes. First, when ad and evidence 

information are presented in matched modality, subjects are 
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more likely to engage in a hypothesis testing process since 

the inherent conditions stimulate testing behaviors. Thus, 

subjects will engage in a hypothesis testing process when an 

attribute ad and attribute evidence are presented (Cell I in 

Figure 5), and when a quality ad and quality evidence are 

presented (Cell IV). 

Second, when ad and evidence information are presented 

in unmatched modality, subjects' processing is expected to 

be activated by the ad, and the encoded ad concept should 

influence the interpretation of incoming evidence 

information through a top-down processing. Subsequent 

evidence information is more likely to be processed in an 

assimilative fashion. Contrast effects are not expected to 

occur in this setting because the overall value of each 

piece of evidence information is at least average (e.g., 

ATTAVE, QUALAVE). Cases with unmatched modality include 

Cell II and Cell III in Figure 5. 

This research explicitly differentiates the 

assimilative encoding process from a confirmation bias 

process proposed in previous hypothesis testing research. 

Confirmation bias effect is expected to occur when subjects 

actively attempt to find disconfirming information, but are 

not able to find disconfirming information due to the 

ambiguity of the evidence. Consequently, subjects' 

evaluations of the advertised brand are biased toward 
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expectations established by the ad (Ha and Hoch 1989; Hoch 

and Ha 1986). However, evidence in the current study is 

designed to be either confirming or disconfirming even under 

unmatched modality conditions of ad and evidence. Hence, 

with disconfirming evidence, subjects may notice some 

discrepancies due to unambiguous evidence, but may yet 

evaluate the evidence information in an assimilative manner. 

Accordingly, the evaluation of a brand will be more positive 

with disconfirming evidence against the ad's claims (ATTAVE 

and QUALAVE) than when evidence is presented alone. 

The discussion focuses next on the cognitive 

elaboration process, a type of brand-based process involving 

extensive evaluation of a target brand. Subjects engaging 

in this process are expected to be highly involved with or 

interested in a single brand (Hong and Wyer 1989). However, 

a sUbstantial degree of attribute-based processing has been 

found to occur even in brand-structured environments (Biehal 

and Chakravarti, 1982). Thus, subjects are less likely to 

engage in this process when evaluating multiple brands, as 

in the present study. Hence, the occurrence of the 

cognitive elaboration process is precluded in both matched 

and unmatched modality conditions of ad and evidence. 

Furthermore, in conditions where quality evidence is 

preceded by an attribute ad, subjects do not need to 

extensively evaluate the simple nature of quality evidence 
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information. 

Fourth, an information integration process is discussed 

where two separate sets of evaluations made in two different 

points in time are averaged to yield an overall evaluation. 

This type of process is less likely to be used in the 

present setting. The two sets of information in this study 

are not independent. Rather, they are designed to have 

either confirming or disconfirming relationships. 

Therefore, when one set of information influences - directly 

or interactively - the evaluation of the other set of 

information, a simple averaging process of the two 

evaluations may not always occur. 

Finally, although evaluations of evidence information 

may be unambiguous, advertising may have a direct or 

interactive (with evidence) effect on brand evaluations. 

Thus, a process leading to a main effect for evidence should 

not be operative in any condition of ad and evidence. 

Previous research deals primarily with attitude change for 

well-established brands, as opposed to attitude formation 

for unknown brands (Deighton 1984; Hoch and Ha 1986). 

Hence, advertising alone may hardly affect strongly held 

attitudes toward established brands. However, subjects in 

the present setting, having a limited information base 

(e.g., absence of prior brand knowledge), are more likely to 

utilize ad information. More detailed discussion of the 
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processes is presented in the next section. 

3.4.2 The Evaluative Zmplications Associated with 

A1ternative Processes 
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Five competing processes are examined in terms of their 

theoretical bases and evaluative implications in the present 

context. These processes are discussed with respect to 

differential predictions concerning product evaluations 

under various conditions of ad and evidence. 

3.4.2.1 The Hypothesis Testing Process 

This process predicts selective attention to the 

hypothesized attribute or overall quality concept such that 

confirming and disconfirming evidence disproportionately 

affects brand evaluations. Exposure to an attribute ad may 

induce subjects to form evaluations of overall product 

quality. These evaluations represent hypotheses which are 

tested when the quality evidence is provided subsequently. 

When a quality ad is followed by attribute evidence, 

subjects may test their hypotheses on overall favorableness 

of the evidence by combining values of all the presented 

attributes. 

In the present context, the hypothesis testing process 

predicts that the confirming attribute-oriented evidence of 

ATTAVE and ATTHI will be more positively evaluated and the 

disconfirming evidence of ATTPOS will be more negatively 
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evaluated when an ad is attribute-oriented than when no ad 

is presented. Under conditions of quality ad and attribute 

evidence, confirming ATTHI and ATTPOS will be more 

positively evaluated, but disconfirming ATTAVE will be more 

negatively evaluated compared to an evidence-only condition 

(See Figure 3). When an attribute ad is presented and 

subjects engage in hypothesis testing, they will evaluate 

indirectly confirming QUALHI more positively and indirectly 

disconfirming QUALAVE more negatively than when no ad is 

presented. After exposure to a quality ad, subjects will 

evaluate QUALHI, ATTHI, and ATTPOS more positively and 

QUALAVE and ATTAVE more negatively than when no ad is 

presented. These predictions are shown in Table 2. 

3.4.2.2 The Assimilative Encoding Process 

When a concept is activated by one set of information, 

this encoded concept is retrieved and used to interpret 

incoming information, with little attention to the 

evaluative implications of this information (Higgins, 

Rholes, and Jones 1977; Srull and Wyer 1979, 1980). Since 

the encoded concept is selectively retrieved, or more 

accessible, information that is presented later tends to be 

evaluated in an assimilative fashion (Higgins and King 1981; 

Srull and Wyer 1980). This process is labeled an 

assimilative encoding process. However, the encoded concept 

does not always yield an assimilation effect. When incoming 
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information is unambiguous or is perceived to be 

significantly different from the encoded concept, contrast 

effects may occur (Herr 1986; Herr, Sherman, and Fazio 1983; 

Manis, Nelson, and Shedler 1988). 

In the present context, subjects may encode a concept 

of higher brand quality from either an attribute or a 

quality ad. Retrieval of this encoded concept may bias 

interpretation of incoming evidence information, even 

without extensive processing of the information. 

Consequently, assimilation effects may be observed. 

Although evidence in the present setting is not ambiguous, 

the overall value of evidence is at least average in overall 

product quality. Thus, subjects may not judge the evidence 

to be significantly different from ad claims, hence 

precluding the occurrence of a contrast effect. Subjects 

may formulate the concept of high product quality not only 

by a quality ad but also by an attribute ad. 

When either an attribute or a quality ad is presented, 

attribute evidence ATTAVE and ATTPOS may be evaluated 

(because of an assimilative processing) more positively than 

when no ad is presented. But in the ATTHI condition, since 

attribute values are already high, evaluations may be little 

affected by this encoding process; hence, evaluations will 

be as high as when no ad is presented. Also, QUALAVE may be 

evaluated more positively than when no ad is presented; 
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however, evaluations of QUALHI may be just as high as when 

no ad is presented due to the fact that QUALHI already has a 

high positive value which leaves little room for elevating 

evaluations (see Table 2). 

TABLE 2 

Differential Predictions of Product Evaluations 
Based on A1ternative Processes 

Process 

Hypothe- *Att. ad 
sis 
Testing Qual. ad 
Process 
Assimila- Att. ad 
tive 
Encoding Qual. ad 
Process 
Cognitive Att. ad 
Elabora-
tion Qual. ad 
Process 
Informa- Att. ad 
tion 
Integra- gual. ad 
tion 
Evidence Att. ad 
Main 
Effect Qual. ad 
Process 

Attribute evidence 
ATTAVE AftPOS ATTBJ: 

High 

Low 

High 

High 

Low 

Low 

High 

High 

Same 

Same 

Low 

High 

High 

High 

High 

High 

Same 

Same 

Same 

Same 

High 

High 

Same 

Same 

High 

High 

Low 

Low 

Same 

Same 

Ouality evidence 
QUALAVE QUALHJ: 

Low 

Low 

High 

High 

Low 

Low 

High 

High 

Same 

Same 

High 

High 

Same 

Same 

High 

High 

Low 

Low 

Same 

Same 

Note: High, LOW, and Same refer to the levels of 
evaluations, compared to the evaluations when evidence 
is presented alone. 

* : Att. ad and Qual. ad refer to attribute ad, overall 
quality ad, respectively. 
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3.4.2.3 The Cognitive Elaboration Process 

Hong and Wyer (1989) report that when a product's 

country of origin is presented, subjects evaluate attribute 

information that is presented later more extensively. As a 

result of such extensive evaluations, subjects' evaluations 

of evidence are more extreme. without the country of origin 

information, it is assumed that subjects pay little 

attention to information on multiple attributes and thus do 

not recognize very well the positive or negative values of 

the attributes. Evidence in the form of positive (negative) 

attribute information is evaluated relatively more favorably 

(unfavorably) when preceded by country of origin or ad 

information than when attribute information is presented 

alone. This processing is referred to as the cognitive 

elaboration process. 

Advertising, like the country of origin cue, may 

stimulate subjects to evaluate the product more extensively. 

Thus, when an ad (quality-oriented or attribute-oriented) is 

presented, evidence with positive values on the attributes 

may be evaluated more favorably, whereas evidence with 

negative values on the attributes may be evaluated more 

unfavorably. Subjects are expected to make extensive 

evaluations after exposure to either a quality or attribute 

ad. This cognitive elaboration process differs from 

hypothesis testing in the following ways. If subjects are 
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in a hypothesis testing mode, when provided with an 

attribute ad and evidence, they will process the evidence 

information with selective attention to the specific 

attribute of evidence which is claimed by the attribute ad. 

However, if subjects engage in a cognitive elaboration 

process in the attribute ad conditions, they will evaluate 

extensively not only the advertised attribute, but also 

other brand attributes presented in the evidence. 

Therefore, subjects will evaluate ATTAVE more 

negatively in an attribute ad condition than in an evidence

only condition since they pay attention not only to the 

advertised attribute but also to other attributes. 

Hypothesis testing, though, predicts positive evaluations of 

ATTAVE because of a confirmation effect. When subjects 

engage in a cognitive elaboration process that has been 

triggered by either an attribute or a quality ad, they will 

evaluate attribute-oriented ATTHI and ATTPOS and qua1ity

oriented QUALHI more positively than when no ad is 

presented. Quality evidence QUALAVE will be evaluated more 

unfavorably in both ad conditions than in the evidence only 

condition (See Table 2). 

3.4.2.4 The Information Integration Process 

Information integration is defined as a process in 

which subjects combine two separate (ad-based and evidence

based) evaluations to arrive at one overall evaluation. 
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Thus, this process requires two distinct evaluations based 

on ad and evidence information. It is assumed that subjects 

make evaluative judgments based on a single attribute ad. 

Some studies report that even information on a single 

attribute of a brand may lead subjects to form an initial 

attitude, purchase intention, or an impression about the 

brand's general performance (e.g., Huber and McCann 1982). 

Levin and Gaeth (1988) report that subjects evaluated ad and 

evidence information in an information averaging process. 

Thus, this study follows the information averaging model 

(Anderson 1981, 1986). According to the model, a highly 

favorable judgment that is based on one source of 

information will be reduced, when averaged with mediocre 

evaluation based on other information. 

In this study, separate evaluations of highly positive 

evidence of ATTHI and QUALHI are expected to be higher than 

evaluations that are based only on an attribute or a quality 

ad. However, evaluations based on either type of ad are 

expected to be higher than those of QUALAVE or ATTAVE alone, 

but similar to those of ATTPOS. In addition, the two types 

of ads are expected to create similar levels of evaluations 

when no evidence is presented. Hence, when subjects engage 

in this information integration process, they will evaluate 

ATTAVE and QUALAVE more positively in both ad conditions 

than when no ad is presented; moreover, they will evaluate 
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A~~HI and QUALHI more negatively in both ad conditions than 

in evidence only conditions. Also, evaluations of A~~POS 

will be as high as when no ad is presented. 

3.4.2.5 The Evidence Main Effect Process 

Previous researchers in the hypothesis testing area 

have reported that when an ad is followed by unambiguous 

evidence, subjects evaluated the product similar to a 

condition where evidence is presented alone (Ha and Hoch 

1989; Hoch and Ha 1986). Evidence in this study is 

unambiguous in that subjects can easily identify the overall 

(un)favorableness of the evidence. ~hus, subjects may 

evaluate the unambiguous evidence, ignoring any information 

or implications of the ad, as when evidence is presented 

alone. However, note that evidence in this study consists 

of fictitious brands, rather than the well-established 

brands in Hoch and Ha's (1986) and Ha and Hoch's (1989) 

studies. Hoch and Deighton (1989) suggest that familiarity 

moderates the effects of ad and evidence on evaluations. 

~hus, familiarity or prior knowledge may suppress learning 

of new information due to overconfidence in an individual's 

level of expertise. Hence, evaluations of each of the five 

types of evidence under any conditions of ad and evidence 

will be similar to those in the no-ad conditions. 

Based on the discussion of the use of alternative 

processes under different combinations of advertising and 
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evidence, the following hypotheses are generated and will be 

tested with respect to the predicted evaluative implications 

associated with alternative processes (See Table 2). 

83a: When advertising is attribute-oriented and evidence is 

attribute-oriented, a hypothesis testing mechanism will be 

operative. 

H3b: When advertising is attribute-oriented and evidence is 

quality-oriented, an assimilative encoding process will be 

operative. 

H3e: When advertising is quality-oriented and evidence is 

attribute-oriented, evaluations will be formed by an 

assimilative encoding process. 

H3d: When advertising is quality-oriented and evidence is 

quality-oriented, evaluations will be formed by a hypothesis 

testing process. 

3.5 Recall, Individual Attribute Ratings, and Brand 

Extension Evaluations as Indicators of Relevant Processing 

In addition to product evaluations, recall, individual 

attribute ratings, and brand extension evaluations will be 

investigated to identify or validate alternative processes 

under different conditions of advertising and evidence. In 

the previous section, it was hypothesized that (1) a 

hypothesis testing process will be used in conditions of 

attribute ad and attribute evidence, and in conditions of 
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quality ad and quality evidence, and (2) an assimilative 

encoding process will be operative in conditions of quality 

ad and attribute evidence, and in conditions of attribute ad 

and quality evidence. The basic premise of the hypothesis 

testing process is of a selective attention to a target 

attribute, whereas in a cognitive elaboration process more 

extensive evaluations of target and non-target attributes 

are expected. An assimilative encoding process is expected 

to direct less specific attention to a target attribute or 

quality. The information integration process was described 

as involving separate evaluations that are averaged to reach 

an overall evaluation, without a specific attention to the 

target attribute. 

3.5.1 Conditions of Attribute Ad and Attribute Evidence 

Recall. The more extensively information is elaborated, the 

better it is remembered (Biehal and Chakravarti 1982, 1983, 

1986; Craik and Lockhart 1972; Craik and Tulving 1975). If 

subjects engage in hypothesis testing, in conditions of 

attribute ad and evidence, recall of an advertised attribute 

of a brand should be higher than recall of non-advertised 

attributes of that brand. Subjects' evaluative processing 

of the ad and evidence can be assessed from recall of target 

and non-target attribute evidence information. Recall of 

the target attribute can be compared across different 

combinations of ad and evidence. Recall of the target 
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attribute information will be higher when evidence is 

preceded by advertising than in the attribute evidence-only 

conditions since hypothesis testing is selectively directed 

to the specific attributes presented as evidence. However, 

recall of non-target attribute information will not be 

greater than in the evidence-only conditions. 

Alternatively, this situation may result f~om two 

exposures to the specific attribute from ad and evidence. 

However, if subjects engage in a cognitive elaboration 

process in evaluating the target brand, recall of non

advertised attributes will still be higher than when no ad 

is presented. Additionally, these predictions of recall 

scores based on the cognitive elaboration process will not 

differ between those preceded either by attribute ad or by 

quality ad since subjects should extensively elaborate on 

attribute information when provided with either type of ad. 

Hence, (non)occurrence of a cognitive elaboration process 

may be determined by examining recall scores of target and 

non-target attributes, and scores of the target attribute 

between different ad conditions, followed by the same 

attribute evidence. Assimilative encoding, information 

integration, and evidence main effect processes would 

predict that recall scores of the target attribute should be 

no greater than in conditions of quality ad and attribute 

evidence because subjects do not test the specific target 
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attribute in either type of ad condition. 

Individual Attribute Ratings. The occurrence of a 

hypothesis testing process may be detected by examining 

belief judgments of the target attribute in addition to 

overall evaluations (Kardes 1986). When an attribute

oriented ad and evidence are presented, subjects, if they 

engage in hypothesis testing, will make more extreme 

judgments on the confirming or disconfirming advertised 

attribute than on their overall judgments of the product. 

Note that the target attribute is designed to have an 

extremely positive or negative value in comparison to other 

attributes provided in attribute evidence (See Table 1). If 

subjects engage in a cognitive elaboration process, their 

judgments on the advertised attribute will be more extreme 

than their overall judgments of the product because they 

will extensively evaluate all the attributes provided in 

evidence. If subjects engage in alternative processes, such 

as information integration, assimilative encoding, or 

evidence main effect, the belief judgments of the target 

attribute will be similar to those in the evidence-only 

conditions. 

Brand Extension Evaluations. A brand extension evaluation 

concept is introduced with the purpose of determining 

whether hypothesis testing or other alternative processes 

are used. If a hypothesis testing process is operative, 
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consumers are primed for thinking about a target attribute. 

Given that subjects are primed to consider this attribute, 

they may be concerned with appropriateness of this attribute 

when evaluating an extension. They may be more sensitive to 

the appropriateness of this attribute, compared to other 

(non-advertised) attributes. On the other hand, consumers 

engaging in alternative processes may focus on all brand 

attributes and may be less sensitive to the appropriateness 

of a single attribute. Assume, for instance, that an 

advertised attribute is important (related) to the 

evaluation of an extended product category. Thus, the 

brands ATTAVE and ATTHI contain a positive attribute which 

is related to the extension, but the brand ATTPOS has a 

negative attribute. Hence, if subjects engage in hypothesis 

testing, the evaluations of ATTAVE Extension and ATTHI 

Extension should be positive, whereas the evaluations of 

ATTPOS Extension should be negative. 

Hypothesis 4 focuses on predictions of recall scores, 

individual attribute ratings of the target attribute, and 

brand extension evaluations. These predictions are based on 

a hypothesis testing process in conditions of attribute ad 

and attribute evidence. 

H4: When attribute-oriented advertising and evidence are 

presented: 

(a) subjects will have higher recall of advertised attribute 
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evidence information than non-advertised attribute evidence 

information. Recall scores of the advertised attribute will 

be higher than in conditions of quality ad and attribute 

evidence or in the evidence-only conditions; 

(b) subjects' belief judgments of a target attribute will be 

more extreme than in conditions of quality ad and attribute 

evidence or the evidence-only conditions; 

(c) subjects will have the most favorable evaluations for 

extensions in which the advertised attribute is positively 

valued, and the least favorable evaluations for extensions 

in which the advertised attribute in negatively valued, than 

in conditions of quality ad and attribute evidence or the 

evidence-only conditions. 

3.5.2 Conditions of guality Ad and Attribute Evidence 

Recall. It was hypothesized that an assimilative encoding 

process is used by subjects when a quality-oriented ad was 

followed by attribute evidence. Subjects in these 

conditions should have lower recall scores of the target 

attribute for a target brand than in conditions of attribute 

ad and attribute evidence, since subjects' attention is 

directed globally to the evidence rather than to a specific 

attribute. However, subjects may examine the target brand 

more thoroughly, compared to other non-target brands, even 

though they may not explicitly compare the advertised claim 

with the actual evidence. Thus, subjects' recall scores of 
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the target attribute may be higher in conditions of quality 

ad and attribute evidence than in the evidence-only 

conditions. 

Individual Attribute Ratings. Belief judgments made about 

the target attribute will be made less extreme in conditions 

of quality ad and attribute evidence than in conditions of 

attribute ad and attribute evidence due to lack of attention 

to a specific target attribute. However, subjects may 

examine more closely the target brand than other filler 

brands. Then, belief judgments of the target attribute may 

be more extreme in conditions of quality ad and attribute 

evidence than in the evidence-only conditions where no 

target brand exists. 

Brand Extension Evaluations. According to the assimilative 

encoding process, evaluations of related product extensions 

will be less affected by evidence information on attribute, 

when preceded by a quality ad. For example, subjects may be 

exposed to a quality ad and later provided with attribute 

evidence of a yogurt brand with low value on an attribute 

fruit content, but high positive values on other attributes 

such as flavor, low calories, and nutrients. Thus, subjects 

will positively evaluate the brand. HOw, the brand is 

extended to the product category of fruit preserves, in 

which the amount of real fruits becomes a very important 

attribute. If subjects had devoted special attention to the 
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negative attribute, such as would occur with hypothesis 

testing, they would evaluate the extended product 

unfavorably. If subjects engaged in a cognitive elaboration 

process, they would be more likely to consider the negative 

value of the related attribute in evaluating the extended 

product. However, if subjects evaluate the original brand 

in an assimilative fashion, they would not place much 

emphasis on the negative attribute when evaluating the 

product extension. 

B5: When a quality-oriented ad and attribute evidence are 

presented: 

(a) recall scores on the target attribute will be lower than 

in conditions of attribute ad and attribute evidence, but 

higher than in the evidence-only conditions; 

(b) belief judgments on the target attribute will be less 

close to the actual value of the attribute than in 

conditions of attribute ad and attribute evidence, but more 

close to the actual value of the attribute than in the 

evidence-only conditions; 

(c) evaluations of an extended product that are based on the 

overall evaluations of the original product will be less 

affected by the original attribute evidence information than 

in conditions of attribute ad and attribute evidence. 
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3.5.3 Conditions of Attribute Ad and Quality Evidence 

Recall. When an attribute ad and quality evidence are 

presented, it was hypothesized that an assimilative encoding 

process was in operation. While the simple nature of 

quality evidence is expected to yield higher recall scores 

across all ad and evidence conditions, information on 

quality may be recalled better for a target brand than that 

of non-target brands, because subjects may try to evaluate 

the target's quality evidence using the encoded concept of 

the target brand. 

Individual Attribute Ratings. Belief judgments on the 

target attribute will be comparable to the overall 

evaluations of the brand. The more positive evaluations of 

the individual attribute will be matched with the overall 

evaluation of the brand, suggesting some inferencing 

operations based on an assimilative encoding process. 

However, the retrieval of previously encoded attribute 

information may affect belief judgments on the target 

attribute. 

Brand Extension Evaluations. Evaluations of an extended 

product will be similar to the overall evaluations of the 

original product. Although the attribute ad contains 

information on the target attribute, subjects will rarely 

utilize the information in evaluating the extended product 

due to a mismatch of modality between evidence and the ad. 
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86: When an attribute ad and quality evidence are presented: 

(a) recall scores of the target quality will be higher than 

in the evidence-only conditions; 

(b) belief judgments of the target (advertised) attribute 

will be comparable to the overall evaluations of the brand. 

However, the belief judgments will be more positive than in 

conditions of quality ad and quality evidence or in the 

evidence-only conditions, due to retrieval of previously 

encoded advertising information; 

(c) evaluations of an extended product will be based on 

overall evaluations of the original product, and less 

affected by the original ad's attribute information. 

3.5.4 Conditions of Quality Ad and Quality Evidence 

Recall. It was suggested that a hypothesis testing process 

would occur in these conditions. Due to match in modality 

between a quality ad and evidence, subjects are expected to 

test their hypothesis about the quality claimed in a quality 

ad with actual quality evidence. Thus, the explicitly 

tested quality evidence of the target brand will be recalled 

better than the quality evidence of the non-target brands. 

Also, the target's quality evidence will be recalled better 

than in conditions of unmatched modality of attribute ad and 

quality evidence or in the quality evidence-only conditions. 

Individual Attribute Ratings. Since neither advertising nor 

the evidence contains any attribute information about the 



brand, subjects' belief judgments on the target attribute 

may be parallel to their overall evaluations of the target 

brand. This involves a confirmation or disconfirmation 

effect resulting from a hypothesis testing process. 
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Brand Extension Evaluations. Evaluations of an extended 

product will be comparable to evaluations of the original 

product. Thus, the brand extension evaluations in a 

confirming case with original evidence will be more positive 

than in the evidence-only conditions. However, overall 

levels of extension evaluations may be lower than in 

conditions of confirming attribute ad and evidence, due to 

the perception of low levels of relatedness between the two 

product categories. 

87: When a quality ad and quality evidence are presented: 

(a) recall of the quality evidence will be higher for the 

target than the non-target. Recall scores of the target's 

quality evidence will be higher than in conditions of 

attribute ad and quality evidence, or in the evidence-only 

conditions; 

(b) belief judgments of the target attribute will be similar 

to the overall evaluations of the brand. Belief judgments 

of the attribute in a disconfirming (confirming) case with 

evidence will be lower (higher) than in the evidence-only 

conditions; 

(c) evaluations of an extended product will be based on the 



overall evaluations of the original product. Brand 

extension evaluations in a disconfirming (confirming) case 

with original evidence will be lower (higher) than in the 

evidence-only conditions. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESEARCH DESIGB ABO METHODOLOGY 

4.1 OVerview 

This chapter consists of two major parts. The first 

part discusses two pretests that are used to operationalize 

the independent variables, including a description of 

experimental procedures and results. Next, the design, 

measurements, and experimental procedures used for the main 

study are presented. 

4.2 Operationalizing the Independent Variables 

4.2.1 Pretest One 

Pretest one was conducted to examine (1) the success of 

advertising and evidence manipulations and (2) the 

appropriateness of attribute concept selection. For the 

advertising manipulation to be effective, subjects should 

grasp the exact concept or the main message of the 

advertisements and make equivalent evaluations of the brand 

in the attribute ad and quality ad before any evidence 

information is provided. For the manipulation of the 

evidence to be effective, subjects should have evaluations 

in accordance with the overall values of various evidence 

types, when they are not exposed to any ad. 
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Products 

Two product categories - Stereos and Yogurt - were used 

for pretest one. These products were selected for the 

following reasons: first, student subjects who participated 

in this study are relatively familiar with these products; 

second, college students are likely to have an interest in 

purchasing these products and thus be expected to expend 

cognitive effort in evaluating product information that has 

different values on several attributes. 

Developaent of Advertisements and Evidence 

Advertising 

An attribute-oriented ad and a quality-oriented ad were 

constructed in the format of a magazine ad, each containing 

a print picture and verbal descriptions. Both types of ads 

contained an identical picture; they differed only in their 

texts (See Appendix A, pp. 209-212). Two different texts 

were created, similar in length. For the manipulation of 

the attribute ad, an advertising text which emphasized a 

particular attribute was presented to subjects (stereo 

sound capacity; yogurt - low calories). For the 

manipulation of the quality ad, an advertising text which 

described higher overall quality of the brand was presented. 

The attribute chosen for the attribute ad was not to be 

overly representative of overall quality for each product 

category. Fictitious brand names were used in both types of 
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Five types of evidence were constructed, encompassing 

three different types of attribute evidence (extremely 

positive value, moderately positive value, average value) 

and two different types of quality evidence (extremely 

positive value, average value). Each type of evidence was 

shown to one of five subject groups. Attribute evidence 

consists of information about a target (advertised) 

attribute and four other attributes. The attributes chosen 

for the stereo product were sound capacity, repair 

record/durability, warranty, model type/style, and special 

features/convenience of use; attributes for the yogurt 

product were number of calories, flavor, amount of fruit, 

amount of sodium, and nutrition/protein content (See 

Appendix A, pp. 214-223). Evaluative verbal statements 

(excellent to poor) were provided with pre-rated attribute 

values (10 to 1). A general quality description of the 

brand and its relative quality standing compared with 

industry standards were provided for the manipulation of 

quality evidence. To increase the credibility of the 

evidence, subjects were told that the evidence information 

was based on Consumer Reports data. 
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Procedures 

One hundred and sixty seven students participated in 

the first pretest. Fifty of these subjects were provided 

with only one of five types of evidence (ATTAVE, ATTPOS, 

ATTHI, QUALAVE, and QUALHI), and thus each group of 10 

subjects saw one type of evidence only. Another 20 subjects 

were provided with one type of advertisements (attribute ad 

or quality ad); thus each group of 10 subjects saw one type 

of advertisement only. These 70 subjects in the above 

conditions (evidence-only and ad-only) were asked to provide 

overall evaluations of the brand, importance ratings of the 

five attributes, and information recall of evidence or 

advertisements. The remaining 97 subjects were directed to 

provide importance ratings on the five attributes. Each 

subject in these three conditions (evidence-only, ad-only, 

attribute-ratings) were exposed to both product categories, 

thus providing two sample points. For example, if a subject 

saw an attribute ad in the stereo product, slhe also saw a 

quality ad in the yogurt product. In all conditions, stereo 

product information was always presented first and yogurt 

product information was provided later. However, there were 

no noticeable patterns denoting an order effect (See Table 

3). 
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Results 

In general, subjects in the evidence-only condition 

evaluated the brand as expected: they evaluated ATTHI more 

positively than ATTPOS and ATTAVE, and QUALHI more favorably 

than QUALAVE (See Table 3). Recall of ads and evidence 

showed that subjects in the ad-only and evidence-only 

conditions understood the main message of the ads and 

evidence. However, a few manipulation problems were found. 

For example, although two different types of advertisements 

(i.e., attribute and quality ad conditions) were designed to 

yield equivalent evaluations of each product, the result of 

the pretest indicated a significant difference between the 

two types of ads in each of the two product categories (See 

Table 3). 

In addition, while the evidence conditions were 

designed to produce different evaluations, results showed no 

significant difference in evaluations between some evidence 

conditions. For example, subjects in QUALAVE and QUALHI 

conditions of the stereo product, and in ATTAVE and ATTPOS 

conditions of the yogurt product did not evaluate the 

product differently (See Table 3). 

Moreover, although the selected target attribute was 

intended to be of moderate importance relative to other 

attributes (neither too important nor too trivial), results 

of the attribute importance ratings of the target attributes 
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demonstrated otherwise (See Table 4). Sound capacity turned 

out to be an extremely important attribute for the stereo 

product; for the yogurt product, the importance ratings of 

low calories varied greatly across subjects (too important 

an attribute for some, and too trivial for other subjects). 

The results of pretest one indicated a need for modification 

of the advertising and evidence manipulations. 

4.2.2 Pretest ~ 

In pretest one, subjects were provided with evidence 

information only about a single brand. However, evidence 

information on a single brand seemed less convincing to 

subjects because the evidence information was too obvious; 

yet, some subjects seemed to give much credibility to the 

evidence information. Thus, cross-brand comparisons appear 

to be necessary to provide a certain reference point for the 

evaluations. Again, fictitious brand names for both target 

brand and filler brands were needed to avoid familiarity 

effects with real brand names. In order to avoid the unique 

effect of fictitious brand names, pretest two was designed 

to assess how appropriate each fictitious brand name was as 

a stereo or a yogurt brand name. 

In order to determine which of five attributes, and 

also which target attribute among them would be used for the 

ad and evidence, perceived importance of each attribute was 

rated by each subject on a 7-point Likert scale along with 
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confidence ratings on these importance judgments. Subjects 

were asked to rate 12 attributes for the stereo product and 

10 attributes for the yogurt product, that were derived from 

the Consumer Reports. The reasons for examining attribute 

importance ratings are: 

(1) knowledge of the importance ratings would enable 

development of attribute evidence formats that would differ 

from the overall values of experimental and control brands; 

(2) the importance ratings would enable selection of a 

moderately important target attribute, thus avoiding either 

excessive attention to a single, most important attribute or 

too little attention to a very trivial attribute; and 

(3) variance of importance ratings permit choice of a 

target attribute that is moderately spread across subjects. 

Attributes which are too widely spread would indicate that 

some subjects who provide lower ratings would give little 

consideration to the target attribute in evaluating the 

brand; on the other hand, a small variance might suggest 

little impact of advertising or evidence. 

The questionnaire containing importance ratings of 

attributes, appropriateness ratings of brand names, and 

open-ended questions about brand images, was administered to 

members of 20 households (see Appendix B, p. 229). 

Based on the criteria discussed above, 5 attributes for 

each product category were selected for the main study (See 
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Table 5). After eliminating extremely important attributes 

(e.g., amplifier performance, tone controls) and correlated 

attributes (e.g., repair records, warranty coverage) for the 

stereo product, the 5 attributes chosen are FM tuner 

performance, AM tuner performance, interface capability, 

convenience of use, and power output. The 5 attributes 

chosen for the yogurt product are taste, amount of fruit, 

low calories, amount of sodium, and nutrients, thus 

excluding extremely important attributes, such as price, and 

flavor. While the attribute taste was perceived as very 

important for the yogurt product, this attribute was 

assigned moderate values across different types of actual 

evidence in order to provide lower salience. The target 

brand names chosen for the main study were Banner for the 

stereo product and Alpine for the yogurt product, thus 

excluding extremely favorable and unfavorable brand names 

(See Table 6). 

4.3. Main Experiment 

4.3.1 Design 

A 3 (attribute-oriented ad, overall quality-oriented 

ad, and no-ad) x 6 (ATTAVE, ATTPOS, ATTHI, QUALAVE, QUALHI, 

and no-evidence) between-subjects design was used in the 

main experiment. The basic design is illustrated in Figure 

1 (p. 54). Data on 17 cells were collected. Note that 
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there are only five types of evidence in the no-ad condition 

because the no-ad and no-evidence condition does not exist. 

However, 10 subjects were assigned to this condition to 

calibrate attribute importance ratings and evaluations of 

attribute evidence without a specific target brand. 

Subjects in this calibration condition were directed to 

provide importance ratings of five attributes and to 

evaluate all 7 brands (consisting of 4 filler and 3 

experimental brands). 

4.3.2 Subjects and Products 

One hundred and eighty student subjects were assigned 

to the 17 cells and the calibration condition. Each subject 

was exposed to each type of evidence in 2 different product 

categories. Thus, each cell contained 10 subjects for a 

single product category (20 subjects for the two product 

categories). However, subjects in the advertising-only 

conditions were exposed only to different types of 

advertisements in the two product categories. Also, 

subjects in the evidence-only conditions were presented only 

with different types of evidence in the two product 

categories. 

The two product categories used for the main experiment 

were stereos and yogurt, as in the two pretests. The second 

product category served as a replication factor since all 

subjects evaluated two different product categories. There 
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were certain reasons for employing these two products. The 

total of 17 cells in this design required a substantial 

number of subjects. By using two product categories, each 

subject could provide two sample data points. There would 

be no theoretical reason to expect any main effect of the 

product category or interaction effect of the product 

category with other variables of interest. The use of the 

two product categories may induce process carryover from the 

first to the second task, thus enhancing error variance. 

The possible occurrence of this carryover effect is examined 

in the recall scores and individual attribute ratings for 

the two product categories in the analysis section. If 

there is no product category effect, the data may be 

collapsed across the two product categories. By using two 

product categories, one a frequently purchased product and 

the other a consumer durable, the results are more 

generalizable across product categories. 

4.3.3 Independent Variables 

Advertising. This variable contained three levels: no

ad, attribute ad, and quality ad. In general, the 

manipulation of advertising is similar to that of pretest 

one, except for the changes in brand names and texts of 

advertisements (See Appendix C, pp. 244-247). For a 

manipulation of an attribute ad, a description emphasizing a 

target attribute was presented to subjects (stereo -
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interface capability; yogurt - amount of fruit). For a 

manipulation of the quality ad, a description emphasizing 

overall higher quality was presented. The texts that were 

used in the stereo advertisement were as follows: 

Attribute-oriented Ad (Stereo): 

Interact ••. lnterface •.• lnterested? 

Interfacing capability allows you to connect the video 
and audio signals from your VCR or television, and 
enables you to copy or edit video tapes. 

Banner state-of-the-art technology lets you go 
beyond the pleasures of music listening into the 
frontier of the total home entertainment system. 

Overall Quality-oriented Ad (Stereo): 

MASTERPIECE: A work of superior quality 

If you are ready to appreciate the fine art of home 
entertainment, make a sound investment in Banner 
quality. 
Banner brings you stereo sound so refined •.• so 
remarkable, it's like being there. 

Evidence. 

As discussed earlier, the evidence variable contained 

six levels, consisting of attribute evidence, quality 

evidence, and no-evidence. Attribute evidence included 

ATTAVE, ATTPOS, and ATTHI and quality evidence contained 

QUALAVE and QUALHI. Each type of evidence consisted of a 

target brand and four filler brands (See Appendix C, pp. 

249-258). Evidence information was provided in a matrix 

format, as brand-by-attribute or brand-by-overall quality. 
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Identical information about the filler brands was provided 

across the same type of attribute evidence and quality 

evidence, respectively. Only target brand information 

varied. within the evidence format, overall values of four 

filler brands varied, ranging between negative overall value 

and positive overall value. The target brands of ATTHI and 

QUALHI were the best among the five brands in attribute and 

quality evidence, respectively; the target brands of ATTAVE 

and QUALAVE had moderate overall values among the five 

brands; the target brand of ATTPOS was the second best (See 

Table 1 and Table 7). Brands with extremely low overall 

values were not used as target brands because the negativity 

may make the brand more salient to subjects. 

The target attribute in attribute evidence was placed 

in the middle of five attributes in the matrix format, to 

avoid possibilities of primacy and recency. The target 

brand was in the second position for stereo products and in 

the first position for yogurt products. Recall scores of 

target brands for the two products showed no marked 

differences, that could be attributed to position effect on 

subjects' attention to the brands. 

In order to increase credibility of evidence, subjects 

were told that the information was excerpted from Consumer 

Reports. A paragraph used for this purpose was placed on 

the top of each evidence as follows: 
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As consumers, we often make decisions about the 
products and services that we learn about from TV, 
magazines, newspapers, or from the people we know. One 
of the most popular sources of product information is 
Consumer Reports. The following pages contain 
information from Consumer Reports about the advertised 
brand you just saw. 

Complete information of the five types of evidence is 

shown in Appendix C. Sample evidence for the stereo product 

is shown below. 

Attribute evidence (ATTAVB) 

5 4 3 2 1 
Better <---------------> Worse 

Brand FM tuner AM tuner Capability of Convenience Power 
perfor- perfor- interface with output 
mance mance VCR & TV 

SPEX 2 2 1 3 1 

Banner 3 2 5 4. 3 

TXHAD 4 3 4 4. 4 

Schugan 3 3 3 4 2 

Techaji 5 4 4 5 4 

Quality evidence (QUALAVB) 

Brand Overall quality performance 

SPEX 1 

Banner 3 

TXHAD 4 

Schugan 2 

Techaji 5 
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4.3.4 Measures 

a. Evaluation (Attitudes). Overall judgments of the brand 

were measured with three 7-point scales. One scale, ranging 

from 1 (very bad quality) to 7 (very good quality), 

pertained to overall quality judgments of the target brand 

described. The second assessed liking, ranging from very 

dislikeable (1) to very likeable (7). The third measured 

evaluations of the brand as very -unfavorable (1) or very 

favorable (7). Responses along these scales were highly 

correlated, showing high coefficient a's (stereo: a = .94; 

yogurt: a = .94). Thus, for each subject, responses on the 

three scales were averaged to provide a single index of 

overall product judgment. 

b.Recall. Both free recall and aided recall measures were 

administered. Free recall consisted of recall of 

advertisements and evidence information; aided recall 

pertained only to evidence information. For free recall, 

subjects were asked to write down as much information as 

they could remember about the advertisements and evidence of 

the target brand that they saw earlier. For aided recall, 

subjects were asked to fill in the values of evidence in a 

matrix. The names of the target brand and four filler 

brands were provided as cues along with five attribute 

dimensions (attribute evidence) or an overall quality 

dimension (quality evidence). 
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For free recall, ad items were coded on the basis of 

whether subjects correctly conveyed the basic concepts of 

the advertisements - specific attribute mentioned, higher 

overall quality - (correct=l, incorrect or no recall=O). 

Similarly, recall of evidence was coded on whether subjects 

mentioned either the specific values or relative overall 

standing of the target brand (correct=l, incorrect or no 

recall=O). For aided recall, items were scored as correct 

only if subjects wrote down the exact values of the 

attributes (for attribute evidence) or overall quality (for 

quality evidence) for the five brands. Aided recall scores 

for the target and non-target attributes, and target and 

filler brands were thus computed. 

c. Belief Judgments of Individual Attribute. 

For the belief judgments, subjects were given a list of 

statements describing the five attributes that was matched 

with the information provided in attribute evidence. 

Subjects were asked to indicate whether they thought the 

target brand possessed certain attributes. Belief judgments 

of five attributes were measured on a 7-point Likert scale, 

ranging from 1 (most unlikely) to 7 (most likely). Belief 

judgments of the target attribute were used for the 

analyses. 
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d. Brand Extension Evaluations. 

Subjects were informed that the manufacturers of the 

original products were trying to introduce new brands that 

were extensions of the original products. Subjects were 

asked to evaluate each extension of the two original product 

categories (that they had already seen). Each product 

category had extensions that were related and unrelated in 

terms of the advertised attributes. Relatedness was 

determined on the basis of how important or crucial the 

target attribute is for the extended product. Hence, each 

subject evaluated related and unrelated extensions of each 

of the two original products. 

The target attribute, as described earlier, was 

interface capability for the stereo product and amount of 

fruit for the yogurt product. For the stereo, VCR was a 

related product extension, whereas an electronic keyboard 

was an unrelated product extension. For yogurt, fruit 

preserves was a related product extension and mayonnaise an 

unrelated product extension. In terms of attribute 

relatedness, interface capability has recently become an 

important attribute for VCR products, whereas it has little 

relatedness to electronic keyboards. Similarly, fruit 

content could be considered important for fruit preserve 

products, but not related to mayonnaise. Table 9 

illustrates that subjects considered the attribute interface 
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capability more important for the VCR product (mean = 5.61 

on a 7-point scale) than for the electronic keyboard (mean = 
4.01) (t175 = 10.67, P < .001). Similarly, subjects 

perceived the attribute amount of fruit more important for 

fruit preserves (mean = 5.85) than for mayonnaise (mean = 
1.51) (t100 = 31.85, P < .001). 

Brand extension evaluations were measured by three 7-

point Likert scales, similar to the overall evaluations of 

the original product. Responses on these three scales were 

highly correlated across the four extended product 

categories, showing high coefficient a's (ranging from .92 

to .96). For each subject, responses on these scales were 

averaged to provide a single index of each extended 

product's evaluation. 

4.3.5 Procedure 

The experiment was conducted with three groups of 

subjects. The first group of subjects saw only 

advertisements, the second group only evidence, while the 

last group was exposed to both advertisements and evidence. 

All subjects were given the experimental materials in 

booklet form. For subjects in the no-ad (evidence-only) 

conditions, the booklet form did not contain any ad 

materials, whereas for subjects in the no-evidence (ad-only) 

conditions, the booklet did not contain any evidence 

materials. The subjects were told that the purpose of this 
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research was to examine how consumers evaluate various 

products or advertisements. Subjects were asked to wait for 

instructions before opening each of the pages, and not to go 

back to any of the previous pages. 

After these basic instructions, subjects were allowed 

two minutes to examine advertisements of two product 

categories. Subsequently, subjects were asked to evaluate, 

on 7-point Likert scales, the two ad's copy material with 

respect to informativeness, believability, and 

favorableness. This would serve to check the credibility of 

the ad and a possible mediating effect of favorableness of 

the ad copy on attitudes toward the brand (Hoch and Ha 

1986). 

The next two minutes were spent in examining the 

evidence of the two products. Subjects were then asked 

questions pertaining to each of the two product categories, 

(product usage, brand loyalty, ownership, perceived 

familiarity, and demographic information). Next, subjects 

were asked to make overall judgments of the target brands 

and rate whether the evidence disconfirmed the ad claims. 

On the following page, subjects were asked to write down as 

much information as they could remember about the ad and 

evidence, respectively. Following this free recall task, 

subjects were asked to evaluate extended products, make 

discrete judgments of five attributes, and provide 
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importance ratings for the target attributes in the original 

and the extended product categories. Finally, subjects were 

asked to write down the specific values of evidence 

information in a matrix format. Details of the procedure 

and measures of constructs are shown in Table 8. 



5.1 Overview 

CHAPTER 5 
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In analyzing the results, the first step was to conduct 

a series of t-tests and analyses of variance procedures to 

determine whether differences existed in the various 

conditions of advertising and evidence for any of the 

control variables. The second step was to conduct a series 

of ANOVA procedures to determine the success of the 

experimental manipulations. Preliminary analyses and 

manipulation checks were done on a product-wise basis, 

taking account of reliability. Tests were conducted for 

differences between the two products on the major variables 

of this study. Since there were no differences between the 

two products, subsequent tests of major hypotheses were 

conducted by aggregating the variables for the two products. 

Thus, the third step was to test the four major hypotheses 

using a series of t-tests and ANOVA procedures. Table 9 

summarizes sample means and standard deviations for all 

relevant variables in the two product categories. 

5.2 Prelt.inary Analyses 

To check whether the random assignment of subjects was 

successful, differences were examined among various 

conditions of advertising and evidence on several control 
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variables such as perceived product class knowledge, brand 

loyalty, product usage, sex, and age. Subjects' product 

usage of the stereo product was very high: 77% of subjects 

used their stereos at least once a day and 52% of subjects 

ate yogurt at least a few times a month. On a 7-point scale 

measure, ranging from much less knowledgeable (1) to much 

more knowledgeable (7), average perceived product class 

knowledge was 3.51 (s.d.= 1.54) for the stereo product and 

3.74 (s.d.= 1.62) for the yogurt product. Brand loyalty was 

measured on a 7-point scale indicating the likelihood the 

subjects would buy the same brand if they were to purchase a 

new stereo, or, for yogurt, how often the subjects ate their 

favorite brand. Subjects were relatively loyal to their 

favorite brand of stereo. Average value was 5.08 (s.d.= 

1.63) on 1 scale of "not at all likely to buy" (1) to "very 

likely to buy" (7) their favorite brand. Subjects were also 

relatively loyal to their favorite yogurt brand (mean = 

3.74, s.d.= 1.62). Fifty-seven percent of subjects in this 

study were female; mean age of the subjects was 21.93 (s.d.= 

2.47). 

Two separate AHOVAs, a 3 (attribute ad, quality ad, and 

no-ad) x 6 (six types of evidence), and a 3 (attribute ad, 

quality ad, and no-ad) x 3 (attribute evidence, quality 

evidence, and no-evidence), were conducted to check the 

success of the randomization. Hone of the main effects and 
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the interaction effects were significant, except for the 

effect of product class knowledge on advertising (See Table 

10). The results confirm that the subjects were 

successfully randomized in the various conditions of 

advertising and evidence. In addition, the effects of 

product class knowledge on the major dependent variables are 

further investigated through the use of an ANCOVA model. 

5.3 Manipulation Check 

Manipulation checks were conducted to ensure that: (1) 

the main message of the advertisement was correctly 

perceived by subjects, (2) the five types of evidence 

yielded different overall judgments and belief judgments 

about the target attribute, and (3) subjects who were in 

confirming or disconfirming (with advertising) evidence 

conditions actually perceived this confirmation or 

disconfirmation. 

5.3.1 Manipulation Check for Advertising 

The success of the ad manipulation depends on two 

factors. First, subjects must comprehend the essential 

concept of the advertisement, such as a specific attribute 

(attribute ad) or overall product quality (quality ad). 

Second, subjects in the 2 advertising conditions must have 

similar levels of evaluation towards the advertisements 

prior to exposure to evidence. 
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The successful delivery of the advertising concepts was 

checked through recall of the advertising messages. The 

subjects who were exposed to both ad and evidence were asked 

to recall the advertising concepts after exposure to 

evidence. Thus, their recall of the ad message may have 

been affected by exposure to the evidence. For this reason, 

recall scores were analyzed separately for subjects in 

advertising-only and advertising-evidence conditions. As 

shown in Table 11, a majority of the subjects (80%) recalled 

the advertising concept correctly. This result suggests 

that the main message was correctly delivered to subjects. 

In addition, there were no differences in recall scores for 

the two types of ads (attribute ad and quality ad). This 

equivalent recall suggest that advertisement type did not 

affect level of attention to the main ad message. 

Since subjects responded to advertisements before being 

exposed to evidence and other questionnaire items, their 

judgments about the ads should not differ in the ad-evidence 

and ad-only conditions. Thus, responses to ads were 

analyzed by aggregating these conditions, regardless of 

types of evidence. The attribute ad led subjects to 

perceive the ad as being more informative (stereo: t 119 = 

2.39, P < .05; yogurt; t121 = 8.07, P < .001) and more 

believable (stereo: t117 = 2. 76, P < .01; yogurt: t 120 = 4. 65, 

P < .001) than the quality ad. However, the type of 
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advertising did not appear to affect attitudes toward the 

advertisements or overall judgments of the brand. Perceived 

informativeness and believability did not seem to affect 

favorability of the advertisements. However, for yogurt, 

the attribute ad had higher ad evaluations compared to the 

quality ad (t121 = 2.07, P < .05). Yet, there were no 

differences in overall brand evaluations between the two ad 

types (See Table 12). The effects of attitudes toward the 

ad on tests of the major hypotheses are further examined 

through an AHCOVA model. 

In general, the manipulation of advertising was 

successful enough to induce subjects to understand the 

advertisements' claims. Subject to the assumption that the 

rating scales were used equivalently, the two ads received 

similar scores in terms of ad evaluations and overall brand 

attitudes. 

5.3.2 Manipulation Check for Evidence 

The success of the evidence manipulation depends on 

differences in overall judgments for the five types of 

evidence. Since subjects' evaluations of evidence are 

affected by advertising, overall judgments in the evidence

only conditions were compared across the types of evidence. 

Significant differences were found in overall judgments 

across the five types of evidence in both product categories 

(stereo: F4,46 = 11.83, P < .001; yogurt: F4,46 = 4.43, P < .01) 
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(See Table 12). As expected, ATTHI led to the highest 

overall evaluations among different types of attribute 

evidence. ATTPOS produced higher overall evaluations than 

ATTAVE; however, this difference was only marginally 

significant (stereo: t 18 = 1,86 P < .10; yogurt: t 18 = 1.86, 

P < .10). QUALHI produced more positive evaluations than 

QUALAVE (stereo: t 18 = 5.65, P < .001; yogurt: t 19 = 2.88, P 

< .10); thus, QUALAVE had the lowest evaluations among the 

five types of evidence. 

Beliefs about the target attribute also varied across 

the types of evidence (F4,~ = 6.178, P < .001). ATTHI and 

ATTAVE had the highest value on the target attribute, 

whereas ATTPOS had the lowest values on the target 

attribute. Subjects seemed to notice the value of the 

target attribute and made their belief judgments 

correspondingly. While overall judgments of ATTPOS tended 

to be higher than those of ATTAVE (stereo: t 19 = .76, P > 

.10; yogurt: t21 = 2.59, P < .05), the belief judgments of 

ATTAVE were higher than those of ATTPOS (stereo: t 20 = .22, 

P > .10; yogurt: t22 = 2.84, P < .01). Subjects in QUALHI 

evaluated the target attribute more positively than those in 

QUALAVE, even though they did not see any information on the 

specific attribute (stereo: t 20 = 1.98, P < .10; yogurt: t 19 

= 2.54, P <.05). Subjects who saw quality evidence 

conceivably made their belief judgments through inferencing 
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values of the attribute from overall quality evidence. 

Overall, the manipulation of evidence was deemed successful. 

5.3.3 Manipulation Check for DisconfirmatioD 

On the whole, subjects' disconfirmation judgments 

corresponded with overall brand values, regardless of direct 

or indirect confirmation or disconfirmation. Subjects 

noticed substantial discrepancies when an attribute that was 

specifically mentioned in an ad was confirmed or 

disconfirmed with attribute evidence. As shown in Table 14, 

perceived disconfirmation was affected by type of evidence 

(stereo: F4,91 = 9.869, P < .001; yogurt: F4,94 = 12.015, P < 

.001) and influenced by an interaction between advertising 

and evidence (stereo: F4,91 = 3.427, P < .05; yogurt: F4,91 

=.210, P > .10). 

When presentation of ATTPOS is preceded by an attribute 

ad, subjects should have more disconfirmation than with 

either ATTHI or ATTAVE in the same ad condition. By the 

same token, when presentation of QUALAVE is preceded by a 

quality ad, subjects should have more disconfirmation, 

compared to QUALHI. These predictions were supported by the 

measures of perceived disconfirmation (See Table 13). 

Accompanied by an attribute ad, ATTPOS (disconfirming 

attribute evidence) tended to produce more disconfirmation 

than ATTAVE (confirming attribute evidence) (stereo: t 19 = 

2.26, P < .05; yogurt: t 18 = 1.86, P < .10). ATTPOS tended 



to produce more disconfirmation in the attribute ad 

condition than in the quality ad condition (stereo:t18 = 

3.36, P < .01; yogurt: t 18 = 1.95, P < .10). 
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Attribute evidence ATTHI generated high positive 

confirmation judgments in both the attribute and quality ad 

conditions. Contrary to prediction, subjects' confirmation 

judgments of ATTHI were no more positive when the attribute 

ad was presented than when the quality ad was presented 

(stereo: t 18 = -.94, P > . 10; yogurt: t 19 = -.99, P > . 10) . 

This result suggests that the disconfirmation judgments were 

based not only on the specific attribute featured in the ad, 

but also on the combined values of attributes, especially 

when evidence had higher values on all the attributes 

provided. 

As expected, QUALHI produced more confirmation 

judgments than QUALAVE (stereo: t38 = 5.52, P < .001; 

yogurt: t39 = 4.98, P < .001). It was predicted that 

QUALAVE would yield more disconfirmation judgments when a 

(matching) quality ad was presented than when an attribute 

ad was presented. But the prediction was not supported by 

the data (stereo: t 18 = .77, P > .10; yogurt: t 19 = 1.33, P > 

. '10) . This result suggests that while subjects perceived 

some discrepancies of the quality evidence on the basis of 

overall quality, they did not explicitly test the evidence 

in comparison with the advertised claims provided earlier. 
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Although some of the manipulation check measures are 

closely related to the dependent variables used, the overall 

of patterns of the data suggest that the manipulations of 

advertising and evidence were successful. In general, 

subjects correctly captured the concepts of the 

advertisement and identified the differential values of five 

types of evidence. 

5.4 ~ests of the Hypotheses 

The manipulation checks described in the previous 

section were carried out in each of the two product 

categories and patterns of subjects' responses in the two 

products were examined. Since there were no main or 

interaction effects of product category on the primary 

dependent variables, tests of the major hypotheses are 

conducted by aggregating responses across products. As 

depicted in Table 15, the effects on the dependent variables 

were not different between the two products, except for 

brand extension evaluations. The effects of the product 

category on brand extension evaluations are further examined 

through an ANCOVA model. Also, the effects of covariates 

(e.g., product class knowledge) on overall judgments were 

similarly examined. Neither the main nor the interaction 

effects were significant (See Table 16). 



122 

A brief comparison of the data with the predicted 

effects indicates that overall judgments of the brands are 

affected by types of evidence and interactively by ad and 

evidence types (See Table 17). Confirming and disconfirming 

attribute evidence yielded a set of results that were 

consistent with expectations. However, confirming and 

disconfirming quality ,evidence led to evaluations that were 

different from the predictions. Disconfirming QUALAVE 

yielded more positive evaluations when a quality ad was 

presented than when evidence was presented alone. 

Advertising seemed to have a positive influences on overall 

judgment of the brand, regardless of type of ad. 

!rable 17 

OVerall Jud!Pl8Dts As a Function of the 'rypes of Advertising 
and Evidence 

ATTAVE ATTPOS ATTHI QUALAVE QUALHI No-EV 

Attribute-ad 4.96 3.87 5.72 4.38 5.80 4.61 
(1.07) (1.07) (1.26) ( .97) ( .81) (1.06) 

Quality-ad 4.37 5.35 5.62 4.63 5.33 4.47 
(1.23) ( .89) (1.02) (1.05) (1.15) (1.12) 

No-ad 4.13 4.73 5.83 3.52 5.68 
( .93) (1.23) (1.24) (1.35) (1.14) 
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5.4.1 The Bffect of Confirming vs. Disconfirming Evidence on 

Product Evaluations 

Based on a hypothesis testing process, Hypothesis 1 

predicted that: 

B1: Product evaluations are higher with confirming evidence 

than with disconfirming evidence (evidence main effect). 

Moreover, evaluations with confirming (disconfirming) 

evidence are even higher (lower) with accompanying 

advertising than when advertising or evidence is presented 

alone (interaction effect). 

Regardless of type of ad, ATTHI and QUALHI were 

designed to be confirming evidence, and QUALAVE was designed 

to disconfirming evidence. ATTPOS was confirming evidence 

when a quality ad was presented, but disconfirming evidence 

when an attribute ad was presented. ATTAVE was confirming 

evidence in the attribute ad condition, and disconfirming 

evidence in the quality ad condition. 

A 2 (confirming, disconfirming evidence) x 3 (evidence

only, ad-only, ad and evidence) analysis of variance 

procedure performed on brand evaluations yielded an evidence 

(confirming, disconfirming) main effect (F1,300 = 91.665, P < 

.001), but an insignificant interaction effect (F2,300 = 

2.853, P < .10) (See Figure 6). Therefore, the results 

support the hypothesis of an evidence main effect, but the 

hypothesized interaction effect did not prove to be 



significant. A further investigation was conducted on 

possible causes of this insignificant interaction effect. 

Figure 6 

Effect of Confirming vs. Disconfir.ing Evidence on 
Evaluations Across Ad and Evidence Conditions 

Bvaluation 

Disconfirlling 

.......... 

Ad and evidence 
..... ~ Evidence-only -..... ,..,..,..,.. ..... ,.. 

,..~~--------------. Ad-only 

Confilming 

Evidence 
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The interaction effect is further explored by 

classifying the five types of evidence into confirming and 

disconfirming evidence, in relation to the type of ad 

presented. In disconfirming cases, the evaluation of 

attribute evidence revealed a disconfirmation effect (e.g., 

ATTPOS) that was consistent with the prediction. However, 

contrary to prediction, the evaluation of disconfirming 
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quality evidence showed even more positive evaluation rather 

than a disconfirmation effect (e.g., QUALAVE). Thus, the 

negative effect attributable to attribute evidence was 

canceled out by the positive effect due to quality evidence, 

when the two evidence types are aggregated as a single 

disconfirming case. Thus, the results with separate 

analyses for attribute and quality evidence are examined. 

without classifying the types of evidence into 

confirming and disconfirming cases a 3 (attribute ad, 

quality ad, no-ad) x 6 (ATTAVE, ATTPOS, ATTHI, QUALAVE, 

QUALHI, no-evidence) analysis of variance on overall 

judgments was conducted. The results showed a significant 

main effect of evidence (F 5,326 = 19.595, P < .001) and an 

interaction effect between advertising and evidence (F9,326 = 

4.143, P < .001) (See Table 18). However, the interaction 

patterns differed between attribute and quality evidence. 

The interaction effect in the attribute evidence cases 

showed that subjects evaluated the brand more positively or 

more negatively, depending on whether a specific attribute 

claimed by the ad was explicitly confirmed or disconfirmed 

by attribute evidence (F4,174 = 5.728, P < .001). In 

contrast, the interaction effect in the quality evidence 

cases reveals that subjects evaluated the less desirable 

evidence QUALAVE more positively when either type of ad was 

presented, but evaluated the highly desirable evidence 
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QUALHI no more positively than when evidence was presented 

alone (F2,116 = 5.445, P < .01) (See Table 18). Therefore, 

the hypothesized interaction effect resulting from 

confirmation or disconfirmation occurred in the evaluations 

of only attribute evidence. 

Hypothesis 1a indicated that under conditions of 

confirming evidence, consumers would evaluate the brand more 

positively when both advertising and evidence were presented 

than with either advertising or evidence alone. Subjects 

evaluated the confirming evidence ATTAVE significantly more 

favorably in the attribute ad condition than in the 

evidence-only condition (t41 = 2.69, P < .01). Also, the 

confirming evidence ATTPOS tended to be evaluated more 

positively in the quality ad condition than in the evidence

only condition (t38 = 1.81, P < .10). The confirming 

attribute evidence of ATTHI yielded higher evaluations in 

either type of ad condition than in an ad-only condition 

(tS6 = 3.72, P < .001). Also, ATTPOS produced more 

favorable evaluation in the quality ad condition than in the 

ad-only condition (tS6 = 2.87, P < .01). Figure 7 below 

illustrates these relationships among the three types of 

attribute evidence. The confirming quality evidence of 

QUALHI produced higher evaluations in either type of ad 

condition than in an ad-only condition (tS6 = 2.16, P < 

.05). 
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Figure 7 

Bffect of AdvertisiDg OD EvaluatioDs of Attribute EvideDce 

Evaluation 

, 

AffAYE AtTPOS 

Attribute Bvidence 

Evidence-only 
Attribute-ad 
Quality-ad 

Ad-only 

AfflI 

However, contrary to the hypothesis, subjects' 

evaluations of ATTHI were no higher in either type of ad 

condition than in the evidence-only condition. Also, 

subjects' evaluations of QUALHI were no higher than in the 

evidence-only condition (See Figure 8). Pairwise 

comparisons of overall judgments between different types of 

ads are depicted in Table 19. In summary, the data 

supported H1a only in conditions of attribute evidence, but 

not in conditions of high positive evidence (ATTHI). 

Hypothesis 1b predicted that under conditions of 

disconfirming evidence, subjects would evaluate the brand 
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less positively when both advertising and evidence were 

presented than with either advertising or evidence alone. 

For disconfirming evidence of ATTPOS in the attribute ad 

condition, subjects evaluated the evidence significantly 

lower than when evidence was presented alone (t38 = -2.38, P 

< .05). Also, subjects evaluated the disconfirming 

attribute evidence ATTPOS more negatively when an attribute 

ad was presented than when advertising was presented alone 

(ts6 = -2.29, P < .05). 

Contrary to the prediction, subjects evaluated 

disconfirming quality evidence QUALAVE significantly more 

positively in either type of ad condition than in the 

evidence-only condition (p <.05) (See Figure 8). Subjects' 

evaluations of the disconfirming evidence QUALAVE were no 

lower when either type of ad was presented than when 

advertising was presented alone (See Table 19). Also, 

subjects' evaluations of disconfirming evidence ATTAVE were 

no lower in the quality ad condition than in the ad-only 

condition. Therefore, H1b was supported only in conditions 

of attribute evidence, but not in conditions of quality 

evidence. 
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Figure 8 

Effect of Advertising on Evaluations of Quality Evidence 
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Hypothesis 1c predicted that in the confirming case 

consumers would evaluate the brand more positively when 

evidence was presented alone than when advertising was 

presented alone. Also, in the disconfirming case, consumers 

should evaluate the brand less positively when evidence was 

presented alone than when advertising was presented alone. 

Attribute evidence ATTHI was evaluated more positively 

in the evidence-only condition than in an ad-only condition 

(tS6 = 4.12, P < .001). Also, quality evidence QUALHI was 

evaluated more favorably in the evidence-only condition than 



in an ad-only condition (tS7 = 8.81, P < .001). Quality 

evidence QUALAVE was evaluated more negatively in the 

evidence-only condition than in an ad-only condition (tS6 
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= -3.16, P < .01). However, disconfirming attribute 

evidence ATTAVE was not evaluated more negatively in the 

evidence-only condition than in the ad-only condition (tS6 = 

-1.44, P > .10). Therefore, H1c was in general supported by 

the data, with the exception of the ATTAVE condition. 

On the whole, the interaction effect of ad and evidence 

on evaluations occurred only in attribute-oriented evidence 

conditions, thus suggesting that confirmation and 

disconfirmation effects occurred only in these conditions. 

Subjects appeared to evaluate attribute evidence more 

seriously than quality evidence in both confirming and 

disconfirming cases. In fact, subjects perceived the 

attribute ad as being more informative and believable than 

the quality ad (See Table 11). As a result, the 

confirmation or disconfirmation was more salient when the 

attribute ad was confirmed or disconfirmed by the attribute 

evidence. However, when exposed to evidence denoting 

average quality (QUALAVE), subjects' evaluations of the 

advertised brand were more positive than when exposed to the 

same evidence alone. This result suggests that subjects did 

not explicitly compare the quality evidence with prior ad 

claims. 
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Evaluations of brands having high positive values in 

evidence (ATTHI and QUALHI) were not different when an ad 

was presented (ad-evidence), and when evidence was presented 

alone (evidence-only). This may have resulted from a 

ceiling effect in evaluations of the positive evidence. 

Although subjects may have noticed the confirmation in 

evaluating evidence, they may have adhered to some level of 

positive evaluations of the brand. Alternatively, subjects 

may choose not to selectively attend to the target attribute 

or quality, but may simply notice the highest overall value 

of the target brand. 

5.4.2 The Effect of Cong~uity of Advertising and Evidence 

Types 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that evaluations would be more 

extreme when there was a match in modality between 

advertising and evidence types than when there was no match. 

Thus, an interaction effect was expected between type of 

evidence (confirming, disconfirming) and modality match in 

ad and evidence (matched, unmatched). 

A 2 x 2 analysis of variance revealed only an evidence 

main effect (F1,200 = 60.945, P < .001), with an insignificant 

interaction effect (F1,200 = .439, P > 0.10), thus rejecting 

hypothesis 2. However, the interaction effect was 

significant in conditions of attribute evidence (F4,174 = 

5.728, P < .001). With matched or unmatched modality, 
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quality evidence did not yield confirmation or 

disconfirmation effects. These results are consistent with 

the explanation for the results supporting Hypothesis 1; 

thus, confirmation or disconfirmation effect occurred only 

when both ad and evidence were attribute-oriented. 

Hypothesis 2a predicts that under conditions of 

confirming evidence, consumers' preferences for a brand 

should be stronger when there is a match between advertising 

and evidence than when there is no match. As described 

earlier in the test of H1, ATTAVE (in the attribute ad 

condition) tended to be evaluated more favorably when there 

was a match between ad and evidence than when there was no 

match (in the quality ad condition) (t~=1.65, p <.10). 

However, with confirming evidence ATTHI, evaluations were no 

different when there was a match between ad and evidence 

than when there was no match (t39=.27, p > .10). Also, with 

confirming evidence QUALHI evaluations were no higher when a 

quality ad was presented than when an attribute ad was 

presented (t38 = -1.92, P < .10). Therefore, it can be 

inferred that subjects evaluated confirming brands more 

favorably only when the attribute ad's claims were matched 

with attribute evidence. In addition, the effect of a 

congruity between ad and evidence type was limited to 

relatively average brands, and was not observed for brands 

with already high values. Hence, H2a was supported 
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(marginally) only when the match involved an attribute ad 

and attribute evidence. Moreover, this effect was limited 

to brands that had average values in evidence (ATTAVE). 

Hypothesis 2b predicted that under conditions of 

disconfirming evidence, subjects would be less likely to 

prefer a brand when there was a match between ad and 

evidence type than when there was no match. Disconfirming 

attribute evidence ATTPOS was evaluated much more 

unfavorably when there was a match (attribute ad and 

attribute evidence) than when there was no match (t38 = 

-4.76, P < .001). Disconfirming quality evidence QUALAVE 

led to no lower evaluations when there was a match between 

ad and evidence than when there was no match (t39 = .96, P > 

.10). Therefore, H2b was supported only for the attribute 

ad and attribute evidence condition, and not for the matched 

condition of quality ad and quality evidence. 

In summary, the hypothesized confirmation and 

disconfirmation effects occurred only when the ad and 

evidence were attribute-oriented. However, in the other 

conditions, subjects evaluated less desirable evidence more 

positively even if the provided evidence information 

explicitly disconfirmed the ad information. When provided 

with an attribute ad and attribute evidence, subjects seemed 

to specifically test their hypotheses formed due to ad 

exposure with the evidence. This led to a biased evaluation 
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of the advertised brand, finding confirming or disconfirming 

evidence. 

S.4.3 ~he Processes by which Advertising A£fects Evaluations 

of Evidence 

Hypotheses 3 predicted that subjects would use 

hypothesis testing processes in explicit confirming or 

disconfirming situations, such as when attribute ad and 

attribute evidence were presented (H3a) and when quality ad 

and quality evidence were presented (H3d). Assimilative 

encoding processes were predicted when attribute ad and 

quality evidence were presented (H3b) and when quality ad 

and attribute evidence were presented (H3c). Predictions 

concerning effects of five alternative processes on overall 

judgments were shown in an earlier chapter (See Table 2). 

The results are depicted in Table 20, with comparisons of 

overall judgments between each type of ad condition and 

evidence-only condition. 

Subjects were expected to use a hypothesis testing 

process in the attribute ad and attribute evidence 

conditions. It was expected that they would selectively 

attend to the advertised attribute when confronted with 

confirming or disconfirming attribute evidence, and evaluate 

the advertised brand more extremely than when evidence was 

presented alone. Consistent with this prediction, 

confirming evidence ATTAVE was evaluated more positively and 
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disconfirming evidence ATTPOS was evaluated more unfavorably 

than when evidence was presented alone. Hence, the results 

support H3a. However, as noted earlier, the already high 

positive value of evidence for ATTHI was not affected by the 

ad exposure. 

~able 20 

Overall Judgments in Advertising and Evidence Conditions, 
Compared to ~hose in Evidenc8"""Only Conditions 

Attribute 
ad 

Quality 
ad 

Attribute Evidence 

ATTAVE ATTPOS ATTHI 

High Low Same 

Same Same Same 

Quality Evidence 

QUALAVE QUALHI 

High Same 

High Same 

Hote: High, Low, and Same refer to the levels of evaluations 
at the level of. OS, compared to the evaluations when 
evidence was presented alone. 

A hypothesis testing process was also expected under 

conditions of quality ad and quality evidence. Thus, 

compared to the evidence-only conditions, the advertised 

brand would be more positively evaluated when confirmed in 

matched modality by positive quality evidence (QUALHI), and 

more negatively evaluated when disconfirmed by negative 

quality evidence (QUALAVE) . However, the data revealed 
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that subjects' evaluations of the confirming evidence QUALHI 

(preceded by a quality ad) were no higher than in the 

evidence-only condition, and evaluations of the 

disconfirming evidence QUALAVE were even more positive than 

in the evidence-only condition. Therefore, the data did not 

support H3b, but were, however, compatible with the 

predictions based on an assimilative encoding process. 

The assimilative encoding process predicted that under 

quality ad and quality evidence conditions, subjects would 

retrieve the encoded concept of positive brand quality from 

the quality ad and use this information to interpret 

incoming evidence information in a biased fashion. 

Consequently, subjects evaluated the relatively mediocre 

brand QUALAVE more positively when they were exposed to the 

quality ad than when they were not exposed to the ad. In 

addition, the brand evidence in the QUALHI condition already 

had high positive values, leaving little room for 

assimilation of the earlier encoding of positive product 

quality. Hence, evaluation of QUALHI was just as high as 

when the evidence was presented alone. 

In the quality ad and attribute evidence conditions, 

subjects were expected to use an assimilative encoding 

process. Thus, evaluations should be more favorable for the 

average attribute evidence ATTAVE and even more positive for 

relatively favorable evidence ATTPOS, than when evidence is 
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presented alone. However, the results showed that 

evaluations in the above conditions did not differ from 

those in the evidence-only conditions. Rather, the effects 

were comparable with the predictions of an evidence main 

effect process, thus rejecting H3b. Nonetheless, the 

evaluations in these conditions tended to be higher than in 

the evidence-only condition, although the differences were 

not statistically significant (ATTAVE: p < .55; ATTPOS: p < 

.10). These results indicate that one portion of subjects 

may have used an assimilative encoding process in these 

conditions. 

In the attribute ad and quality evidence conditions, an 

assimilative encoding process was predicted; evaluations of 

average quality evidence QUALAVE should be more positive 

than when evidence is presented alone, and evaluations of 

already high positive quality evidence QUALHI should be just 

as high as when evidence is presented alone. H3c was 

supported by the data. 

The results showing evaluations in the four 

combinations of ad and evidence type are summarized in 

Figure 9. It was found that subjects did not use a single 

processing mode, but used different processes, depending on 

the conditions of ad and evidence type. When exposed to an 

attribute ad, subjects focused on raw attribute information 

as well as evaluative implications (overall quality) of the 
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attribute ad. When exposed to attribute evidence 

thereafter, subjects specifically tested their hypothesis 

with the raw information in attribute evidence. However, 

when exposed to quality evidence, subjects retrieved the 

encoded concept of higher brand quality from either type of 

ad, and used it in interpreting incoming evidence 

information in a biased manner. 

Other processes, described in the earlier chapter, were 

not compatible with the data. The cognitive elaboration 

process predicted that subjects would make more extreme 

evaluations of evidence when an ad had been presented 

earlier than when an ad had not been presented. However, 

subjects neither evaluated more favorably the confirming 

evidence ATTHI and QUALHI (in either type of evidence 

condition) nor more unfavorably the disconfirming evidence 

QUALAVE (in either type of ad condition) and ATTAVE (in 

quality evidence condition). The information integration 

process suggested that due to an averaging process the 

highly valued ATTHI and QUALHI would be less favorable when 

an ad was presented and that the disconfirming ATTPOS in the 

attribute ad condition would yield evaluations similar to 

those in the evidence-only condition. However, the results 

were not compatible with these predictions. 



Figure 9 

Processes Actually Used under Different 
Combinations of Advertising and Evidence 
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5.4.4 Recall, Individual Attribute Ratings, and Brand 

139 

Bxtension Evaluations as Indicators of Relevant Processing 

In the previous section, the evaluation data was 

analyzed to identify the underlying processes in different 

conditions. In this section, the results of process 

measures such as recall, individual attribute ratings,and 

brand extension evaluations are presented in each condition 

of ad and evidence, to provide a further understanding of 

the underlying processes. 
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5.4.4.1 Conditions of Attribute Ad and Attribute Evidence 

Recall. The evaluation patterns showed that a hypothesis 

testing process was prevalent in conditions of attribute ad 

and attribute evidence. In a hypothesis testing process, 

subjects were expected to attend selectively to the target 

attribute in evaluating evidence. As a result of this 

selective attention to and extensive evaluation of the 

target attribute in evidence, it was hypothesized that 

recall scores of this attribute would be higher than recall 

of non-advertised attributes. In addition, the recall of 

the advertised attribute was hypothesized to be higher in 

the attribute ad and evidence conditions than in evidence

only conditions or in quality ad conditions (H4a). The 

recall scores of the target attribute in various conditions 

are shown in Table 21. 

As hypothesized, recall scores of the advertised 

attributes in the attribute ad and evidence conditions were 

higher than average recall scores of the four non-advertised 

attribute in the same conditions (t62 = 5.13, P < .001). 

Subjects also had higher recall of the advertised attribute 

when both an attribute ad and evidence were presented (t121 = 

5.07, P < .001), or when a quality ad was presented along 

with the same evidence than when evidence was presented 

alone (t119 = 3.40, P < .01) (See Figure 10). A 3 x 3 

attribute evidence group ANOVA on recall of the target 
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attribute showed an interaction effect between ad and 

evidence (F 4,175 = 2.532, P < .05) as well as an ad main 

effect (F2,175 = 14,060, P < .001) and evidence main effect 

(F2,175 = 6,682, P < .01) (See Table 22). Therefore, recall 

results support 84a, which are consistent with the 

predictions of a hypothesis testing processes earlier 

inferred from evaluation results. 

Figure 10 

Recall of Target Attribute and guality Information 
of Evidence Across Ad and Evidence Conditions 
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Individual Attribute Ratings. Subjects in the attribute 

evidence conditions were provided with information on 

ratings of five attributes for each of five brands (a target 

brand and four filler brands) in a matrix format. The 

attribute information included a target attribute and four 

non-target attributes. Later, subjects were asked to make 

belief judgments about the target and non-target attributes. 

If subjects extensively evaluated (or tested) the target 

attribute in the target brand, the individual ratings should 

be matched with the actual values provided in evidence. 

However, if subjects did not specifically attend to the 

target attribute, the individual attribute ratings should be 

less matched with the actual evidence values, and based more 

on overall evaluations of the target brand (H4b). 

Belief judgments of the target attribute of ATTAVE were 

more favorable when an attribute ad was presented than when 

evidence was presented alone (t42 = 4.75, P < .001). Also, 

judgments of ATTPOS were more unfavorable when an attribute 

ad was presented than when evidence was presented alone (t39 

= 4.11, P < .001). The differences in belief judgments of 

ATTAVE between the attribute ad and evidence-only conditions 

were significantly more positive (6.22-4.33=1.89) than the 

differences in overall judgment (4.96-4.13=.83) (p < .05). 

The differences in discrete judgments ,of ATTPOS between the 

two conditions were significantly more negative 
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(1.50-3.43=-1.93) than the differences in overall judgments 

(3.87-4.73=-.86) (p < .05). Thus, subjects discrete 

judgments on the confirming and disconfirming advertised 

attribute were more extreme than their overall judgments of 

the brand. Therefore, the results of individual attribute 

ratings support H4b. 

However, the belief judgments of the target attribute 

were not significantly more positive or negative in each 

evidence condition (ATTAVE, ATTPOS, ATTHI) than in 

conditions of quality ad and attribute evidence although the 

direction of results was as expected (See Figure 11). 

However, a 3 x 3 group ANOVA model for attribute evidence on 

belief judgments of the target attribute showed a 

significant evidence main effect (F2,1n = 85.998, P < .001), 

and an interaction effect (F4,1n = 8.880, P < .001) (See 

Table 27). These results show that subjects' belief 

judgments were affected not only by the actual values of 

evidence, but also by an interaction between ad and evidence 

conditions. In other words, belief judgments of the target 

attribute were more positive when evidence actually had a 

higher value on that attribute. Moreover, the belief 

judgments were influenced by the modality of ad and 

evidence: belief judgments of ATTAVE (ATTPOS) were highest 

(lowest) when preceded by an attribute ad. 
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Brand Extension Evaluations. Hypothesis H4c indicated that 

when attribute-oriented advertising and evidence were 

presented, subjects would have the most favorable 

evaluations for extensions for which the advertised 

attribute was positively valued and the least favorable 

evaluations for extensions for which the advertised 

attribute was negatively valued. 
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Brand Bxtension Evaluation of Related Product category 
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As shown in Figure 12, subjects' evaluations of 
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extensions were more favorable when the advertised attribute 

of the original product was positively valued than in the 

evidence-only condition (the extension of ATTAVE: mean = 

5.10, s.d. = .83) (t42 = 2.77, P <.01). Also, subjects' 

evaluations of extensions were more unfavorable when an 

advertised attribute of the original product was negatively 

disconfirmed with evidence information than in the evidence-

only condition (the extension of ATTPOS, mean = 3.55, s.d. = 
1.22) (t39 = -1.72, P <.10). Therefore, H4c was supported 

by the data. An AHOVA (attribute evidence group) result 
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showed a significant main effect for evidence (F2,177 = 

21.406, P < .001) and a marginally significant interaction 

effect (F4,177 = 2.071, P < .10) (See Table 30). 

In summary, the process measures of recall, individual 

attribute ratings, and brand extension evaluations supported 

hypotheses H4a, H4b, and H4c. This implies that, consistent 

with the processes suggested by the evaluation data, 

subjects engaged in a hypothesis testing process in 

conditions of attribute ad and attribute evidence. 

Further investigations were conducted to corroborate 

the above findings. Free recall of the advertised message 

was greater in attribute evidence conditions when an 

attribute ad was presented than when a quality ad was 

presented (t1~ = 3.54, P < .001) (See Table 24). In other 

words, subjects' recall of the advertising message was 

greater when there was a match between ad and evidence 

(between an attribute ad and attribute evidence) than when 

there was no match. These results indicate that when an 

attribute ad and attribute evidence were presented, subjects 

evaluated evidence by testing hypotheses. The higher recall 

scores of the target attribute may have resulted from the 

double exposure to the advertised attribute of the brand 

under the attribute ad and attribute evidence conditions. 

However, this explanation is ruled out by examining the 

quality ad and quality evidence conditions. Although 
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quality information was presented twice, recall of quality 

evidence was not higher in quality ad and quality evidence 

conditions than in attribute ad and quality evidence 

conditions (t~ = -1.09, P > .10). 

In conditions of attribute ad and evidence, subjects' 

recall scores of the target attribute in positive attribute 

evidence ATTHI were no higher than in either evidence-only 

or quality ad conditions. This result is consistent with 

the earlier analyses of the evaluation data since 

evaluations of ATTHI were no more positive in the attribute 

ad and attribute evidence condition than in evidence-only or 

quality ad (followed by attribute evidence) conditions. 

Nevertheless, when evidence was presented alone, subjects 

tended to recall the attribute evidence information of ATTHI 

better than that of ATTAVE and ATTPOS (F2,57 = 2.478, P <.10) 

(See Table 21). This result suggests that subjects seemed 

to focus on the brand that was best in overall value among 

the five brands (including a target brand and four filler 

brands), although they were asked to evaluate all the 

brands. However, while subjects apparently noticed the 

higher overall value of the brand, they did not pay 

selective attention to the specific attribute that the 

preceding advertisement had highlighted. This process 

occurred across all types of ads that were presented. Thus, 

recall scores of the target attribute of ATTHI were no 
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different among the three conditions of evidence-only, 

quality ad, and attribute ad. 

Figure 13 

Brand Extension Evaluation of Unrelated Product Category 
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Evaluations of brand extensions into unrelated product 

categories were not consistent with evaluations of the 

original products, whereas highly valued original product 

evidence produced positive brand extension evaluations (See 

Figure 13). For brand extensions into unrelated product 

categories, evaluations of all five types of evidence showed 

no difference between either type of ad and evidence-only 

conditions (See ~able 32). While only an evidence main 
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effect was significant (FS,328 = 5.444, P < .001), affect 

generated through a hypothesis testing or assimilative 

encoding process was not transferred to evaluations of the 

extended product (See 'Table 33). A relevant linkage between 

original and extended product categories seems to be a 

necessary condition for transferring the affect of the 

original product to the extended product. 

5.4.4.2 Conditions of Quality Ad and Attribute Evidence 

Contrary to the hypothesized assimilative encoding 

process, the evaluation data showed the use of an evidence 

main effect process in these conditions. Since both an 

assimilative encoding and an evidence main effect process 

would direct more attention to evidence of the target brand 

than that of filler brands, they would not produce different 

predictions for recall, individual attribute ratings, and 

brand extension evaluations. 

Recall. Subjects had higher recall of the target attribute 

in quality ad and attribute evidence conditions (ATTAVE, 

ATTPOS), than in the evidence-only conditions (t81 = 6.27, P 

< .001); however, recall of the target attribute tended to 

be lower than in conditions of the attribute ad and 

attribute evidence (t181 = 1.63, P < .10). 

Individual Attribute Ratings. Belief judgments of the 

target attribute of ATTAVE were marginally more positive 

than in the evidence-only condition (t39 = 1.93, P < .10). 
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Similarly, the belief judgments of the target attribute of 

ATTPOS were significantly more negative than in the 

evidence-only condition (t39 = -2.49, P < .05). Subjects 

seemed to recognize noticeably positive or negative values 

on the target attribute provided in evidence. 

Brand Extension Evaluations. The brand extension 

evaluations in these conditions were no different than in 

the evidence-only conditions (ATTAVE ATTPOS, ATTHI) (See 

Table 31). The attribute information in evidence had very 

little effect on the evaluations of extended products. 

Overall, the results of recall, individual ratings, and 

brand extension evaluations were consistent with predictions 

based on an assimilative encoding process, whereas the 

evaluation results suggested an evidence main effect 

process. While the quality ad induced subjects to devote 

more attention to the target brand (compared to the filler 

brands) in attribute evidence, the target attribute was not 

as salient to these subjects as in the attribute ad and 

evidence conditions. Hence, without this saliency effect, 

the overall evaluations were no different from those in the 

evidence-only conditions. In addition, unambiguity of the 

evidence information might also contribute to the evaluative 

outcomes, since these did not differ from evaluations in the 

evidence-only conditions. 
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5.4.4.3 Conditions of Attribute Ad and Quality Bvidence 

Recall. Recall scores of QUALAVE were significantly higher 

when an attribute ad was presented than in the evidence-only 

condition (t39 = 2,87, P < .01). However, the high positive 

evidence information in QUALHI was recalled better, 

regardless of presentation of advertising. Thus, the 

results provide partial support for H6a. Similar to the 

attribute evidence condition (ATTHI), subjects seemed to 

find the best brand among the five brands provided in 

evidence, and thus correctly remember the quality evidence 

information of the target brand. These results are 

consistent with the evaluation patterns for these brands, 

which did not differ among the evidence-only, attribute ad, 

and quality ad conditions. 

Individual Ratings. Belief judgments of an attribute were 

affected by the overall values of evidence and the type of 

ad presented prior to evidence. A 3 x 2 quality evidence 

group ANOVA showed an ad main effect (F2,116 = 20.196, P < 

.001) and an evidence main effect (F1,116 = 29.083, P < .001). 

Thus, subjects' belief judgments were more positive for 

QUALHI than QUALAVE, when an attribute ad was presented than 

when a quality ad was presented (See Table 28). Therefore, 

H6b was supported by the data. These results suggest that 

subjects' belief judgments of a target attribute were made 

by retrieving previously encoded attribute information. 
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Brand Extension Evaluations. Brand extension evaluations in 

these conditions were not different from those in evidence

only conditions (QUALAVE, QUALHI) (See Table 31). The 

attribute information of advertising had little effect on 

evaluations of extended products, thus supporting 86c. 

The results indicated that although subjects correctly 

recalled the average value of the target brand when provided 

with either type of ad, their evaluations of the target 

brand were more positive than when evidence was presented 

alone. It may be inferred from these results that subjects 

paid more attention to and thus identified the average 

quality of the target brand, but evaluated the brand in an 

assimilative fashion by retrieving the previous encoding of 

higher brand quality. The results of belief judgments were 

consistent with the earlier analysis of evaluation data. 

Subjects' belief judgments were made by inferring values of 

the target attribute in an assimilative manner, close to the 

expectations aroused by advertising. 

5.4.4.4 Conditions of Quality Ad and Quality Evidence 

Recall. In the quality ad and quality evidence conditions, 

subjects tended to recall the quality information of the 

target brand (QUALAVE) better than in the evidence-only 

conditions (t38 = 1.98, P < .10). Although quality evidence 

was matched in modality with the quality ad, subjects' 

recall of the target brand's quality (QUALAVE) was no better 
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than in the attribute ad and quality evidence conditions 

(t39 = .75, P > .10). This result shows that subjects did 

not specifically test the target brand's quality with the 

advertised claim of higher quality. Therefore, H7a based on 

a hypothesis testing process is rejected. The results are 

consistent with the prediction of an assimilative encoding 

process. 

Individual Attribute Ratings". Similar to the belief 

judgments of the target attribute in the attribute ad and 

quality evidence conditions, subjects' belief judgments of 

QUALAVE were more positive than in the evidence-only 

condition (t38 = 3.12, P < .01), thus suggesting the 

operation of an assimilative encoding process. 

Brand Extension Evaluations. Hypothesis testing predicted 

that the brand extension evaluations in a disconfirming 

(confirming) original evidence case would be lower (higher) 

than in the evidence-only conditions (H7c). The brand 

extension evaluations in these conditions were no different 

from those in evidence-only conditions (QUALAVE, QUALHI) 

(See Table 31). This result corroborated the findings from 

the evaluation data. 

In summary, the process measures of recall, individual 

belief judgments of the target attribute, and brand 

extension evaluations were consistent with the evaluation 

data. Similar to the evaluation data, the interaction 



between ad and evidence conditions was found to affect 

recall, individual belief judgments, and brand extension 

evaluations. 
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6.1 Overview 

CHAPTER 6 

SUMMARY ABO COBCLUSIOHS 
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This chapter consists of five sections. Section one 

presents a summary of the results regarding the effect of 

confirming vs disconfirming evidence on product evaluations, 

with possible alternative explanations for the results. 

Section two summarizes the results of the processes by which 

advertising affects evaluations of evidence. Results from 

supplemental measures are discussed in relation to the 

processes in different conditions that were inferred from 

overall evaluations. Third, the limitations of this 

research are discussed. Section four presents managerial 

implications of the findings of this study. Finally, 

directions for future research in the areas of hypothesis 

testing, consumer novel choice, and brand extension 

evaluations are suggested. 

6.2 The Effects of Confir.Ding vs Disconfirming Evidence on 

Product Evaluations 

This study attempted to examine the hypothesis testing 

process of ad and evidence information, by creating 

explicitly confirming and disconfirming situations. 

Hypotheses H1 and H2 were based on the predictions of a 

hypothesis testing process. As a result of hypothesis 
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testing, a confirmation or disconfirmation effect (contrast 

effect) was expected, since the evidence was designed to be 

either confirming or disconfi~ing with respect to ad 

claims. Subjects who evaluated confirming evidence were 

expected to have more favorable overall judgments of the 

brand when an ad was presented than when no ad was 

presented. Conversely, subjects who evaluated disconfirming 

evidence were expected to have more negative overall 

judgments of the brand when an ad was presented than when no 

ad was presented. 

The results show that the confi~ation or 

disconfirmation effect occurred only in the attribute ad and 

attribute evidence conditions. The effect of confirmation 

or disconfirmation on overall judgments was not observed in 

conditions of quality ad and attribute evidence, and in 

conditions of quality evidence (preceded by either type of 

ad). These results suggest that subjects attentively tested 

the advertising claims with subsequently provided evidence 

information only when an attribute ad and evidence were 

presented; in the other conditions of ad and evidence, there 

was no evidence of explicit hypothesis testing. 

While the above findings were generally consistent with 

the predictions of hypo~hesis testing, a few unexpected 

results were found. Some types of disconfirming evidence 

were not evaluated more negatively when provided along with 



an ad than when presented alone. Also, high attribute 

values in the evidence were not evaluated more positively 

when confirmed with ad claims than when presented alone. 
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The results of disconfirming evidence (ATTAVE with 

quality ad, and QUALAVE with either type of ad) could be 

interpreted with alternative explanations. The target 

brands (ATTAVE and QUALAVE) had average overall values 

compared to the five brands provided in evidence. Thus, 

subjects may not have perceived the disconfirmation strongly 

enough to produce a contrast effect. However, the measure 

of perceived disconfirmation showed that subjects actually 

felt some disconfirmation on the brands; for example, 

subjects' average rating of perceived disconfirmation for 

QUALAVE was 3.77 (on a 7-point scale). While subjects 

noticed some disconfirmation, they seemed to evaluate the 

evidence more positively with other process mechanisms such 

as assimilative encoding. 

Furthermore, subjects had low credibility in the 

advertising claims, especially in the quality ad which 

claimed higher overall product quality of the brand (average 

of perceived credibility = 4.4 on a 7-point scale). Hence, 

their expectations of the brand's quality may not have been 

high enough to create strong disconfirmation feelings. 

Rather, these weaker expectations may have had positive 

influences on evaluation of evidence through assimilative 
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processing. This interpretation is consistent with the 

arguments raised by Smith and Swinyard (1982, 1983) and Hoch 

and Ha (1986). To further investigate this explanation, 

measuring or manipulating the belief strengths and 

involvement would seem necessary. It may be hypothesized 

that the stronger the beliefs and the higher the 

involvement, the stronger the level of perceived 

confirmation or disconfirmation. Such moderating effects 

may be examined in future research. 

Evaluations of highly valued evidence (ATTHI and 

QUALHI) were not affected by advertising: the evaluations of 

evidence in conditions of both ad and evidence were no 

different from those in the evidence-only conditions. These 

results may be explained by several factors. First, these 

two types of evidence (ATTHI and QUALHI) already contained 

highly positive aspects. Hence, there may have been little 

room for increasing overall judgments of the brand through 

ad exposure, thus resulting in a ceiling effect. Second, 

since fictitious brand names were used in this experiment, 

subjects may not have totally believed even the evidence 

information and thus may reserve extremely positive 

evaluations. Third, the two types of evidence consisted 

either of highly positive values on all five attributes 

(ATTHI) or of highest overall quality (QUALHI) among the 

five brands provided in evidence. Thus, subjects may have 



automatically noticed that the target brand was the best 

among the five brands, paying little attention to 

information on specific attributes. 
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In fact, recall scores and belief judgments of the 

target attribute, and evaluations of a related extended 

product were no different when attribute evidence ATTHI was 

preceded by an attribute ad than when attribute evidence was 

preceded by a quality ad, or with evidence-only. If the 

former subjects had paid greater attention to the specific 

attribute, they should have had higher recall scores, more 

positive belief judgments, and more favorable brand 

extension evaluations. Subjects seemed to evaluate ATTHI 

and QUALHI using brand-based processing to choose the best 

brand, rather than an extensive processing of target and 

non-target brand information. Consequently, the cross-brand 

comparisons may yield evaluations that are no different from 

those in evidence-only conditions. Thus, this last 

explanation appears to be the most plausible. The results 

are also consistent with past research, suggesting that when 

positive evidence information is presented on a "top dog" 

brand, the "top dog" brand is hardly affected by prior 

provision of an ad (Hoch and Deighton 1989; Hoch and Ha 

1986). 

On the whole, this research has demonstrated that 

confirmation or disconfirmation produced more extreme 
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product evaluations only when an attribute ad and evidence 

were presented. In quality evidence conditions, subjects' 

evaluations were more positive, even in an apparent 

disconfirmation situation (quality ad and quality evidence). 

These results are consistent with most marketing studies, in 

that contrast effects have rarely been found (Olson and 

Dover 1976, 1979). Consumers appear to evaluate a product 

more favorably when an ad claim is followed by some sort of 

objective evidence, unless an extremely exaggerated 

advertisement leads them to a substantially negative 

disconfirming experience (Marks and Kamins, 1988). 

6.3 ~he Processes by Which Advertising Affects Evaluations 

of Evidence 

This research identified specific processes involved in 

the evaluations of ad and evidence information by creating 

confirming and disconfirming situations. Unlike past 

research that focused on confirmation bias effects, and 

regarded hypothesis testing as a similar process to 

assimilative encoding (Hoch and Ha 1986), this study 

explicitly differentiated these two processes. Although 

both processes involve top-down processing of information, 

predictions of product evaluations are quite different in a 

disconfirming situation; this is in contrast to the 

situation of ambiguous product evaluations in prior studies. 
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This study found that subjects engaged in an assimilative 

encoding process when evaluating apparently disconfirming 

quality evidence (preceded by quality ad), whereas subjects 

evaluated brands with a hypothesis testing process in when 

evaluating disconfirming attribute evidence (preceded by an 

attribute ad). In addition, subjects were found to operate 

consistently with an evidence main effect process when 

provided with attribute evidence that was preceded by a 

quality ad. 

The interaction effects between ad and evidence were 

found to occur not only as a result of hypothesis testing, 

but also as a result of the assimilative encoding process. 

However, the patterns of interactions were quite different 

between these two processes. Whereas, prior research has 

shown that the interaction effects occur only when 

evaluations of product evidence are ambiguous, this study 

found that the interaction effect occurred even when 

evaluations of evidence are unambiguous, through an 

assimilative encoding or hypothesis testing process. 

Collection of supplemental measures in this research 

provided further insights into the processing of ad and 

evidence. Recall scores of target evidence information were 

higher when either type of ad was presented than when 

evidence was presented alone. This suggests that subjects 

examined more closely the target brand than non-target 
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brands. Also, recall of target attribute information tended 

to be higher when an attribute ad was presented than when a 

quality ad was presented. This may have resulted from a 

double exposure to the identical attribute information. 

But, even when exposed to quality information twice in 

conditions of quality ad and quality evidence, subjects 

recall of the quality information (QUALAVE and QUALHI) was 

no better than in conditions of attribute ad and quality 

evidence. Thus, the dual exposure is not necessarily what 

produced the high recall scores. Similarly, subjects in the 

attribute evidence conditions recalled more attribute ad 

information than quality ad information, whereas subjects in 

the quality evidence conditions recalled the same amount of 

quality ad as attribute ad information. This result 

indicates that subjects tested attribute evidence by paying 

selective attention to the target (advertised) attribute, 

thus suggesting that a hypothesis testing process was used 

in this attribute ad and evidence condition. 

Belief judgments of the target attribute clearly showed 

that the individual attribute ratings of attribute-oriented 

evidence was more extreme (close to the actual value of the 

attribute), when an attribute ad was presented than when 

either evidence-only or a quality ad was presented. This 

result also indicates that hypothesis testing was involved 

in processing of attribute ad and evidence. Individual 
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attribute ratings of the target attribute in conditions of 

quality ad and attribute evidence were relatively close to 

the actual values of the target attribute. Subjects seemed 

to pay closer attention to attribute evidence, regardless of 

the type of ads to which they were exposed. 

Results of brand extension evaluations showed three-way 

interaction effects. As hypothesized, when an attribute ad 

and evidence were presented, subjects had the most (least) 

favorable evaluations of an extension for which the 

advertised attribute was positively (negatively) valued. 

However, subjects' evaluations of unrelated extended product 

categories were no different in these conditions than in the 

evidence-only condition. Brand extension evaluations of 

unrelated product categories were generally low although 

these evaluations were parallel to the values of the 

original product evidence. Interestingly, when the extended 

product categories were unrelated to the original products, 

positive attitudes toward the original products occurring 

due to the interaction effects between ad and evidence were 

not transferred to the evaluations of the extended products. 

Subjects seemed to reassess prior information on the 

unrelated product category before transferring the attitudes 

towards the original product. Perhaps, positive attitudes 

resulting from hypothesis testing or assimilative encoding 

processes may only last for brief time periods. 
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6.4 Limitations of the Study 

Several limitations are recognized when generalizing 

the findings of this study. First, this study employed a 

homogeneous student sample that may not be representative of 

all consumers. Also, subjects in this study may have been 

more involved in the processing of ad and evidence 

information. Thus, confirming or disconfirming attribute 

evidence may have been recognized and become more salient. 

However, if subjects had really been involved in the 

evaluations of ad and evidence information, they would also 

have noticed a significant disconfirmation of the less 

favorable quality evidence (QUALAVE), thereby causing a 

contrast effect. 

Second, the advertisements and evidence used in this 

study may not be identical to professionally developed 

advertisements and evidence. Thus, the technical 

deficiencies might influence the evaluations of the 

experimental brands. However, overall favorability of the 

advertisement was reasonably high (stereo: mean = 4.61; 

yogurt: mean = 4.43 on a 7-point scale). In addition, since 

subjects across the different conditions were exposed to an 

identical picture and layouts of advertisements and 

evidence, possible technical deficiencies may not cause 

serious problems for obtaining reliable findings. 



Third, while advertising was found to affect 

evaluations of evidence through hypothesis testing or the 

assimilative encoding process, it is not known how long 

these evaluations will endure. The time interval between 

exposure to ad and evidence may be an important factor in 

the effect of ad on the evaluations of evidence. Hence, 

there is a need to exhibit caution when applying these 

findings to the real world. In addition, the effect of 

repetitive ads on evaluations of evidence needs to be 

further investigated. 
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Finally, the target brand was designed to have at a 

minimum a medium overall value among the five brands in 

evidence. Hence, subjects may not have perceived 

substantial disconfirmation when a quality ad was followed 

by quality evidence (QUALAVE) or when a quality ad was 

followed by attribute evidence (ATTAVE). It is not clear 

how unfavorable the evidence must be to cause a contrast 

effect. In practice, however, it would be rare to find an 

advertised brand that has totally unfavorable aspects. But 

there may be situations where a brand has positive values on 

the advertised attributes but negative values on 

unadvertised attributes. Future studies may explore the 

evaluative processes and outcomes in these types of 

situation. 
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6.5 Managerial ImplicatioDs 

A "factual" attribute ad was perceived to be more 

informative and believable than an "evaluative" quality ad, 

whereas both types of ads yielded a similar level of 

attitude towards the ads and advertised brands. Thus, in 

order to increase credibility of an unknown or new brand, 

factual attribute-oriented ad claims are recommended. 

Moreover, if a less familiar new brand has strong value on 

an attribute, a focused (attribute) ad can encourage 

consumers to test the brand with actual product experience 

or evidence, or to collect more confirming information 

(e.g., WOM). Consequently, advertising can raise consumers' 

attitudes toward the advertised brand. 

Advertising copy can be designed to induce a confirming 

experience by identifying the strength of a specific brand's 

attribute in terms of consumers' actual product experience, 

impartial evidence published, or word-of-mouth. This 

confirming experience can substantially increase the 

advertised brand's favorableness. By directing consumers' 

attention to the advertised attribute, consumers' attitudes 

toward the brand may become more favorable, even if other 

attributes have only mediocre values. Furthermore, 

advertising can lead consumers to positive attitudes toward 

the brand even if the performance or quality of the product 

is relatively obvious. This positive effect of advertising 
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on the evaluations of actual product experience or evidence 

would be substantial for average quality brands, unless a 

specific ad claim is explicitly disconfirmed. 

The results of brand extension evaluations in this 

study indicate that the relatedness between the original and 

extended products was a necessary condition if transfer of 

the original product's favorable attitude must take place. 

While the association between the two product categories is 

a natural process, marketers can stimulate consumers to 

saliently associate relatively less related product 

categories. A simple advertisement of a related attribute 

in an original product is of little help in increasing the 

evaluations of the extended product, except through a direct 

informational effect that is possibly quite weak. However, 

if accompanied by confirming evidence on the related 

attribute, advertising of the original product greatly 

raises the evaluations of the extended product. Hence, an 

integrative advertising plan can be implemented by showing 

confirming attribute evidence of the original product prior 

to introduction of new extended product categories. 

6.6 Future Research 

Future research on hypothesis testing needs to focus 

details, such as incorporating presentation order of 

advertising and evidence. Studies can also be extended to 
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other areas of research, such as consumer novel choice, and 

brand extension evaluations, as related to evaluations of 

two sets of information presented at different points in 

time. 

6.6.1 Hypothesis testing 

The present design can incorporate the order of 

presentations in which the exposures to advertising and 

evidence are altered (ad-evidence sequence vs. evidence-ad 

sequence). The results of this research suggest that when 

subjects are exposed to evidence followed by an ad, they may 

not engage in a hypothesis testing process even when 

evidence and ad are both attribute-oriented. The 

explanation for this effect is that evidence information on 

several attributes for multiple brands may not direct 

subjects to attend selectively to specific targets attribute 

of an ad. However, subjects may evaluate the target brand 

more positively than in the evidence-only conditions because 

they may selectively retrieve the evidence information, 

which is consistent with the ad information (Cohen 1981; 

Hoch and Ha 1986). This type of explanation may also hold 

for any sequence. When other types of ad and evidence are 

presented, in an evidence-ad sequence, advertising may 

positively affect subjects' evaluations through a similar 

reconstructive process. In addition, an assimilative 

encoding process may have produced data similar to 
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hypothesis testing with a confirmatory bias. 

It has been suggested that confirmation effects 

(confirmation bias) may result from increased weight on the 

confirming attribute or importance ratings of the confirming 

(advertised) attribute (Darley and Gross 1983; Lord, Ross, 

and Lepper 1979). The present results show that the 

importance ratings of the target attribute were not affected 

by the specific confirmation or disconfirmation of the 

attribute. Rather, the confirmation and disconfirmation 

resulting from selective attention to the target attribute 

seemed to lead to extreme belief judgments of this attribute 

and perhaps inferential belief formation processes for other 

attributes. Consequently, the overall evaluations appeared 

to be biased toward the confirmation and disconfirmation of 

the target attribute. Future research should consider this 

type of spill-over effect that occurs as a result of 

hypothesis testing (Fishbein and Ajzen 1975). 

6.6.2 Consumer Bovel Choice 

Consumers often face choice situations where they are 

first exposed to an ad claiming high values for a brand's 

attribute and later exposed to objective information about 

several attributes for multiple brands, including the 

advertised brand. This situation shares similar features 

with the present study setting except that choice (not 

evaluation) is the dependent measure of interest. A 
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hypothesis testing process may be operative in the multiple 

brand choice situation, and the choice outcome is likely to 

reflect this process. 

Consumer information processing research has reported 

that product evaluations and choice outcomes are affected by 

the way in which external information is presented (Bettman 

and Kakkar 1977; Biehal and Chakravarti 1982; Jacoby, 

Szybilo, and Busato-Schach 1977; Johnson and Russo 1978). 

The external information format influences organization of 

product information in memory, later retrieval of this 

information, and subsequent choice outcome. This research 

also showed that the external information format of 

advertising and evidence (e.g., attribute ad and attribute 

evidence) affected the evaluative process (such as 

hypothesis testing process), and its outcomes (confirmation 

and disconfirmation effect). 

Choice processes in situations of high information load 

were found to involve phased strategies, whereby elimination 

of some alternatives occurred early and extensive 

evaluations of the remaining alternatives occurred later 

(Bettman and Park 1980; Biehal and Chakravarti 1983, 1986). 

During the elimination stage, subjects may use a hypothesis 

testing process, attaching some salience to the advertised 

(hypothesized) attribute. Biehal and Chakravarti (1982) 

report that for a choice task in an external information 
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situation, substantial amounts of attribute-based processing 

occur, even in brand-structured environments. Consistent 

with this finding, the present results show that recall of 

the target attribute was higher across the five brands 

provided in evidence than average recall of the other four 

a~tributes (target attribute: mean = 1.26, s.d. = 1.03; non

target attribute: mean = 1.10, s.d. = .84) (t1~ = 2.24, P < 

.05). If subjects were directed to choice tasks, as 

compared to evaluation tasks in this study, recall of the 

target attribute across different brands may be improved 

because of the phased strategy while recall of other non

target attributes may be even lower. The present data also 

show that recall scores were actually lower for the target 

attribute of a dominantly favorable target brand (ATTHI) 

than the identical target attribute of a relatively less 

favorable target brand. This result suggests that subjects 

do not need to use the phased strategy or a hypothesis 

testing process due to the simple nature of target brand 

information. 

After this preliminary elimination stage, subjects may 

compare a few remaining alternatives. Since selective 

attention is devoted to the target brand, it is more likely 

to be included in the subsequent alternative set unless it 

has substantially lower value on the attribute. An 

alternative brand (other than the target brand) may be 
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chosen if it has the highest value on the advertised 

attribute and if the target brand does not have noticeably 

preferred values on the other attributes. Hence, future 

studies can examine specific choice processes, as related to 

hypothesis testing, under different combinations of ad and 

evidence and variations in complexity of information 

structure. 

6.6.3 Brand Eztension Evaluations 

This study found that brand extension evaluations were 

affected by overall judgments of the original product as 

well as specific attribute information provided in evidence. 

This view is consistent with the dual coding theory 

suggested by Carlston (1980) in social judgment research. 

According to this theory, initially held attitudes toward 

the original product and attribute information about the 

brand are stored separately in memory. The information 

stored in memory is retrieved independently of the initial 

attitude and used for subsequent evaluation of the extended 

product. Kardes (1986) replicated the Carlson's (1980) 

study in the context of consumer research. Similar to 

Carlston's (1980) argument, Wyer et al. (1984) suggest that 

the evaluation of an extended product is affected by both 

initial judgment and initial information as opposed to an 

explanation suggesting a single representation of the 

initial judgment or initial information. 
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In fact, the research designs of Carlston's and Wyer et 

al.'s studies are similar to hypothesis testing and brand 

extension research. In Carlston's (1980) study, subjects 

were asked to read about behaviors of a target person that 

had implications for both a favorable (kindness) and an 

unfavorable trait (dishonesty) (analogous to an evidence 

condition in the present study); subsequently, they were 

asked to rate the target person with respect to one of these 

traits (kindness) (parallel to an ad condition) and then 

asked to make a final judgment of the target person along 

with the other trait dimension (dishonesty) (comparable to 

the evaluation of an extended product). Carlston (1980) 

reports that the final judgments were biased in the 

direction of the subjects' initial judgment, independent of 

the direct implication of the initial behavioral 

information. 

In Wyer et al.'s (1984) study (similar to the 

Carlston's (1980) design but in a different order), subjects 

were first exposed to a global trait adjective (kindness) 

(presumed to form an initial judgment); thereafter they were 

exposed to a mixture of positive (kindness) and negative 

(dishonesty) behaviors (analogous to an evidence condition), 

and finally asked to make a judgment of the target person 

along with the other dimension (dishonesty). This design 

characteristic is similar to hypothesis testing research and 
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the present research. For example, subjects in the quality 

ad and attribute evidence conditions were exposed to ATTPOS 

of yogurt product, which had a negative value on the 

attribute fruit content, but positive values on all other 

attributes. Then, when asked to evaluate the target brand 

ATTPOS, the subjects made positive judgments of the brand 

(mean = 5.35 on a 7-point scale). Finally, when asked to 

evaluate an extended product - fruit preserves - to which 

the fruit content is very important, their evaluations of 

the brand were fairly low (mean = 4.12). Thus, subjects' 

judgments of the extended brand seemed to be affected by 
! 

both the initial judgment and initial attribute information. 

Prior research shows that since no correlation was 

found between recall of the factual behavioral information 

and the final judgment, final judgments were not directly 

based on the original information (Kardes, 1986; Wyer et 

al., 1984). In this research, recall of factual attribute 

evidence information was positively correlated with 

evaluations of a related extended product category (ATTAVE: 

r = .358, P = .047). But correlations between recall of the 

target attribute and evaluations of an unrelated extended 

product category were not significant (ATTAVE: r = .217, P = 

.160). The results suggest that subjects utilized the 

factual attribute information as well as their initial 

judgments in evaluations of the related extended product 



175 

category. 

Future research can be conducted to explore the use of 

prior factual information and initial judgments in 

evaluation processes under various combinations of 

advertising and evidence. In addition, the use of factual 

information versus initial judgments may depend on the level 

of involvement or attention, as well as the modality of 

advertising and evidence. In the context of brand extension 

evaluations, subjects may use factual information more often 

in a high involvement situation, whereas they may rely more 

on initial judgments in a low involvement situation. 
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~able 3 

OVerall Judgments of Brand in Evidence-Gnly Condition and 
Advertising-only Condition (Pretest One) 

Evidence-onlx Condition 
ATTAVE ATTPOS ATTHI QUALAVE QUALHI 

Stereo 4.1 4.7 6.0 4.5 4.7 

Yogurt 4.3 4.4 6.3 4.0 4.9 

Advertising-onlx Condition 

Attribute ad Quality ad 

Stereo 4.0 4.9 

Yogurt 4.9 4.3 

~able 4. 

Importance Ratings of Attributes 
(Pretest One) 

Stereo Yogurt 
mean s.d. mean s.d. 

1. Special fea- 5.71 1.10 1. Flavor and 6.59 .94 
tures and taste 
convenience 

2. Repair records 6.20 1.03 2. Amount of 5.68 1.32 
and durability fruit 

3. Sound capacity8 6.41 • 96 3 . Low calories8 5.23 1.78 

4. Style and 5.59 1.19 4. Low amount 5.11 1.60 
appearance of sodium 

5. Warranty 6.22 1.04 5. Nutrients 5.59 1.42 
coverage 

Note. a: Target attribute 
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Table 5 

Importance and Confidence Ratings of Attributes 
(Pretest ~o) 

STEREO Imegrtance Confidence 
Mean s.d. Mean s.d. 

* FM tuner performance 5.84 1.26 5.37 2.09 
* AM tuner performance 3.84 1.54 4.53 1.95 
* Capability of interface 4.37 2.11 5.47 1.74 
* Convenience to use 5.95 1.31 6.42 .84 
* Power capacity 5.53 1.39 5.90 1.49 

Repair records 5.00 2.00 5.12 2.21 
Warranty coverage 5.95 1.75 6.68 .58 
Dolby surround sound 4.84 1.86 5.47 1.65 
Tone controls 5.95 .97 5.68 1.77 
Control layout 4.90 1.49 5.16 2.14 
Amplifier performance 6.26 .93 6.05 1.58 
Style and appearance 4.63 1.74 6.26 .93 

YOGURT 
* Taste 6.94 .24 6.89 .32 
* Amount of fruit 5.28 1.84 6.67 .59 
* Low calories 5.22 1.67 6.28 .96 
* Low amount of sodium 4.89 1.68 6.17 1.34 
* Nutrients 5.89 1.18 6.33 1.03 

Flavor 6.89 .32 6.83 .38 
Protein 4.94 1.62 6.22 1.06 
Low fat 5.72 1.02 6.39 .85 
Price 6.28 1.02 6.67 .59 
Smoothness 4.94 1.83 6.56 .78 

Note: Asterisk (*) indicates the attributes selected for the 
main study. 
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Table 6 

Ratings OD Favorableness and Appropriateness of Fictitious 
Brand Hames 

Brand Name 

Stereo 
Alpine 
Mast 
Rococo 
Schugan 
Techaji 

Yogurt 
Banner 
Cupid 
Date 
Lark 
Vivian 

Favorableness 
X s.d. 

5.75 1.55 
2.65 1.27 
2.95 1.82 
4.21 1.72 
4.63 1.86 

4.65 1.63 
2.65 1. 79 
2.47 1.54 
3.30 2.03 
3.75 1.97 

Appropriateness 
X s.d. 

5.30 1.53 
2.30 1.30 
2.65 1.60 
4.11 1.66 
4.58 1.64 

4.60 1.98 
2.70 1.53 
2.63 1.54 
3.25 2.00 
3.50 2.09 

Note: Ratings were measured on a 7-point scale, 7 being the 
most positive response, and 1 being the most positive 

response. 



Attribute 

Taste 

Amount of 
fruitb 

Calories 

Amount of 
Sodium 

Nutrient 
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~able 7 

Types of Evidence (Yogurt)B 

Evidence 

Attribute Evidence 

ATTAVE ATTPOS ATTHI 

3 

5 

2 

4 

3 

4 

1 

4 

5 

4 

4 

5 

4 

5 

4 

Quality Evidence 

QUALAVE QUALHI 

3 5 

Note: The cell score indicates the value of attributes or 
overall quality, 5 being the best, and 1 being the worst. 

a: Table 7 depicts the compiled form of different types of 
evidence used in present research. Each subject saw only 
one type of evidence with four control brand information. 

b: Target (advertised) attribute. 
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~able 8 

Procedures, Constructs, and Measures 

Procedure Construct 

General Instructions 

Exposure to Ad 

Responses to Ad 

Exposure to 
Evidence 

Questions on 
Subjects' 
Backgrounds 

Evaluation of 
Brand 

Free Recall 
of Ad 

Free Recall 
of Evidence 

Attitude toward 
ad 

Overall Judgments 
of Brand 

Disconfirmation 
Judgments 

Number of Correct 
Recall 

- Cont'd -

Measure 

-Informativeness on 
1-7 scale 

-Believability on 
1-7 scale 

-Favorableness on 
1-7 scale 

-Product Usage on 
1-8 scale 

-Brand Loyalty on 
1-7 scale 

-Product Class 
Knowledge on 
1-7 scale 

-Sex 
-Age 
-Ratings on three 

7-point scales 
-Ratings on 

1-7 scale 
-Number of Correct 

Recall of Ad 
Message 

-Number of Correct 
Recall of 
Evidence 



Table 8: Cont'd 

Procedure 

Evaluation of 
Brand Exten
sion 

Ratings of 
Attributes 

Ratings of 
Attribute 
Importance 

Aided Recall 
of Evidence 

Construct 

Overall Judgments 
of Brand Exten
sion 

Discrete Judgments 
of Attributes 

Number of Correct 
Recall 

Measure 

-Evaluation of 
Related Exten
sion on three 
7-point scales 
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-Evaluation of 
Unrelated Ex
tension on three 
7-point scales 

-Ratings of Five 
Attributes on 
1-7 Scale 

-Importance Ratings 
of Five Attri
butes on 1-7 
Scale 

-Importance Ratings 
of Target Attri
bute on Related 
Extension 

-Importance Ratings 
of Target Attri
bute on Unrelated 
Extension 

-Number of Correct 
Recall of Target 
Attribute 

-Number of Correct 
Recall of Non
target Attribute 

-Number of Correct 
Recall of Target 
Brand 

-Number of Correct 
Recall of Non
target Brand 
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Table 9 

Means and Standard Deviations of Major Dependent, and 
Control Variables 

Stereo Yogurt COIIIbined 
Mean s.d. Mean s.d. Mean s.d. 

DBPEBDEIIIT 
VARIABLES (based on 7-point scale) 

Overall 
Judgaents 
Quality 4.89 1.39 4.91 1.34 4.90 1.37 
Likableness 4.76 1.32 5.02 1.35 4.89 1.34 
Favorableness 4.74 1.34 4.97 1.37 4.85 1.36 

Beliefs 
Att1 5.01 1.51 4.98 1.47 5.00 1.49 
Att2 4.45 1.61 4.12 1.56 4.28 1.59 
Att38 4.62 1.91 4.86 1.92 4.74 1.92 
Att4 4.84 1.25 4.34 1.58 4.59 1.45 
Att5 4.88 1.45 4 93 1.34 4.90 . 1.39 

Attribute 
Importance 
Att1 6.21 1.05 6.67 .63 6.44 .89 
Att2 3.58 1.60 5.17 1.84 4.38 1.90 
Att38 5.28 1.49 5.37 1.35 5.33 1.42 
Att4 6.10 1.00 4.94 1.70 5.52 1.51 
Att5 5.98 1.03 5.69 1.39 5.84 1.23 

Recall 
Recall of ad .74 .44 .72 .45 .73 .45 
Recall of 
Target 
Attribute .49 .50 .48 .50 .49 .50 

Recall of 
Target 
Quality .63 .48 .63 .49 .63 .48 

- Cont'd -



Table 9: Cont' d 

Stereo 
Mean s.d. 

Brand Extension 

yogurt 
Mean s.d. 

Evaluation (Average value of 3 items) 

VCR 
Electronic 

Keyboard 

Fruit 
Preserves 

Mayonnaise 

Attribute Xaportance 

Interface Capability 
for VCR 5.61 
for Elec-
tronic 
Keyboard 4.01 

Amount of Fruit 
for Fruit 
Preserves 

for Mayon-
naise 

of Brand 

1.23 

1.72 

4.75 
3.44 

1.40 
1.37 

Extension 

5.85 1.43 

1.51 1.10 

Responses to Advertising 
Informa-
tiveness 3.59 1.57 3.84 1.58 

Believa-
bility 4.50 1.21 4.39 1.27 

Favorable-
ness 4.61 1.42 4.43 1.53 

Perceived 
Disconfir-
.at ion 

- Cont'd -
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Combined 
Mean s.d. 

4.67b 1.28 

3.88C 1.34 

5.73 1.34 

2.74 1.91 

3.71 1.58 

4.40 1.24 

4.52 1.47 

4.62 1.63 



Table 9: Cont'd 

Stereo 
Mean s.d. 

COJr.rROL VARl:ABLBS 
Product 

Usage 
(8-point) 7.25 1.41 

Product 
Ownership(%) 87.2% 

Brand 
Loyalty 
(7-point) 5.08 1.63 

Product Class 
Knowledge 
(7-point) 3.51 1.54 

Sex (O=Female, l=Male) 
Male % 

Age 

Hote. a: Target attribute 
b: Average value of 

preserves. 
c: Average value of 

yogurt 
Hean s.d. 

3.50 1.70 

3.55 2.05 

3.74 1.62 

184 

Combined 
Mean s.d. 

5.37 2.44 

4.34 1.99 

3.63 1.58 

42.5% 
21.93 2.47 

evaluations of VCR and fruit 

evaluations of electronic 
keyboards and mayonnaise. 
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Table 10 

Analysis of Variance Results of Differences Between Groups 
on Potential Covariates 

INDIVIDUAL EVIDENCE GROUP EVIDENCE 
3 x 6 ANOVA 3 x 3 ANOVA 

MS df F P MS df F P 

Product Usage 
Ad main effect 2.34 2 .43 .65 2.48 2 .46 .63 
Evidence main effect 1.16 5 .21 .95 .18 2 .03 .97 
Interaction effect 2.36 9 .43 .92 1.58 3 .30 .83 

Product Class Knowledge 
Ad main effect 7.41 2 3.18 .04 7.81 2 3.32 .04 
Evidence main effect 4.60 5 1.97 .08 3.23 2 1.37 .26 
Interaction effect 3.18 9 1.37 .20 5.49 3 2.33 .07 

Brand Loyalty 
Ad main effect 6.88 2 1.71 .18 7.21 2 1.82 .17 
Evidence main effect 1.30 5 .32 .90 .39 2 .10 .91 
Interaction effect 3.30 9 .82 .60 3.71 3 .94 .42 

Sex 
Ad main effect .01 2 .05 .95 .01 2 .04 .96 
Evidence main effect .27 5 1.10 .36 .55 2 2.21 .11 
Interaction effect .27 9 1.07 .39 .22 3 .90 .44 

Age 
Ad main effect 11.06 2 2.12 .12 11.69 2 2.21 .11 
Evidence main effect 6.06 5 1.16 .33 8.23 2 1.56 .21 
Interaction effect 6.62 9 1.27 .25 1.17 3 .22 .88 

Note: 3 x 6 ANOVA stands for the types of ad (attribute, 
quality, no-ad) and the types of evidence (ATTAVE, 
ATTPOS, ATTHI, QUALAVE, QUALHI, no-EV)i 3 x 2 ANOVA 
stands for the types of ad (attribute, quality, no
ad) and the types of evidence (attribute, quality, 
no-EV). 
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Table 11 

Recall Scores of Advertising Message and Attitude toward 
Advertising 

Recall 

Ad-only 
Condition 

Ad and 
Evidence 

Condition 

Judgments 

In forma-
tiveness 

Believa-
bility 

Favora-
bility 
toward 

Overall 
eval·ua
tion 

ad 

Stereo 
Attr. Qual. t p 

ad ad 

.80 .90 .60 .557 
(.42) (.32) 

.77 .70 .87 .384 
(.44) (.48) 

3.92 3.25 2.39 .019 
(1.45)(1.62) 

4.79 4.19 2.76 .007 
(1.21)(1.14) 

4.64 4.57 .27 .788 
(1.50)(1.31) 

Yogurt 
Attr. Qual. t p 

ad ad 

.80 .70 .49 .628 
(.42) ( .48) 

.86 .57 3.66 .000 
(.34) (.50) 

4.75 2.88 8.07 .000 
(1.20)(1.35) 

4.87 3.88 4.65 .000 
(1.05)(1.29) 

4.71 4.14 2.07 .041 
(1.38)(1.62) 

4.84 5.02 .86 .391 4.94 4.89 .19 .849 
(1.23)(1.02) (1.25)(1.29) 



!fable 12 

OVerall Judgments and Target Belief Judgments in 
Bvidence-only Condition 

ATTAVE ATTPOS ATTHI QUALAVE QUALHI F 

Stereo 
Overall 3.80 4.20 5.90 2.93 5.57 11.83 

Judgments (.95) (1.19) (1.41) (.99) (1.09) 
Belief 3.82 3.60 6.00 3.50 4.80 6.26 

Judgments(1.40) (1.71) (.94) (1.51) (1.03) 

yogurt 
Overall 4.47 5.27 5.77 4.10 5.79 4.43 

Judgments (.83) (1.08) (1.11) (1.46) (1.23) 
Belief 4.90 3.27 4.50 3.40 4.82 2.99 
Ju~gments (.99) (2.05) (1.43) (1.08) (1.47) 
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P 

.000 

.000 

.004 

.028 
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~able 13 

Perceived Disconfirmation As a Function of the Types of 
Advertising aDd Evidence 

ATTAVE ATTPOS ATTHI QUALAVE QUALHI 

Stereo 
Attribute-

Ad 4.64 3.20 5.40 3.20 5.70 
(1.12) (1.93) (1.35) (1.32) ( .67) 

Quality-
Ad 4.10 5.50 5.90 3.70 5.50 

(1.66) (1.27) ( .99) (1.57) (1.27) 

Yogurt 
Attribute-

Ad 4.33 2.60 5.30 3.73 5.50 
(1.24) (1. 63) (1.16) ( .90) (1.08) 

Quality-
Ad 3.80 4.10 5.82 4.40 6.00 

(1.87) (1.73) (1.25) (1.35) ( .94) 

Combined 
Attribute-

Ad 4.48 2.90 5.35 3.48 5.60 
(1.16) (1.71) (1.23) (1.12) ( .88) 

Quality-
Ad 3.95 4.80 5.86 4.05 5.75 

(1.73) (1.64) (1.10) (1.47) (1.12) 

Note: ~he higher is the number, the greater the 
confirmation; the lower is the number, the greater the 
disconfirmation. 



189 

Table 14 

Analysis of Variance Results of Differences 
Between Groups on Perceived Disconfirmation 

Stereo 

Main Effects MS df F P 

Advertising 6.381 1 3.603 .061 

Evidence 17.477 4 9.869 .000 

Interaction 
6.069 4 3.427 .012 

Error 
1.771 91 

Yogurt 

Main Effects MS df F P 

Advertising 6.851 1 3.736 .056 

Evidence 22.034 4 12.015 .000 

Interaction 
2.744 4 1.496 .210 

Error 
1.834 94 
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~able 15 

Differences in Major Dependent Variables 
Between Two Product Categories 

Stereo _Yogurt t df P 
X s.d. X s.d. 

Overall 
Judgments 4.80 1.28 4.97 1.28 1.24 241 .217 

Recall of ~arget 
Attribute .49 .50 .48 .50 .14 182 .886 

Recall of 
Ad Message .74 .44 .72 .45 .31 243 .756 

Discrete Judgments of 
~arget Attribute 4.62 1.91 4.86 1.92 1.15 346 .251 

Brand Extension Eva-
luation of Related 
Product Category 4.58 1.16 4.74 1.40 1.22 344 .225 

Brand Extension Eva-
luation of Unrelated 
Product Category 4.33 1.15 3.44 1.37 6.58 343 .000 
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~able 16 

Analysis of Covariance Results: ~he Effects of Control 
Variables and Product Category on Overall Evaluations 

Control Variables 
-Product Usage 
-Product Class 

Knowledge 
-Brand Loyalty 
-Sex 
-Age 

Main Effects 
MS df F P 

.099 1 .077 .782 

.121 1 .094 .760 

.084 1 .065 .799 
4.619 1 3.564 . 060 

.672 1 .518 . 472 

Interactions 
MS df F P 

n.s. 

n.s. 
n.s . 
n.s . 
n.s. 

Hote: While a large number of interaction effects of control 
variables were examined, no meaningfully significant 
interaction effect was found. Thus, the results were 
dropped from the Table. 



Table 18 

Analysis of Variance Results of Difference in Overall 
Judgments Between Groups 

1. The 3 x 6 Individual Evidence ANOVA Model 

Main Effects 

Advertising 

Evidence 

Interaction 

Error 

MS 

1.589 

23.812 

5.035 

df F P 

2 1.308 .272 

5 19.595 .000 

9 4.143 .000 

1.215 326 

2. The 3 x 3 Attribute Evidence Group ANOVA Model 

Main Effects MS df F P 

Advertising 1.050 2 .847 .430 

Evidence 26.489 2 21. 380 .000 

Interaction 7.097 4 5.728 .000 

Error 1.239 174 

3. The 3 x 2 Quality Evidence Group ANOVA Model 

Main Effects 

Advertising 

Evidence 

Interaction 

Error 

MS 

2.432 

58.939 

6.477 

df F P 

2 2.044 .134 

1 49.548 .005 

2 5.445 .005 

1.190 116 
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Table 19 

Pairwise Comparisons Between OVerall Judgments in 
Advertising and Evidence Conditions and in Evidence-only 

Condition and Advertising-only Condition 

Attribute ad + EV Quality ad + EV Attribute ad + EV 
vs vs vs 

Evidence-only Evidence-only Quality ad + EV 

t df p 

ATTAVE 2.69 41 .010 

ATTPOS -2.38 38 .023 

ATTHI -.29 38 .770 

QUALAVE 2.36 39 .024 

t df p 

.67 37 .505 

1.81 38 .078 

-.60 39 .549 

2.92 38 .006 

QUALHI .38 39 .707 -1.35 39 .185 

Attribute ad + EV Quality ad + EV 
vs 

Ad-only 

t df p 

ATTAVE 1.45 59 .151 

ATTPOS -2.29 56 .026 

ATTHI 3.72 56 .000 

QUALAVE -.58 57 .567 

QUALHI 4.59 56 .000 

t 

vs 
Ad-only 

df p 

-.55 55 .583 

2.87 56 .006 

3.74 57 .000 

.30 56 .762 

2.16 56 .035 

t df p 

1.65 40 .100 

-4.76 38 .000 

.27 39 .787 

-.96 39 .344 

1.92 38 .063 

Evidence-only 
vs 

Ad-only 

t df p 

-1.44 56 .154 

.61 56 .546 

4.12 56 .000 

-3.16 56 .003 

3.81 57 .000 

Note: Overall judgments in advertising-only conditions are 
the average of those in attribute ad-only condition and in 
quality ad-only condition. 



Table 21 

Recall of Target Attribute and Quality Information of 
Evidence 

ATTAVE ATTPOS ATTHI QUALAVE QUALHI 

Attribute-ad .61 .90 .50 .67 .70 
( .50) (.31) (.51) (.48) ( .47) 

Quality-ad .35 .80 .48 .55 .85 
( .49) (.41) (.51) (.51) (.37) 

No-ad .10 .25 .40 .25 .76 
(.31) ( .44) (.50) (.44) (.43) 
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~able 22 

Analysis of Variance Results of Difference in Recall of 
~arget Attrihuteand ~arget Quality Between Groups 

1. ~he 3 x 3 Attribute Evidence Group ANOVA Model 

Main Effects 

Advertising 

Evidence 

Interaction 

Error 

MS 

2.861 

1.360 

.515 

df F P 

2 14.060 .000 

2 6.682 .002 

4 2.532 .042 

35.616 175 

2. The 3 x 2 Quality Evidence Group ANOVA Model 

Main Effects MS df F P 

Advertising .464 2 2.251 .110 

Evidence 2.418 1 11.721 .001 

Interaction .589 2 2.856 .062 

Error .206 116 
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!.fable 23 

Pairwise Coaparisons of Recall of !.farget Attribute and 
Quality Across Different Advertising Conditions 

Attribute ad + EV Quality ad + EV Attribute ad + EV 
vs vs vs 

Evidence-only Evidence-only Quality ad + EV 

t df P t df P t df P 

ATTAVE 3.95 41 .000 1.93 38 .061 1.71 41 .095 

ATTPOS 5.38 38 .000 4.07 38 .000 .87 38 .389 

ATTHI .62 38 .537 .48 39 .633 .15 39 .883 

QUALAVE 2.87 39 .007 1.98 38 .055 .75 39 .457 

QUALHI -.44 39 .664 .70 39 .489 -1.13 38 .267 
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Table 24 

Recall of Advertising Message 

ATTAVE ATTPOS ATTnI QUALAVE QUALHI Ho-EV 

Attribute-ad .87 .95 .65 .73 .85 .80 
(.34) (.22) ( .49) ( .43) (.37) ( .41) 

Quality-ad .55 .55 .52 .70 .70 .80 
(.51) (.51) (.51) ( .47) ( .47) ( .41) 
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Table 25 

Analysis of Variance Results of Difference in Advertising 
Recall Between Groups 

1. The 2 x 6 Individual Evidence ANOVA Model 

Main Effects 

Advertising 

Evidence 

Interaction 

Error 

MS 

1.922 

.226 

.239 

df F P 

1 10.087 .002 

5 1.186 .317 

5 1.257 .284 

.191 233 

2. The 2 x 3 Attribute Evidence Group ANOVA Model 

Main Effects MS df F P 

Advertising 2.453 1 12.449 .001 

Evidence .289 2 1.465 .235 

Interaction .202 2 1.023 .363 

Error .197 118 

3. The 2 x 2 Quality Evidence Group ANOVA Model 

Main Effects 

Advertising 

Evidence 

Interaction 

Error 

MS 

.225 

.040 

.039 

.192 

df 

1 

1 

1 

77 

F P 

1.174 .282 

.210 .648 

.205 .652 
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~able 26 

Discrete Judgments of Target Attribute 

ATTAVE ATTPOS ATTHI QUALAVE QUALHI Ho-EV 

Attribute-ad 6.22 1.50 5.90 5.10 6.55 6.05 
(1.31) (1.00) (1.45) (1.37) (.76) (.89) 

Quality-ad 5.35 2.05 5.52 4.70 5.40 4.80 
(1. 98) (1.67) (1.40) (1.26) (1.19) (1.51) 

Ho-ad 4.33 3.43 5.25 3.45 4.81 
(1.32) (1.86) (1.41) (1.28) (1.25) 



~able 27 

Analysis of Variance Results of Difference in Belief 
Judgments of Target Attribute Between Groups 

1. The 3 x 6 Individual Evidence ANOVA Model 

Main Effects 

Advertising 

Evidence 

Interaction 

Error 

MS 

22.338 

93.607 

12.973 

df F 

2 11.716 

5 93.607 

9 6.804 

1.907 331 

p 

.000 

.000 

.000 

2. The 3 x 3 Attribute Evidence Group ANOVA Model 

Main Effects 

Advertising 

Evidence 

Interaction 

MS 

1.320 

196.780 

20.319 

df F P 

2 .577 .563 

2 85.998 .000 

4 8.880 .000 

2.288 177 

3. The 3 x 2 Quality Evidence Group ANOVA Model 

Main Effects 

Advertising 

Evidence 

Interaction 

Error 

MS 

29.241 

42.107 

1.703 

df F P 

2 20.196 .000 

1 29.083 .000 

2 1.177 .312 

1.448 116 
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Table 28 

Pairwise Comparisons of Discrete Judgments of Target 
Attribute Across Different Advertising Conditions 

Attribute ad + EV Quality ad + EV Attribute ad + EV 
vs vs vs 

Evidence-only Evidence-only Quality ad + EV 

t df P t df P t df P 

ATTAVE 4.75 42 .000 1.93 39 .059 1.71 41 .094 

ATTPOS -4.11 39 .000 -2.49 39 .017 -1.26 38 .214 

ATTHI 1.44 38 .158 .62 39 .536 .85 39 .403 

QUALAVE 3.97 39 .000 3.12 38 .003 .96 39 .344 

QUALHI 5.36 39 .000 1.55 39 .129 3.65 38 .001 
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!rable 29 

Brand Extension Evaluations of Related Product Category 

A!r!rAVE ATTPOS ATTHI QUALAVE QUALHI No-EV 

Attribute-ad 5.10 3.55 5.18 4.17 5.38 4.47 
(.83) (1.22) (1.42) (.89) (1.18) (1.10) 

Quality-ad 4.78 4.12 5.48 4.30 5.26 4.53 
(1. 25) (1.59) (1.06) (1.10) (1.15) (1.34) 

No-ad 4.75 4.19 5.32 3.68 5.38 
(1.07) (1.16) (.70) (1.47) (.97) 
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Table 30 

Analysis of Variance Results of Difference in Brand 
Bxtension Evaluations of Related Products Between Groups 

1. The 3 x 6 Individual Evidence ANOVA Model 

Main Effects MS df F p 

Advertising 1.118 2 .832 .436 

Evidence 21.954 5 16.323 .000 

Interaction 1.624 9 1.208 .289 

Error 1.345 329 

2. The 3 x 3 Attribute Evidence Group AHOVA Model 

Main Effects 

Advertising 

Evidence 

Interaction 

Error 

MS 

.602 

28.820 

2.789 

df F P 

2 .447 .640 

2 21. 406 .000 

4 2.071 .086 

1.346 177 

3. The 3 x 2 Quality Evidence Group AHOVA Model 

Main Effects 

Advertising 

Evidence 

Interaction 

Error 

MS 

.824 

50.402 

1.402 

df F P 

2 .638 .530 

1 39.051 .000 

2 1.086 .341 

1.291 114 
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~able 31 

Pairwise Comparisons of Brand Extension Evaluations of 
Related Product Category Across Different Advertising 

Conditions 

Attribute ad + EV Quality ad + EV Attribute ad + EV 
vs vs vs 

Evidence-only Evidence-only Quality ad + EV 

t df P t df P t df P 

RELATED PRODU~ CATEGORY 

A~TAVE 2.77 42 .008 1.27 39 .211 1.00 41 .324 

A~TPOS -1.72 39 .092 -.17 39 .866 -1.27 38 .213 

A~THI -.38 38 .708 .56 39 .576 -.75 39 .457 

QUALAVE 1.30 39 .200 1.50 38 .141 -.40 39 .690 

gUALHI .01 39 .994 -.36 37 .721 .33 36 .744 
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Table 32 

Brand Extension Evaluations of Unrelated Product Category 

ATTAVE ATTPOS ATTHI QUALAVE QUALHI Mo-EV 

Attribute-ad 3.59 3.62 4.07 3.32 4.03 3.33 
(1.12) (1.40) (1.56) (1.19) (1.40) (.90) 

Quality-ad 3.42 4.25 4.60 3.55 4.26 3.93 
(1.42) (1.51) (1.49) (.97) (1.30) (1.14) 

No-ad 3.54 3.79 4.57 3.55 4.54 
(.96) (1.47) (1. 42) (1.45) (1.22) 
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Table 33 

Analysis of Variance Results of Difference in Brand 
Extension Evaluations of Unrelated Products Between Groups 

1. The 3 x 6 Individual Evidence AHOVA Model 

Main Effects 

Advertising 

Evidence 

Interaction 

Error 

MS 

4.023 

9.238 

.797 

df 

2 

5 

9 

1.697 328 

F P 

2.371 .095 

5.444 .000 

.469 .895 

2. The 3 x 3 Attribute Evidence Group AHOVA Model 

Main Effects 

Advertising 

Evidence 

Interaction 

Error 

MS 

1.651 

12.081 

1.232 

df 

2 

2 

4 

1. 904 176 

F P 

.867 .422 

6.344 .002 

.647 .630 

3. The 3 x 2 Quality Evidence Group AHOVA Model 

Main Effects 

Advertising 

Evidence 

Interaction 

Error 

_--"-'M=S:...-_--=d=f=--_---=F=--__ ~P.'__ 
~ 

2.434 

19.532 

.259 

2 

1 

2 

1.591 114 

.901 .409 

12.280 .001 

.163 .850 
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Thank you for participating in this study. The purpose 

of this study is to see how consumers evaluate various 

products. There are no right or wrong answers. We are 

interested only in your perceptions. It is important for us 

to have complete information, so please try to answer all of 

the guestions below. 

Once you move on to the next page, you are not to 

go back to any previous page(s). Please open each page of 

this questionnaire when you are told to do so. Thank you 

very much. 

First, you will see the advertisements for two 

products. Please closely examine the description contained 

in each ad. Later, you will be asked some questions about 

these ads. 
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Try BaMer and You'" Feel the Difference. 

Banner 
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Now, we would like to ask your overall evaluation of each 

product based on what you saw in the above advertisements. 

OVerall, Z think the HAST stereo is: 

very good quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very bad quality 

verY likable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very dislikable 

very unfavorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very favorable 

OVerall, Z think the BABllBR yogurt is: 

very good quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very bad quality 

very likable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very dislikable 

very unfavorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very favorable 
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As consumers, we often make decisions about the 

products and services that we learn about from TV, magazine, 

newspapers, or from the people we know. One of the most 

popular sources of product information is Consumer Reports. 

The following pages contain information from Consumer 

Reports about the advertised brand you just saw. 

The ratings given in the report reflect ratings of 

quality, The higher the number, the better the quality 

rating on that aspect. 

According to Consumer Reports' performance tests, the 

MAST stereo had an average rating on features and 

conveniences (5). The repair records and durability tests 

showed that the MAST stereo was also average (5). The MAST 

stereo did an excellent job of reproducing loud, deep bass 

with very high sound capacity (10). In appearance, the MAST 

model was shaped like others that are commonly found models 

in the market (5). The warr~nty coverage was average (5). 
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As consumers, we often make decisions about the 

products and services that we learn about from TV, magazine, 

newspapers, or from the people we know. One of the most 

popular sources of product information is Consumer Reports. 

The following pages contain information from Consumer 

Reports about the advertised brand you just saw. 

The ratings given in the report reflect ratings of 

quality, The higher the number, the better the quality 

rating on that aspect. 

According to Consumer Reports' performance tests, the 

MAST stereo had many special features and conveniences (10). 

The repair records and durability tests showed that the MAST 

stereo was in good standing (7). However, the MAST stereo 

did only a fair job of reproducing loud, deep bass with 

relatively low power capacity (4). The MAST stereo had a 

contemporary style with an excellent appearance (10). The 

warranty coverage was also rated as good (7). 
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As consumers, we often make decisions about the 

products and services that we learn about from TV, magazine, 

newspapers, or from the people we know. One of the most 

popular sources of product information is Consumer Reports. 

The following pages contain information from Consumer 

Reports about the advertised brand you just saw. 

The ratings given in the report reflect ratings of 

quality, The higher the number, the better the quality 

rating on that aspect. 

According to Consumer Reports' performance tests, the 

MAST stereo had many special features and conveniences in 

these features (10). The repair records and durability 

tests showed that the MAST stereo was in good standing (7). 

The MAST stereo did an excellent job of reproducing loud, 

deep bass with very high sound capacity (10). The MAST 

stereo had a contemporary style with an excellent appearance 

(10). The warranty coverage was also rated as good (7). 
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As consumers, we often make decisions about the 

products and services that we learn about from TV, magazine, 

newspapers, or from the people we know. One of the most 

popular sources of product information is Consumer Reports. 

The following pages contain information from Consumer 

Reports about the advertised brand you just saw. 

According to Consumer Reports' performance tests on 

various aspects of stereos, the overall performance or 

quality of the MAST stereo was judged to be an average in 

the industry standard. 
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As consumers, we often make decisions about the 

products and services that we learn about from TV, magazine, 

newspapers, or from the people we know. One of the most 

popular sources of product information is Consumer Reports. 

The following pages contain information from Consumer 

Reports about the advertised brand you just saw. 

According to Consumer Reports' performance tests on 

various aspects of stereos, the higher overall quality of 

the MAST stereo was judged to be comparable to the quality 

of top-rated brands. 



The ratings given in the report reflect ratings of 

quality, The higher the number, the better the quality 

rating on that aspect. 
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According to Consumer Reports' performance tests, the 

flavor of the BAHNER yogurt was in average standing. The 

panel of sensory consultants found some minor sensory 

defects (5). The Banner yogurt had an average amount of 

natural fruit (5). Eight ounces of the BANNER yogurt had an 

enormously low level of 80 calories, much less than the 

average of 180 calories of the similar types of yogurt (10). 

The Consumer Reports' test found the BANNER yogurt had an 

average level of sodium (5). The BAHNER yogurt had an 

average number of nutrients including calcium (5). 



The ratings given in the report reflect ratings of 

quality, The higher the number, the better the quality 

rating on that aspect. 
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According to Consumer Reports' performance tests, the 

BANNER yogurt had an excellent smooth, creamy consistency. 

The panel of sensory consultants did not find any sensory 

defect (10). The BANNER yogurt had relatively higher amount 

of natural fruit (7). Eight ounces of the BANNER yogurt had 

180 calories, a little bit more than the average of similar 

types of yogurt (4). The Consumer Reports' test found the 

BANNER yogurt had a very low level of sodium (10). The 

BAHNER yogurt had a relatively large number of nutrients 

including calcium (7). 



The ratings given in the report reflect ratings of 

quality, The higher the number, the better the quality 

rating on that aspect. 
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The Consumer Reports' test found the BAHNER yogurt had 

a very low level of sodium (10). The BANNER yogurt had a 

relatively large number of nutrients including calcium (7). 

According to Consumer Reports' performance tests, the BANNER 

yogurt had an excellent smooth, creamy consistency. The 

panel of sensory consultants did not find any sensory defect 

(10). The BANNER yogurt had relatively higher amount of 

natural fruit (7). Eight ounces of the BANNER yogurt had an 

enormously low level of 80 calories, much less than the 

average of 180 calories of the similar types of yogurt (10). 
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According to Consumer Reports' performance tests on 

various aspects of yogurt products, the overall performance 

or quality of the BANNER yogurt was judged to have an 

average standing currently in the market. 
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According to Consumer Reports' performance tests on 

various aspects of yogurt products, the overall performance 

or quality of the BANNER yogurt was judged to be comparable 

to other top-rated yogurt products in the market. 
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NOw, we would like to ask your overall evaluation of each 

product based on what you saw in the ad and Consumer 

Reports' information. 

Overall, I think the MAS~ stereo is: 

Very good quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very likable 

Very favorable 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Overall, I think the DABBER yogurt is: 

Very bad quality 

Very dislikable 

Very unfavorable 

Very good quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very bad quality 

Very likable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very dislikable 

Very favorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unfavorable 



Please write down as much as you can remember from the 

advertisement of the MAST Stereo. 

Please write down as much as you can remember from the 

advertisement of the BARBER Yogurt. 
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Please write down as much as you can remember from 

information about the MAST Stereo provided by Consumer 

Reports. 

Please write down as much as you can remember from 

information about the BAHBBR Yogurt provided by Consumer 

Reports. 
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Please respond to the following questions. 

S!rBRBO 

1. How important do you think special features and 
conveniences are for Stereo? 
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Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

2. How important do you think repair records and durability 
are for Stereo? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

3. How important do you think sound capacity is for Stereo? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

4. How important do your think style and appearance are for 
Stereo? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

5. How important do you think warranty coverage is for 
Stereo? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

1. How important do you think flavor and taste are for 
Yogurt? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

2. How important do you think the aaount of fruit is for 
Yogurt? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

3. How important do you think low calories is for Yogurt? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 
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4. How important do you think low amount of sodium is for 
yogurt? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

5. How important do you think good nutrients are for Yogurt? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

THABK YOU FOR YOUR TIME 
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This is a part of marketing research at the University 
of Arizona. We are interested in your opinion about two 
products -- S~REO and YOGUR~. We would deeply appreciate 
it if you would take your time and finish this 
questionnaire. 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH 



We are asking your op1n10n on two products: stereo and 
yogurt. Please respond to the following questions. 

STEREO 

1. How important do you think FM tuner performance is for 
Stereo? 
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Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

* How certain are you about your rating on this? 

Very certain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very uncertain 

2. How important do you think AN tuner performance is for 
Stereo? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

* How certain are you about your rating on this? 

Very certain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very uncertain 

3. How important do you think the Capability of interface 
with VCR & TV is for Stereo? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

* How certain are you about your rating on this? 

Very certain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very uncertain 

4. How important do your think Convenience to use is for 
Stereo? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

* How certain are you about your rating on this? 

Very certain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very uncertain 

5. How important do you think strong Power Capacity is for 
Stereo? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

* How certain are you about your rating on this? 

Very certain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very uncertain 
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6. How important do you think Repair records is for stereo? 

Very important 1 2 3 4, 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

* How certain are you about your rating on this? 

Very certain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very uncertain 

7. How important do you think Warranty coverage is for 
Stereo? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

* How certain are you about your rating on this? 

Very certain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very uncertain 

8. How important do you think Dolby surround sound is for 
Stereo? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

* How certain are you about your rating on this? 

Very certain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very uncertain 

9. How important do you think Tone controls is for Stereo? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

* How certain are you about your rating on this? 

Very certain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very uncertain 

10. How important do you think Control layout is for Stereo? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

* How certain are you about your rating on this? 

Very certain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very uncertain 



233 

11. How important do you think Amplifier performance is for 
Stereo? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

* How certain are you about your rating on this? 

Very certain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very uncertain 

12. How important do you think Style and appearance are for 
Stereo? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

* How certain are you about your rating on this? 

Very certain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very uncertain 

YOGURT 

1. How important do you think '!raste is for Yogurt? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

* How certain are you about your rating on this? 

Very certain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very uncertain 

2. How important do you think the Amount of fruit is for 
yogurt? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

* How certain are you about your rating on this? 

Very certain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very uncertain 

3. How important do you think Low calories is for yogurt? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

* How certain are you about your rating on this? 

Very certain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very uncertain 
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4. How important do you think Low aaount of sodiwa is for 
yogurt? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

* How certain are you about your rating on this? 

Very certain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very uncertain 

5. How important do you think good lIutrients are for yogurt? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

* How certain are you about your rating on this? 

Very certain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very uncertain 

6. How important do you think Flavor is for Yogurt? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

* How certain are you about your rating on this? 

Very certain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very uncertain 

7. How important do you think Protein is for Yogurt? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

* How certain are you about your rating on this? 

Very certain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very uncertain 

8. How important do you think Low fat is for Yogurt? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

* How certain are you about your rating on this? 

Very certain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very uncertain 

9. How important do you think Price is for Yogurt? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

* How certain are you about your rating on this? 

Very certain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very uncertain 
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10. How important do you think Smoothness is for Yogurt? 

Very important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unimportant 

* How certain are you about your rating on this? 

Very certain 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very uncertain 
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We would like to ask you to think about five fictitious 
brand names for a STEREO product. Please respond to each 
brand name on how much you would like it as a stereo brand 
name and how appropriate you think it is as a stereo brand 
name. Also, please tell us what kind of impression you can 
associate with each brand name. 

1. "Alpine" 

* As a stereo brand name, I think "Alpine" is: 

Very favorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unfavorable 

2. 

Very Very 
approprIate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 inappropriate 

* What kinds of characteristics of a stereo product can 
you associate with the brand name "Alpine"? 

"Hast" 

* As a stereo brand name, I think "Mast" is: 

Very favorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unfavorable 

Very Very 
appropriate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 inappropriate 

* What kinds of characteristics of a stereo product can 
you associate with the brand name "Mast"? 
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3. " Rococo" 

Very favorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unfavorable 

Very 
appropriate 1 2 3 4 

Very 
5 6 7 inappropriate 

* What kinds of characteristics of a stereo product can 
you associate with the brand name "Rococo"? 

4 . " Schugan" 

Very favorable 1 

Very 
appropriate 1 

2 

2 

3 4 

3 4 

5 6 7 Very unfavorable 

Very 
5 6 7 inappropriate 

* What kinds of characteristics of a stereo product can 
you associate with the brand name "Schugan"? 
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5. "Tecbaji" 

Very favorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unfavorable 

Very Very 
appropriate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 inappropriate 

* What kinds of characteristics of a stereo product can 
you associate with the brand name "Techaji"? 
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We would like to ask you to think about five fictitious 
brand names for a YOGURT product. Please respond to each 
brand name on how much you would like it as a yogurt brand 
name and how appropriate you think it is as a yogurt brand 
name. Also, please tell us what kind of impression you can 
associate with each brand name. 

1. "Banner" 

* As a yogurt brand name, I think "Banner" is: 

Very favorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unfavorable 

Very Very 
appropriate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 inappropriate 

* What kinds of characteristics of a yogurt product can 
you associate with the brand name "Banner"? 

2. "CUpid" 

Very favorable 1 

Very 
appropriate 1 

2 

2 

3 4 

3 4 

5 6 7 Very unfavorable 

Very 
5 6 7 inappropriate 

* What kinds of characteristics of a yogurt product can 
you associate with the brand name "Banner"? 
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3. "Date" 

Very favorable 1 

Very 
appropriate 1 

2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unfavorable 

Very 
2 3 4 5 6 7 inappropriate 

* what kinds of characteristics of a yogurt product can 
you associate with the brand name "Date"? 

4. "Lark" 

Very favorable 1 

Very 
appropriate 1 

2 

2 

3 4 

3 4 

5 6 7 Very unfavorable 

Very 
5 6 7 inappropriate 

* What kinds of characteristics of a yogurt product can 
you associate with the brand name "Lark"? 
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S. "Vivian" 

Very favorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very unfavorable 

Very 
appropriate 1 2 3 5 

Very 
6 7 inappropriate 

* What kinds of characteristics of a yogurt product can 
you associate with the brand name "Vivian"? 

~ YOU FOR YOUR TIME 
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Thank you for participating in this study. The purpose 
of this study is to see how consumers evaluate various 
products. There are no right or wrong answers. We are 
interested only in your perceptions. It is important for us 
to have complete information, so please try to answer all of 
the questions below. Once you move on to the next page, you 
are not to go back to any previous page(s). Please open 
each page of this questionnaire when you are told to do so. 
Thank you very much. 

First, you will see advertisements for two products. 
Please closely examine the description contained in each ad. 
Later, you will be asked some questions about the 
description of these ads. 
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Plenty of fresh fruit 

that's on the bottom 

'" t' 
.) 
;j 

. '. 
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For each question below please circle the number which best 
indicates your response to the above advertisements. 

Z thought the advertisement for Banner stereo was: 

very uninformative 

very unbelievable 

very unfavorable 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

very informative 

very believable 

very favorable 

Z thought the advertisement for A1pine Yogurt was: 

very uninformative 

very unbelievable 

very unfavorable 

1 2 3 4 567 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1 2 3 4 567 

very informative 

very believable 

very favorable 
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As consumers, we often make decisions about the 

products and services that we learn about from TV, magazine, 

newspapers, or from the people we know. One of the most 

popular sources of product information is Consumer Reports. 

~he following pages contain information from Consumer 

Reports about various brands, including the advertised brand 

you just saw. 

S~EREO 

***** **** *** ** * 
Better <---------------> Worse 

Brand FM tuner AM tuner Capability of Conve- Power 
perfor- perfor- interface with nience output 
mance mance VCR & TV 

SPEX ** ** * *** * 

Banner *** ** ***** **** *** 

~XNAD **** *** **** **** **** 

Schugan *** *** *** **** ** 

~echaji ***** **** **** ***** **** 
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As consumers, we often make decisions about the 

products and services that we learn about from TV, magazine, 

newspapers, or from the people we know. One of the most 

popular sources of product information is Consumer Reports. 

~he following pages contain information from Consumer 

Reports about various brands, including the advertised brand 

you just saw. 

SHREO 

***** **** *** ** * 
Better <---------------> Worse 

Brand FM tuner AM tuner Capability of Conve- Power 
perfor- perfor- interface with nience output 
mance mance VCR & TV 

SPEX ** ** * *** * 

Banner ***** **** * ***** **** 

~XHAD **** *** **** **** **** 

Schugan *** *** *** **** ** 

~echaji ***** **** **** ***** **** 
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As consumers, we often make decisions about the 

products and services that we learn about from TV, magazine, 

newspapers, or from the people we know. One of the most 

popular sources of product information is Consumer Reports. 

The following pages contain information from Consumer 

Reports about various brands, including the advertised brand 

you just saw. 

STEREO 

***** **** *** ** * 
Better <---------------> Worse 

Brand FM tuner AM tuner Capability of Conve- Power 
perfor- perfor- interface with nience output 
mance mance VCR & TV 

SPEX ** ** * *** * 

Banner ***** **** ***** ***** **** 

TXNAD **** *** **** **** **** 

Schugan *** ** *** **** ** 

Techaji ***** **** **** ***** **** 
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As consumers, we often make decisions about the 

products and services that we learn about from TV, magazine, 

newspapers, or from the people we know. One of ·the most 

popular sources of product information is Consumer Reports. 

The following pages contain information from Consumer 

Reports about various brands, including the advertised brand 

you just saw. 

STEREO 

***** **** *** ** * 
Better <---------------> Worse 

Brand Overall quality performance 

SPEX * 

Banner *** 

TXHAD **** 

Schugan ** 

Techaji ***** 
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As consumers, we often make decisions about the 

products and services that we learn about from TV, magazine, 

newspapers, or from the people we know. One of the most 

popular sources of product information is Consumer Reports. 

The following pages contain information from Consumer 

Reports about various brands, including the advertised brand 

you just saw. 

SDREO 

Brand 

SPEX 

Banner 

TXHAD 

Schugan 

Techaji 

**** *** ** ***** 
Better <---------------> 

Overall quality performance 

* 

***** 

**** 

** 

***** 

* Worse 
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***** **** *** ** * 
Better <---------------> Worse 

Brand Taste Amount of Calories Sodium Nutrient 
fruit 

Alpine *** ***** ** **** *** 

Creamy 
Delight * * ** *** ** 

Nature's 
Milk **** **** *** **** **** 

Lark ** *** *** **** *** 

Vivian **** **** **** ***** ***** 
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***** **** *** ** * 
Better <---------------> Worse 

Brand Taste Amount of Calories Sodium Nutrient 
fruit 

Alpine **** * **** ***** ***** 

Creamy 
Delight * * ** *** ** 

Nature's 
Milk **** **** *** **** **** 

Lark ** *** *** **** *** 

Vivian **** **** **** ***** ***** 



Brand Taste Amount of 
fruit 

Alpine **** ***** 

Creamy 
Delight * * 

--Nature's 
Milk **** **** 

Lark ** *** 

Vivian **** **** 
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**** *** ** ***** 
Better <---------------> * Worse 

Calories Sodium Nutrient 

**** ***** ***** 

** *** ** 

*** **** **** 

*** **** *** 

**** ***** ***** 
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YOGURT 

***** **** *** ** * 
Better <---------------> Worse 

Brand Overall quality 

Alpine *** 

Creamy 
Delight * 

Nature's 
Milk **** 

Lark ** 

Vivian ***** 
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***** **** *** ** * 
Better <-----------------> Worse 

Brand OVerall quality 

Alpine ***** 

Creamy 
Delight * 

Bature's 
Milk **** 

Lark ** 

Vivian ***** 



Please provide following information. 

1. How often do you use a stereo? 

a. more than once a day 
c. a few times a week 
e. two or three times a month 
g. less than once a month 

2. Do you have your own stereo? 

a. Yes 

b. once a day 
d. once a week 
f. once a month 
h. never 

b. No 
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3. (a) What, if any, is your favorite brand of stereo? 

(b) If you were to buy a new stereo, what is the 
likelihood that you would buy this same brand? 

Not at all likely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likely 

4. Compared to the average stereo buyer, how knowledgeable 
would you say you are about the technical characteristics 
of stereo receivers? 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Much less 
knowledgeable 1 2 3 

How often do you eat yogurt? 

a. more than once a day 
c. a few times a week 

4 5 6 7 

b. 
d. 

e. two or three times a month f. 
g. less than once a month h. 

(a) What, if any, is your favorite brand 

(b) How often do you eat this particular 

Not very often 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Compared to the average yogurt buyer, how 
you say you are about yogurt? 

Much less 
knowledgeable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Much more 
knowledgeable 

once a day 
once a week 
once a month 
never 

of yogurt? 

brand? 

Very often 

knowledge would 

Much more 
knowledgeable 

Your sex is · a. male b. female · 
Your age is · · 
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We would like to ask .your overall evaluation based on what 
you saw in the ad an4 the Consumer Reports' excerpt. 

Overall, I think the Banner stereo is: 

Very bad quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good quality 

Very dislikable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likable 

Very unfavorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very favorable 

Overall, I think the Alpine yogurt is: 

Very bad quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good quality 

Very dislikable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likable 

Very unfavorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very favorable 

Compared to my impression from the advertisement, the actual 
information from Consumer Reports excerpt about Banner 
Stereo was: 

Much worse 
than I expected 

1 2 3 4 567 Much better 
than I expected 

Compared to my impression from the advertisement, the actual 
information from Consumer Reports excerpt about Alpine 
Yogurt was: 

Much worse 
than I expected 

1 2 3 4 567 Much better 
than I expected 
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Please write down as much as you can remember from the 

description of the product in the advertisement for Banner 

Stereo. 

Please write down as much as you can remember from the 

description of the product in the advertisement for A1pine 

Yogurt. 



Please write down as much as you can remember from the 

Consumer Reports excerpt about Banner Stereo. 

Please write down as much as you can remember from the 

Consumer Reports excerpt about A1pine Yogurt. 
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The manufacturer of the Banner Stereo is trying to introduce 
a new brand of VCRs to the market. Please indicate how you 
would evaluate their new product. 

Very unfavorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very favorable 

Very dislikable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likable 

Very poor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good 
quality quality 

The manufacturer of the Banner Stereo is trying to introduce 
a new brand of Electronic Keyboards to the market. Please 
indicate how you would evaluate their new product. 

Very unfavorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very favorable 

Very dislikable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likable 

Very poor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good 
quality quality 

The manufacturer of the A1pine Yogurt is trying to introduce 
a new brand of Fruit Preserves to the market. Please 
indicate how you would evaluate their new product. 

Very unfavorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very favorable 

Very dislikable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likable 

Very poor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good 
quality quality 

The manufacturer of the A1pine yogurt is trying to introduce 
a new brand of Mayonnaise to the market. Please indicate 
how you would evaluate their new product. 

Very unfavorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very favorable 

Very dislikable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very likable 

Very poor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very good 
quality quality 



Please respond to the following questions. 

STEREO 
Based on what you saw in the ad and the Consumer Reports 
excerpt, how likely do you think it is that Banner stereo 

a. has excellent FM tuner performance: 

Most unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Most likely 

b. has excellent AM tuner performance: 

Most unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Most likely 
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c. has excellent capability to interface with TVs and VCRs: 

Most unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Most likely 

d. is convenient to use: 

Most unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Most likely 

e. has strong power output: 

Most unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Most likely 

YOGURT 
Based on what you saw in the ad and the Consumer Reports 
excerpt, how likely do you think it is that Alpine yogurt 

a. tastes great: 

Most unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Most likely 

b. has a lot of fruit: 

Most unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Most likely 

c. has low calories: 

Most unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Most likely 

d. is low in sodiua: 

Most unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Most likely 

e. has good nutrients: 

Most unlikely 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Most likely 



265 

The list below identifies a number of attributes that mayor 
may not be important to you in evaluating a stereo and a 
yogurt. Please read through the list of attributes and use 
the associated importance scale to indicate how important 
this attribute is to you. Please circle the number which 
best indicates your response. 

STBREO 

Very Rot at all 
iaportant important 

a. FM tuner performance: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

b. AM tuner performance: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

c. Capability of 
interface with 
VCRs and TVs: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

d. Convenience to use: 1 2 3 4& 5 6 7 

e. Power output: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

YOGURT 

Very Bot at all 
important iJaportant 

a. Taste: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

b. Amount of fruit: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

c. Low calories: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

d. Low amount of sodium: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

e. Nutrients: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Please respond to the following questions. 

a. How important do you think the Capability of interface is 
likely to be as an attribute in evaluating VCRs? 

Very unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very important 

b. How important do you think the Capability of interface is 
likely to be as an attribute in evaluating Electronic 
keyboards? 

Very unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very important 

c. How important do you think the Amount of fruit is likely 
to be as an attribute in evaluating Fruit preserves? 

Very unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very important 

d. How important do you think the Amount of fruit is likely 
to be as an attribute in evaluating Mayonnaise? 

Very unimportant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Very important 
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The following is a list of brand names that you saw in 
the Consumer Reports excerpt. Please think back to the 
information you saw in the Consumer Reports excerpt earlier 
and try to recall and write down each brand's rating on each 
of its attributes. 

STEREO 

Brand 

SPEX 

Banner 

TXHAD 

Schugan 

Techaji 

Brand 

Alpine 

Creamy 
Delight 

Nature's 
Milk 

Lark 

Vivian 

FM tuner 
perfor
mance 

Taste 

AM tuner 
perfor
mance 

Amount of 
fruit 

***** **** 
5 4 

Capability of 
interface with 

VCR & TV 

*** 
3 

Conve
nience 

** * 
2 1 

Power 
output 

Calories Sodium Nutrient 
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The following is a list of brand names that you saw in 
the Consumer Reports excerpt. Please think back to the 
information you saw in the Consumer Reports excerpt earlier 
and try to recall and write down each brand's rating on each 
of its attributes. 

STEREO 

Brand 

SPEX 

Banner 

TXHAD 

Schugan 

Techaji 

Brand 

Alpine 

Creamy 
Delight 

Nature's 
Milk 

Lark 

Vivian 

FM tuner 
perfor
mance 

AM tuner 
perfor
mance 

***** **** 
5 4 

Capability of 
interface with 

VCR & TV 

Overall quality 

*** 
3 

Conve
nience 

** * 
1 2 

Power 
output 
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The following is a list of brand names that you saw in 
the Consumer Reports excerpt. Please think back to the 
information you saw in the Consumer Reports excerpt earlier 
and try to recall and write down the ratings of the overall 
quality of each brand. 

SDREO 

Brand 

SPEX 

Banner 

TXNAD 

Schugan 

Techaji 

YOGURT 

Brand 

Alpine 

Creamy 
Delight 

Nature's 
Milk 

Lark 

Vivian 

***** 
5 

Overall quality performance 

Taste Amount of 
fruit 

Calories 

**** *** ** 
4 3 2 

Sodium Nutrient 

* 
1 
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The following is a list of brand names that you saw in 
the Consumer Reports excerpt. Please think back to the 
information you saw in the Consumer Reports excerpt earlier 
and try to recall and write down the ratings of the overall 
quality of each brand. 

SDRBO 

Brand 

SPEX 

Banner 

TXHAD 

Schugan 

Techaji 

Brand 

Alpine 

Creamy 
Delight 

Nature's 
Milk 

Lark 

Vivian 

***** **** *** ** 
5 3 2 

OVerall quality performance 

OVerall quality 

* 
1 
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