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ABSTRACT
Advertisers often employ tactics to enhance the persuasiveness of their messages.
One such tactic is when advertisers choose to portray message information positively or
negatively, a tactic known as ‘framing’. For example, an anti-dandruff shampoo
advertisement can focus on how problematic dandruff is, or on the clean scalp a person can
get by using the shampoo. This research explores a type of framing which is commonly used
in advertising, problem/solution framing, but which is understudied in the academic
literature. The influence of the type of information being communicated, such as selfpresentation, is also considered.
This thesis draws on the framing and self-presentation literatures to develop a
model that establishes the boundary conditions under which problem/solution framing may or
may not enhance persuasion. Research in the framing and self-presentation literatures has
shown that consumers often exhibit different reactions to positive and negative information.
Based on this research stream, the proposed model suggests that when problem frames are
perceived to be threatening to the viewer’s self, they will be detrimental to persuasion.
Specifically, the model suggests that problem/solution framing will have an unfavourable
effect on persuasion when it increases the perceived proximity of negative information to the
viewer’s self, but will have a favourable effect on persuasion when it increases the perceived
proximity of positive information to the viewer’s self.
Thus, the proposed thesis also introduces a new conceptual variable, the perceived
proximity to the self (PPS) and develops and tests a PPS scale to measure it. PPS is then
utilised to develop hypotheses that are tested using a 2 (self-presentation: low, high) x2
(message frame: problem vs. solution) experimental design. Findings from this research
support the proposition that problem frames relating to conspicuous product-benefit appeals
are considered to be more threatening to the self than advertisements relating to
inconspicuous product-benefit appeals.
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CHAPTER 1 1.1

INTRODUCTION

OVERVIEW
Advertisers use a variety of tactics to get viewer’s attention and to influence the

persuasiveness of their messages. Consider the advertisements (“ads”) below. The Zeno ad
shows a young woman with beautiful skin, while the HP ad depicts a young woman who is
having problems with her printer. In other words, the Zeno ad focuses on the
benefits/solutions derived from using the brand advertised, whereas the HP advertisement
focuses on the problems and frustrations people have when their printer breaks down and
how using an HP printer can help the user avoid such problems. These types of tactics are
called problem/solution framing, whereby advertisers either focus on the solutions or benefits
derived from using the product advertised (“solution framing”), or on the problems for which
the product advertised can be used to get rid of (“problem framing”). Another aspect of the
ads is that the Zeno ad relates to a product that helps people with the way they present
themselves to others, whereas the HP ad does not really provide viewers with information
that can help them present themselves to others. This thesis will examine how
problem/solution framing and message information content, such as self-presentation
information, influence ad and brand attitudes.
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1.1.1

FRAMING
Framing refers to the construction of differently-phrased versions of a decision

problem, where the different versions are inherently the same. However, the different
versions elicit different preferences when presented separately to decision makers (Tversky
and Kahneman 1981). Framing is a commonly used tactic in advertising, whereby advertisers
either use positively or negatively valenced information to influence the persuasiveness of
their messages. Framing effects have been reported in health-related decision-making,
gambling behaviour, consumer choices, and communications, amongst others (Levin et al.
1998). For example, Levin and Gaeth (1988) showed that describing beef as either 20% fat or
80% lean had a different effect on consumer evaluations of the taste of the meat, even though
the different descriptions provided the same information.
Research investigating the effects of framing effects on persuasion and judgement
has yielded mixed findings; some researchers found that negative framing was more
persuasive (Ganzach and Karsahi 1995; Meyerowitz and Chaiken 1987) while others found
positive framing to be more persuasive (Levin and Gaeth 1988; Levin et al. 1985). Levin,
Schneider and Gaeth (1998) attribute the mixed results of framing effects in the literature to
the different operationalisation of framing contexts. Levin et al. (1998) reviewed the literature
on framing effects and outlined three main types of framing manipulations used: risky choice
framing, attribute framing and goal framing. According to Levin et al. (1998) different types
of framing effects tap into different underlying processes. Consequently, findings from one
type of framing may not be applicable to another. It is imperative that each type of framing be
studied in its own right.
One type of framing that is commonly used by advertisers is problem/solution
framing. A solution frame is an advertising message that is phrased in terms of the solutions
or benefits provided by the brand advertised, whereas a problem frame is an advertising
message that is phrased in terms of the problems that the brand addresses. For example, an
advertisement for a laundry detergent may focus on how the detergent makes clothes clean
and bright (solution frame) or may focus on the stubborn stains that the brand can get rid of
(problem frame). To date, problem/solution framing effects have been largely overlooked in
the framing literature. It is still unclear which type of frame, solution or problem, is more
persuasive. Moreover, it is unclear with which types of information problem/solution framing
can be more effective. For example, is problem-framed information relating to social self-
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presentation concerns similarly persuasive to problem-framed information not relating to
social self-presentational concerns? Or is it better to frame information relating to selfpresentational concerns in a positive manner? The paragraphs below provide an overview
about what self-presentation is and why it might have an influence on problem/solution
framing effects.

1.1.2

SELF-PRESENTATION
Self-presentation refers to people’s efforts to portray information about and images

of themselves to others (Baumeister 1982). Concerns about self-presentation are rather
prevalent. For example, Baumeister (1982) showed that self-presentation highly influenced
people’s behaviours in the presence of others. Self-presentation influences people’s social
behaviours because the formation of the self-concept is highly influenced by the perceptions
of others (Shrauger and Shoeneman 1979; Spencer et al. 2001). Consumers are generally
highly interested in others forming positive impressions of them and like to present
themselves positively (Baumeister 1998b). Consumers prefer to present themselves positively
because people develop, create and maintain favourable self-images by seeking the
favourable evaluations of others (Tyler and Feldman 2005).
The self-presentation literature suggests that consumers generally strive to have a
positive self-image, and that negative self-images and negative feelings associated with the
self may be perceived as threats and may lead to defensive reactions. People’s self-image can
suffer if they receive negative feedback or if they believe others judge them negatively (Leary
et al. 1998). For example, Hastorf et al. (1970) found that people like a source of information
when the information is ego-enhancing but dislike the source when the information is
damaging to the ego. To minimize or eliminate the negative implications of such threats to
the self, people engage in protective strategies, such as defensive reactions, in order to restore
or protect their positive self-image (Brown et al. 1992; Roth et al. 1986) and to minimize
vulnerability to unfavourable feedback or perceived self-deficiencies (Baumeister 1998b).

1.1.3

PROPOSED MODEL
The manner in which a message is framed within an advertisement or other

marketing communication may influence consumers’ decisions to try the brand (Ganzach and
Karsahi 1995; Puto 1987). The framing literature suggests that consumers exhibit different
preferences with regards to positive and negative messages, and the self-presentation
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literature suggests that consumers prefer to associate with positive self-images over negative
self-images. Therefore, this research proposes that advertising messages that increase the
proximity of a negative scenario to a consumer’s self or self-image will be received less
favourably than messages that increase the proximity of a positive scenario to a consumer’s
self or self-image.
This research introduces a new construct: “perceived proximity to the self” (PPS),
which is hereby defined as the perceived proximity of a scenario depicted in an advertisement
and the associations contained therein to the perceiver’s self. It is proposed that when
negative associations contained in an advertisement are perceived to be too proximate to the
perceiver’s self, such associations will be perceived as threats that lead to defensive reactions
to the source of the threat. It is further proposed that the more proximate a negative situation
is perceived to be, then the greater the defensive reaction will be. On the other hand, it is
proposed that positive associations that are perceived to be proximate to the self will reduce
resistance to persuasion.

1.2

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES
As noted previously, problem/solution framing is commonly used in advertising but

has been overlooked in the literature on framing effects in advertising. Researchers have yet
to determine which type is more persuasive; problem frames or solution frames. It is also
unclear whether the effect of this type of framing on message persuasion would be influenced
by the type of information being communicated. Given that the self-presentation literature
shows that consumers react differently to self-related positive and negative information; how
does self-presentation moderate the effect of framing on persuasion? The following
objectives will guide the current research:
1- To determine how problem/solution-framing effects may differ from other types of
framing effects.
2- To determine how self-presentation may moderate the effect of problem/solution
framing on persuasion.
3- To introduce a new conceptual variable, the perceived proximity to the self (PPS),
because it is proposed that problem/solution framing effects may be influenced by the
perceived proximity of a scenario in the ad to the viewer’s self.
4- To develop and validate a scale to measure PPS.
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5- To investigate the role of PPS on problem/solution framing effects.

1.3

ETHICS APPROVAL
This research was conducted in three stages. First, interviews were conducted to

generate items to measure PPS. Second, an online survey was conducted to test and validate
the scale. Third, an experiment was conducted to test the proposed model and hypotheses
within a laboratory setting. Given that people’s participation was required at all stages of the
research, it was imperative that ethics approval be obtained. Application for ethics approval
was successfully applied for, before each of the three stages was undertaken.

1.4

POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTIONS
From a theoretical perspective, this research offers potential contributions to the

framing literature. First, this research sheds light on a particular type of framing,
problem/solution framing. Although problem/solution framing is extensively used by
advertisers, its effectiveness has not been examined yet by researchers. Since previous
framing research has demonstrated that different types of framing tap into different cognitive
processes, it is important from a theoretical viewpoint to identify the processes by which
problem/solution framing influences persuasion. This research also contributes to the framing
literature by investigating the role of psychological factors in influencing the effect of
framing on persuasion. Specifically, this research proposes a new theoretical construct,
perceived proximity to the self (PPS), and proposes that the perceived proximity of negative
and positive information to the self may, under some conditions, have an influence on
ensuing ad and brand attitudes.
This research also has practical implications for marketers and advertisers. Given
the wide use of problem/solution framing by advertisers, a better understanding of how these
tactics influence persuasion will provide marketers and advertisers with information as to
how to design their messages effectively.
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1.5

THESIS STRUCTURE
Chapter One is the first of seven chapters that comprise this thesis. The rest of the

thesis is organised as follows. Chapter Two will present a review of the relevant literature and
an overview of the model, incorporating the new theoretical variable PPS. Chapter Three
develops and justifies the hypotheses to be tested in this research. Chapter Four provides a
detailed description of the methodology utilised for scale development and testing findings.
Chapter Five provides a detailed description of the experimental stage. Chapter Six presents
the findings of the experimental stage. Finally, Chapter Seven presents the discussion and
concludes with the limitations of this research and outlines opportunities for future research.
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CHAPTER 2 2.1

LITERATURE REVIEW

INTRODUCTION
Researchers in a number of fields have for decades noted the asymmetrical

evaluations of negative and positive traits, gains and losses, and favourable and unfavourable
events (see Abelson and Kanouse 1966; Fiske 1980; Kahneman and Tversky 1979; Kanouse
1984; Kanouse and Hanson 1972; Meyerowitz and Chaiken 1987; Peeters 1971; Peeters and
Czapinski 1990; Skowronski and Carlston 1987). For example, researchers in impression
formation have noted that negative information is weighted more heavily than positive
information (e.g. see Abelson and Kanouse 1966; Anderson 1965; Fiske 1980; Kanouse
1984; Kanouse and Hanson 1972). In the decision-making literature, researchers have noted
that people tend to be more sensitive to losses than to gains of equal magnitude (e.g.
Kahneman and Tversky 1979). Finally, researchers in attribution research have noted that
unfavourable events tend to cause greater causal attribution of resulting emotions than
positive events (e.g. Peeters and Czapinski 1990).
‘Framing’ refers to the construction of differently phrased versions of a decisionproblem, where the different versions are inherently the same. However, the different
versions elicit different preferences when presented separately to decision-makers (Tversky
and Kahneman 1981). Messages may be framed positively or negatively, hence the widely
used term ‘valence’ framing (Levin et al. 1998; Shiv et al. 2004; Smith and Wortzel 1997).
Framing effects have been reported in health-related decision-making, gambling behaviour,
consumer choices, and communications; amongst others (Levin et al. 1998).
The effects of framing on consumer choice, judgement and perception have
traditionally been attributed to two general tendencies in human behaviour: loss aversion and
negativity bias. Loss aversion refers to the observation that people are generally more
responsive to losses than they are to gains of equal amount (Tversky and Kahneman 1991).
The negativity bias effect suggests that negative information exerts a greater judgemental
impact than equivalent positive information because negative information is considered to be
more salient (Kanouse 1984). In the paragraphs that follow, framing and negativity bias
research will be discussed in more detail.

12

2.1.1

FRAMING AND PROSPECT THEORY
The origins of framing research can be found in the early work of Kahneman and

Tversky (1979) on prospect theory. Kahneman and Tversky (1979) noted that people exhibit
different reactions to choice problems, depending on whether choices were described in terms
of relative losses or relative gains. They proposed that people encode information relating to
a decision problem as potential gains or losses, relative to a neutral reference point such as
the status quo. Since different presentations of the same decision problem influence the
location of the reference point, framing manipulations can have a bearing on whether people
will perceive information as relative gains or as relative losses (Kahneman and Tversky
1984). Furthermore, Kahneman and Tversky (1979) noted that people have a tendency to
underweight uncertain outcomes and overweight sure outcomes. This tendency contributes to
risk avoidance behaviour in choices involving sure gains, but risk-seeking behaviour in
choices involving sure losses.
In prospect theory, the value of a probable outcome is weighted by a decisionweight, which is a function of the probability associated with that outcome, but is not a
probability (Tversky and Kahneman 1986). Outcomes are expressed in terms of gains and
losses – positive or negative deviations from a neutral reference outcome (Kahneman and
Tversky 1979). One of the properties of the weighting function is that low probabilities are
over-weighted and high probabilities are under-weighted. Kahneman and Tversky (1979)
hypothesised that the value function is S-shaped and is steeper for losses than for gains. The
shape of the value function implies that the response to losses is more extreme than the
response for gains. In other words, the discontent associated with a loss is greater than the
pleasure associated with a win of equivalent value.
The value function is concave in the domain of gains, indicating risk-aversion, and
convex in the domain of losses, indicating risk-seeking. It is also much steeper for losses than
for gains (Kahneman and Tversky 1979). The shape of the value function implies that people
are in general risk-averse in the gains domain, but risk-seeking in the losses domain. This
suggests that when behavioural choices involve some elements of uncertainty, individuals are
more likely to make risk-averse choices if the information stresses potential gains, but will
tend to exhibit risk-seeking behaviour if potential losses are made more salient (Salovey et al.
2002).
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Value

Losses

Gains

Figure 1. Hypothetical S-Shaped Value Function proposed by Kahneman and Tversky
(1979)
The evaluation of outcomes is influenced by framing effects due to the non-linearity
of the value function and due to the people’s inclination to evaluate options in relation to a
reference point, as implied by the statement of the problem (Kahneman and Tversky 1984).
The predictions of prospect theory and the shape of the value function suggest that people
will be more sensitive to information when it is framed in terms of relative disadvantages or
losses, than in terms of relative advantages or gains.
Decision outcomes may be perceived as positive or negative, relative to a neutral
reference point (Tversky and Kahneman 1981). Whether a given outcome will be evaluated
as a gain or as a loss will depend on variations in the reference point (Tversky and Kahneman
1981). Given that the value function is concave for gains and convex for losses, and given
that the value function is steeper for losses than it is for gains, shifts of reference may change
the value difference between outcomes and therefore reverse the preference choice between
options.
Since prospect theory accounts for psychological factors and context effects,
Kahneman and Tversky (1979) argued that their theory could be applied to any choice
situation and was not restricted to decision problems with monetary outcomes. Indeed, the Sshaped value function has been observed in decision problems involving non-monetary
outcomes such as the loss of human lives (Tversky and Kahneman 1981).
Tversky and Kahneman (1991) extended the application of prospect theory and the
properties of the value function to the analysis of riskless choice. An example of framing
14

effects in riskless choice is a study by Thaler (1980) on cusotmers’ acceptance of an increase
in credit card costs. Thaler (1980) found that consumers were more willing to accept an
increase in processing costs when the cost was labelled as a cash discount than when it was
labelled as a credit-card surcharge.
In an interesting analogy, Tversky and Kahneman (1986) compared framing effects
to perceptual illusions. An example of the effect of framing on perception in riskless choice
can be illustrated by the Müller-Lyer illusion demonstrated as follows:

A

B

Figure 2. The Müller-Lyer illusion (source: Tversky and Kahneman 1986)
Looking at the two figures above, it would seem as if the horizontal line in A is
longer than that in B, when in fact, both lines have the same length as can be shown in the
diagram below:

A

B

Figure 3. A Transparent Version of the Müller-Lyer Illusion
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2.1.2

FRAMING EFFECTS IN ADVERTISING AND CONSUMER BEHAVIOUR
RESEARCH
Since its introduction by Tversky and Kahneman (1981), the concept of framing has

been extended beyond the boundaries of the psychology of economics and applied to and
illustrated in various fields of research. Framing effects have been reported in the research
fields of clinical psychology, medical and health, psycholinguistics, consumer choices and
buying decisions, bargaining behaviours, perceptual judgements and attitudes toward
advertising communications (Levin et al. 1998). Since the applications of framing are so
varied in context, this discussion will be limited to the framing research that has an impact on
marketing, advertising and consumer behaviour research.
2.1.2.1 TYPES OF FRAMING EFFECTS
The issue of how message framing influences consumers’ attitudes and behaviours
toward products and communications has received increasing attention in recent years (see
for e.g. Block and Keller 1995; Dardis and Shen 2005; Ganzach and Karsahi 1995; Grewal et
al. 1994; Keller et al. 2003; Levin and Gaeth 1988; Maheswaran and Meyers-Levy 1990;
Meyerowitz and Chaiken 1987; Meyers-Levy and Maheswaran 2004; Puto 1987; Rothman et
al. 1993; Salovey et al. 2002; Smith 1996; Tykocinski et al. 1994; Zhang and Buda 1999).
Levin et al. (1998) reviewed the literature on framing effects in various disciplines and
provided a typology of three main types of framing conceptualisations: risky-choice framing
effects, attribute framing effects and goal framing effects.
2.1.2.2 RISKY-CHOICE FRAMING
Risky-choice framing effects occur when the willingness to take a risk depends on
whether the outcomes are positively or negatively framed. Risky-choice framing is
operationalised per the original formulation of Tversky and Kahneman (1981) and is used to
demonstrate how the framing of a decision problem influences willingness to take risks.
Levin et al. (1998) found consistent evidence in the literature that risky-choice framing
effects are consistent with the predictions of prospect theory. In other words, when
information is framed positively, people tend to be risk-averse and opt to choose sure
outcomes over risky outcomes. On the other hand, when information is framed negatively
people tend to exhibit risk-seeking behaviour and choose risky outcomes over sure outcomes.
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Tversky and Kahneman (1981) famous Asian disease problem can be used as an
illustration as to how different presentation of the same decision problem can lead to reversal
of preference. In Tversky and Kahnman’s hypothetical Asian disease problem, participants
were asked to imagine that there is an expected outbreak of a deadly Asian disease that was
expected to kill 600 people. Two alternative programs to combat the disease were proposed,
and the participants were asked to make a choice between the two programs. One version of
the problem was phrased as follows:
Program A: "200 people will be saved" (preferred by 72% of participants)
Program B: "there is a one-third probability that 600 people will be saved, and a twothirds probability that no people will be saved" (preferred by 28% of participants)
The second version of the problem was phrased as follows:
Program C: "400 people will die" (preferred by 22% of participants)
Program D: "there is a one-third probability that nobody will die, and a two-third
probability that 600 people will die" (preferred by 78% of participants)
It can be seen that programs A and C, and programs B and D are effectively
identical; yet, a change in the decision frame between the two groups of participants
produced a preference reversal between programs.

Risky-choice framing is influenced by the magnitude of potential outcomes, the
level of probabilities, the problem domain and the words used to phrase the problem (Levin et
al. 1998).
2.1.2.3 ATTRIBUTE FRAMING
Attribute framing is the simplest form of framing. Attribute framing involves the
manipulation of only one attribute in the description of a message where the alternative
frames are complementary to each other, and how, in turn, that manipulation influences
consumer evaluations (Levin et al. 1998). Unlike risky-choice framing, which involves the
decision-maker making a choice between alternatives, attribute framing does not involve a
choice between alternatives but instead a judgement evaluation such as good/bad, like/dislike
and so on. For example, Levin and Gaeth (1988) showed that describing beef as either 20%
fat or 80% lean had a different effect on consumer evaluations of the taste of the meat, even
though the different descriptions provided the same information. Specifically, Levin and
Gaeth conducted an experiment where participants were asked to taste beef that was
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described as either 20% fat or 80% lean. They found that when the beef was described as
80% lean, it was found to be light and tasty, but when the same beef was described as 20%
fat, it was found to be heavy and greasy.
Levin and Gaeth (1998) reviewed the literature on attribute framing effects and
found consistent evidence that positive attribute frames elicited more positive evaluations
than negative attribute frames. Levin and Gaeth (1988) suggested that valence-consistent
attitudes occur under attribute framing because information is encoded relative to its valence,
thereby evoking similarly valenced information in memory. This rationale is consistent with
the findings of Russo et al. (1996), that evoking positive associations in memory for an item
in a choice set can make that item’s attributes highly salient relative to the other items in the
choice set.
Attribute framing is different from risky-choice framing in two ways: (1) attribute
framing involves the framing of a single attribute rather than the framing of an option in an
independent choice set, and (2) attribute framing does not involve any risk manipulations.
Therefore, while prospect theory provides a model for predicting framing effects on risky
choice, it does not provide a solid basis for predicting attribute-framing affects.
2.1.2.4 GOAL FRAMING
Goal framing effects occur when a persuasive message elicits different preferences
depending on whether it stresses the positive consequences of performing an advocated
course of action (positive frame), or the negative consequences of not performing that action
(negative frame) (Levin et al. 2002). Alternatively, a positive frame may stress the negative
consequences that could be avoided by adopting the recommended behaviour and a negative
frame may stress the positive consequences foregone by not adopting the recommended
behaviour.
Goal framing is the most commonly-used type of framing in consumer behaviour
and persuasive communications research (e.g. Block and Keller 1995; Ganzach and Karsahi
1995; Homer and Yoon 1992; Keller et al. 2003; Maheswaran and Meyers-Levy 1990;
Meyerowitz and Chaiken 1987; Smith 1996; Zhang and Buda 1999). Most of the research on
persuasive communications using goal framing, involved health-related messages (Block and
Keller 1995; Keller et al. 2003; Maheswaran and Meyers-Levy 1990; Meyerowitz and
Chaiken 1987; Meyers-Levy and Maheswaran 2004; Rothman and Salovey 1997; Rothman et
al. 1993; Salovey et al. 2002). The first research employing this type of framing was by
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Meyerowitz and Chaiken (1987), who examined the effect of goal framing on the
persuasiveness of a message advocating the performance of breast self-examination (BSE).
The positive goal frame emphasised the benefit of conducting BSE, that is, early detection
and treatment of breast cancer, whereas the negative goal frame emphasised the negative
outcomes of not conducting BSE, that is, leaving cancer go undetected and health hazards
that could arise. They found that negative frames were more persuasive in convincing women
to perform BSE, as they were more motivated to avoid the negative consequences of not
performing BSE.
Goal framing effects are more complicated than other types of framing effects
because more than one aspect of the message may be manipulated, which increases the
susceptibility of the message to linguistic and contextual variations (Levin et al. 1998).
Unlike risky-choice framing, goal framing does not involve a choice between two
alternatives, but rather a preference between two communication strategies aimed at eliciting
the same desired behaviour or goal. Furthermore, goal framing implies some type of
consequence resulting from the action/inaction of an advocated behaviour, whereas attribute
framing does not involve any behavioural component. Therefore, risky-choice, attribute and
goal framing effects are conceptually and theoretically different and cannot be accounted for
by the same processes (Dardis and Shen 2005).

2.1.3

FACTORS INFLUENCING THE PERSUASIVE IMPACT OF GOAL FRAMING
The effect of message framing on persuasion may be influenced by recipient

characteristics, source characteristics and message characteristics. For example, the
effectiveness of positive versus negative goal framing may be influenced by the level of
involvement (Maheswaran and Meyers-Levy 1990; Martin and Marshall 1997), need for
cognition (Zhang and Buda 1999), mood (Keller et al. 2003), perceived efficacy (Block and
Keller 1995), source credibility (Grewal et al. 1994), self-discrepancy (Tykocinski et al.
1994), consumer education (Smith 1996), affect (Keller et al. 2003), and message information
content (Levin et al. 1985).
2.1.3.1 GOAL FRAMING EFFECTS AND INFORMATION PROCESSING
Researchers have identified the level of involvement (Maheswaran and MeyersLevy 1990), and motivation and opportunity (Shiv et al. 2004) as factors that might influence
goal framing effects on message persuasion.
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According to the Elaboration Likelihood Model or ‘ELM’ (Petty et al. 1983), the
effectiveness of negative framing versus positive framing depends on whether persuasion is
determined by message claims or by heuristics not related to the message. Based on the
predictions of the ELM, Maheswaran and Meyers-Levy (1990) proposed a model for goal
framing effects where they hypothesised that cognitive elaboration moderates framing
effects. Specifically, they predicted that since negative information is more diagnostic and
informative than positive information (Fiske 1980), negative framing should be more
persuasive under high elaboration levels and positive framing would be more persuasive
under low elaboration levels. However, under low levels of elaboration, message valence
serves as a peripheral cue thereby favouring positive frames over negative frames. Their
results were consistent with their hypothesised model.
While many subsequent researchers found support for the Maheswaran and MeyersLevy (1990) model (e.g. Martin and Marshall 1997), other researchers did not. For example,
Block and Keller (1995) and Rothman et al. (1993) found null effects under low elaboration
conditions, and Shiv et al. (2004; 1997) found that negative frames were more persuasive
under conditions of low elaboration.
Shiv et al. (2004) proposed that the effect of elaboration on framing effects depends
on whether elaboration is manipulated through motivation-related factors or opportunityrelated factors. Indeed, they found that under low processing motivation but high opportunity,
positive framing was more persuasive than negative framing. However, when processing
motivation and processing opportunity were both low, negative frames were more persuasive
than positive frames. This effect is due to the high accessibility of heuristics related to simple
evaluative thoughts over non-message-related heuristics under conditions of low processing
opportunity (Shiv et al. 2004). Nevertheless, under high processing motivation conditions,
negative frames were more persuasive irrespective of opportunity level.
To address the issue of why null effects occasionally emerged under heuristic
processing, Meyers-Levy and Maheswaran (2004) proposed that the null effects could be
attributed to the simultaneous occurrence of heuristic and systematic processing. For
example, Block and Keller (1995) explored the relationship between perceived efficacy,
depth of processing and message framing on persuasion. They conducted their research in the
context of two health-related topics: sexually-transmitted diseases and skin cancer. They
found that low efficacy conditions (e.g. when a successful treatment is uncertain and thus
creates high perceived risk) motivated more in-depth processing, making negative framing
more persuasive. However, high efficacy conditions (low risk) generated less effortful
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processing, in which case positive as well as negative framing were equally persuasive. In
other words, null effects emerged. Meyers-Levy and Maheswaran (2004) explained these null
effects by proposing that systematic and heuristic processing might have occurred
concurrently because high efficacy, which translates into low perceived risk, might have
promoted heuristic processing, whereas the message topic promoted high processing because
it was highly relevant to the (college-age) participants. Therefore, the effects cancelled out,
producing null effects. Their research findings supported their theoretical propositions.
2.1.3.2 MESSAGE FRAMING AND MESSAGE RELATED FACTORS
Framing effects may also be influenced by characteristics of the message. For
example, Levin et al. (1985) found that attribute framing was moderated by the amount of
information given. Specifically, they found that missing positive information had a different
effect from missing negative information, in that missing positive information had a greater
impact in decreasing the favourableness of responses than missing negative information.
Salovey et al. (2002) reviewed the literature on framing effects in health-related
communications, and found that the differential persuasiveness of positively versus
negatively framed health messages depended on whether the message was detection-focused
or prevention-focused. Specifically, they found that negative frames were more persuasive
when the message was detection-focused, but positive framing was more persuasive when the
message was prevention-focused.
Lee and Aaker (2004) studied how framing effects could be explained by Higgins’
regulatory focus theory. This theory contends that there are two main self-regulatory
strategies: the first is termed ‘promotion focus’ and stresses the pursuit of gains or avoidance
of non-gains, and the second is termed ‘prevention focus’ and stresses the avoidance of losses
or pursuit of non-losses. Promotion focus is associated with strategic eagerness and
prevention focus is associated with strategic vigilance (Lee and Aaker 2004). Approach
behaviours toward a desirable end state tend to be more compatible with a promotion focus,
whereas avoidance behaviours away from an undesirable end state tend to be compatible with
prevention focus (Higgins 2000). Lee and Aaker manipulated the message in two ways. The
first was whether or not benefits could be attained: the positive frame focused on attainable
benefits and the negative frame focused on unattainable benefits. The other was whether
negative outcomes could be avoided or not; in this case the positive frame focused on the
avoidable loss, and the negative frame focused on the unavoidable loss. Lee and Aaker
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(2004) found that gain frames were more persuasive with promotion-focused messages,
whereas loss frames were more persuasive with prevention-focused messages. Table 1 below
summarises, in chronological order, some of the main findings for framing effects in the
marketing and consumer behaviour literatures.
Table 1. Research on Framing Effects in Marketing and Consumer Behaviour
AUTHORS

CONTEXT OF STUDY

FINDINGS

Levin et al (1985)

Attribute framing effects on tasks
with missing information.

Responses were consistent with frame valence.

Puto (1987)

Framing
effects
decisions.

Behaviour observed was in accordance with
predictions of prospect theory.

Meyerowitz and Chaiken (1987)

Framing effects on attitudes toward
breast self-examination messages.

Negative frames were more persuasive.

Levin and Gaeth (1988)

Attribute framing effects on
consumer evaluation of products.

Responses were more influenced by framing
effects only when unaccompanied by product
trial.

Maheswaran
(1990)

Interactive effect of involvement
and goal-framing on persuasion.

Negative frames more persuasive under high
issue involvement but positive frames more
persuasive under low issue involvement.

Homer and Yoon (1992)

The relationship between adinduced feelings and ad- and brandcognitions and their effect on
attitude toward the ad and the brand
and purchase intentions in a framing
context.

The two types of frames produced similar
patterns of interrelationships except that brand
cognitions were found to have a greater impact
on brand attitudes under negative frames than
under positive frames.

Grewal et al. (1994)

Goal framing effects on perceived
risk.

Effect of price on perceived risk is moderated
by message framing.

Tykocinski et al. (1994)

Goal framing effects and selfdiscrepancy theory on persuasion.

Actual-ought discrepant individuals are more
persuaded by positively framed messages,
actual-ideal discrepant individuals are more
persuaded by negatively framed messages.

Ganzach and Karsahi (1995)

Impact of goal framing on credit
card usage.

Credit card users more sensitive to negatively
framed communications than to positively
framed ones.

Block and Keller (1995)

Interactive effect of goal framing
and
perceived
efficacy
on
persuasiveness of health messages.

Negative frames more persuasive when
perceived efficacy is low, whereas under high
perceived efficacy conditions both types of
frames are equally persuasive.

Smith and Petty (1996)

Effect of goal framing
information processing levels.

on

Either type of framing increased elaboration,
depending on which was less expected.

Smith (1996)

Effect of goal framing
education on persuasion.

and

Better educated consumers were more
influenced by positively-framed messages;
less well-educated consumers were more
influenced by negatively-framed messages.

and

Meyers-Levy

on
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buying

Table 1. Cont’d
AUTHORS

CONTEXT OF STUDY

FINDINGS

Shiv et al. (1997)

Interactive effects of goal framing
and comparative advertising on
persuasion.

Under high elaboration cognitions related to
tactics are more accessible, if such tactics are
perceived to be unfair, positive frames are
more persuasive. Under low elaboration,
negative frames are more persuasive.

Zhang and Buda (1999)

Effect of NFC and goal framing on
persuasion.

Low NFC participants more influenced by
negatively-framed messages than high NFC
participants.

Levin et al. (2001)

Cross-cultural study of framing
effects.

Replicated results for risky-choice framing
and attribute framing in both USA and
Australia, but failed to replicate goal framing
effects.

Salovey et al. (2002)

Message
framing
communications.

health

Negative frames were more persuasive when
message was detection-focused, but gain
framing was more persuasive when message
was prevention-focused.

Lee and Aaker (2004)

Effect of regulatory focus on goal
framing effects.

Loss frames were more persuasive when the
message was prevention-focused, but gain
frames were more persuasive when the
message was promotion-focused.

Shiv et al. (2004)

How type of elaboration influences
goal-framing effects.

Framing effects influenced by whether
elaboration
is
manipulated
through
opportunity or motivation-related factors.

Kuvaas and Selart (2004)

Influence of attribute framing on
elaboration
and
information
processing.

Attribute framing had no differential impact
on information processing levels; however,
recall for negatively-framed information was
higher than for positively-framed information.

Meyers-Levy
(2004)

Explain null effects in
previous framing studies.

some

Null effects were explained by the presence of
factors that promoted the concurrence of
heuristic and systematic processing.

Dardis and Shen (2005)

Effect of involvement and evidence
type (informational or exemplar) on
goal framing effects.

Under high involvement, negative frames were
only persuasive with informational evidence.
In low involvement conditions no framing
effects emerged.

Chang (2006)

Effect of information formats of
product efficacy (statistics vs.
frequencies) and graphic aids on
attribute framing effects

Framing effects were enhanced by graphic
aids when statistics were presented in a
percentage or a frequency with a small number
size. Graphical aids did not have a moderating
effect when statistics were presented in
frequency with a large number size

Chang (2007)

Effect of perceived product
innovativeness
and
perceived
product risk on goal framing

New products more persuasive with gain
frames. Familiar products are more persuasive
with loss frames when the message is
detection focused, but more persuasive with
gain frames when the message is prevention
focused.

Chang and Lee (2009)

Effect of goal framing, image
valence and temporal framing on
charitable appeals

Images congruent in valence to the framed
message have a favourable effect on the
effectiveness of a charitable appeal, especially
when the image and message are negatively
presented. Short term temporal frames
enhance the effects of negative messages with
negative images, whereas long-term temporal
frames enhance the effectiveness of positively
framed messages with positive images.

and

Maheswaran

in
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2.1.4

NEGATIVE-POSITIVE ASYMMETRY IN EVALUATIONS

2.1.4.1 NEGATIVITY BIAS EXPLAINED
Negativity bias refers to situations where an individual places more attention and
more weight on negative information than positive information in impression-formation tasks
(Lupfer et al. 2000). The negativity bias effect is a well documented phenomenon in decision
making (Kahneman and Tversky 1984; Kahneman and Tversky 1979), impression formation
(Anderson 1965; Fiske 1980; Kanouse and Hanson 1972; Pratto and John 1991; Price 1996)
and persuasion (Meyerowitz and Chaiken 1987). In Taylor's (1991) review of the literature
on negativity bias, she noted that negative stimuli produce greater ‘cognitive activity’ and
‘complex cognitive representations’ than positive stimuli (Taylor 1991 p. 70). Taylor (1991)
summarised a wide range of evidence demonstrating that negative events elicit stronger and
more rapid physiological, emotional and cognitive responses than positive and neutral events
and stimuli.
At the core of the informational negativity effect is the idea that negative stimuli are
more informational than positive ones and elicit more complex cognitive representations
(Taylor 1991). For example, Fiske (1980) showed that the time people spend looking at
negative stimuli was disproportionately greater than the time they spend looking at positive
stimuli. Fiske (1980) concluded that negative stimuli attract more attention and therefore
induce more elaborate cognitive work. The negativity effect also has an affective facet
(Peeters and Czapinski 1990). Taylor (1991) found evidence in the literature that negative
events are more strongly associated with stress levels than positive events. The affective
aspect of the negativity effect is also reflected in avoidance behaviours and that of the
positivity effect is reflected in approach behaviours (Peeters and Czapinski 1990).
2.1.4.2 EVIDENCE OF POSITIVE-NEGATIVE ASYMMETRY
Many authors have argued that there are motivational and information processing
differences between processing positive and negative information (Ito et al. 1998; Peeters and
Czapinski 1990; Pratto and John 1991; Smith et al. 2003; Smith et al. 2006), suggesting the
existence of a system which enables people to recognise and respond promptly to negative
stimuli (Pratto and John 1991).
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According to Pratto and John (1991), people's attention to negative stimuli occurs
automatically and without their planning or control, a process they termed ‘automatic
vigilance’. Automatic vigilance refers to a quick and effortless cognitive process that occurs
without the perceiver's control or attention and directs attention to an unfavourable stimulus
or cue (Pratto and John 1991). These authors showed that unfavourable social stimuli were
more likely to attract a perceiver's attention than favourable social stimuli. In testing their
hypotheses, they ran an experiment where subjects were requested to name the colour of the
screen on which a trial word appeared. They found that the mean response time for
undesirable social trait words was significantly longer than that for desirable social trait
words, suggesting that negative words were more distracting and were more attentiongrabbing than positive words.
The differential weighting of positive and negative stimuli and events is evident in
self-reported measures (Skowronski and Carlston 1987), observed behaviours (Pratto and
John 1991) as well as in brain activity (Ito et al. 1998). For example, Hansen and Hansen
(1988) asked subjects to locate an angry face in an array of happy faces, and vice versa. They
found that subjects were faster at locating the angry faces embedded in a grid of happy faces
than at locating the happy faces embedded in the grid of angry faces. Furthermore, as the size
of the grid increased, the time to locate happy faces increased; however, it remained constant
for the task of finding angry faces.
An interesting approach to demonstrate the power of negative stimuli was taken by
Cacioppo and his colleagues (Cacioppo and Bernston 1994; Cacioppo et al. 1997; Ito et al.
1998; Smith et al. 2003; Smith et al. 2006). They used event-related brain potentials ‘ERPs’
to measure whether negative stimuli evoke more brain activity and cognitive work than
positive stimuli. The results of their research suggests that people respond more strongly to
negative stimuli and that negative information attracts more attention than positive stimuli at
the early stages of information processing.
2.1.4.3 REASONS FOR NEGATIVITY BIAS
POSITIVITY BIAS
A common explanation for the negativity effect is the existence of a natural
tendency for positivity bias in individuals. Positivity bias may be attributed to the prevalence
of positive cues in one's social environment (Kanouse 1984). For example, positive words are
more frequently used than negative words, and people expect to experience positive events
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(Weinberger et al. 1981). People are generally optimistic and positive in their dealings with
their environments (Price 1996). Most upon waking will not expect to have a car accident that
day. However to ensure that they are not overly optimistic, people stay alert and become
vigilant to any potential negative event that might disrupt their livelihood. This prevalence of
positive cues in one's social environment and yet alertness to negative information makes
negative stimuli stand out, thereby attracting more attention and acquiring more weight in
impression formation (Weinberger et al. 1981).
Positivity bias may also be regarded as a behavioural bias; for example, the
approach-avoidance behaviour noted by Miller (1944), whereby the avoidance gradient is
much steeper than the approach gradient. Negativity bias is apparent in the steepness of the
avoidance gradient. Positivity bias is also regarded as a manifestation of hedonistic
tendencies within a person (Peeters 1971). Positivity bias is viewed as a manifestation of
approach behaviours in that it represents a tendency to interact with the environment. This
tendency to expect and approach positive events and stimuli is strongly related to sensitivity
to negative stimuli, resulting in a subjective over-emphasis or overweighting of negative
events (Peeters 1971).
NOVELTY AND UNEXPECTEDNESS
Another explanation for the negativity bias effect is that extreme information is more
salient than non-extreme information (Fiske and Taylor 1991). Fiske and Taylor (1991)
posited that negative stimuli are salient and violate expectations because people are more
used to positive stimuli in their surroundings. For example, extreme social stimuli are more
salient than moderate social stimuli (Fiske 1980); for example physically disabled people
attract more attention because they are different from the average person. Another example is
the attention movie stars get when they are walking down the street. Therefore, since most
people expect moderate positive information in general, both extreme positive and negative
information attracts more attention.
Levin et al. (1973) tested the hypothesis that the differential weighting of negative
information is due to the novelty and unexpectedness of negative stimuli. They found that the
differential impact of negative information was reduced, following prior exposure to negative
adjectives.
While the extant framing literature suggests that message framing may have
beneficial outcomes in advertising, it is unclear how self-presentation may moderate that
effect. Self-presentation is expected to influence the effect of framing on persuasion because,
as will be reviewed next, the self-presentation literature shows that consumers exhibit
26

different reactions to positive and negative information depending on how it relates to the self
(Fein and Spencer 1997; Leary et al. 1998; Tyler and Feldman 2005).

2.1.5

THE SELF AND SELF-PRESENTATION
The self is an interpersonal construct, in that it facilitates relationships and

interactions with others (Baumeister 1998b). The most evident way by which the self engages
in social interaction is through self-presentation (Baumeister 1998b). Self-presentation refers
to people’s efforts to portray information about and images of themselves to others
(Baumeister 1982). Concerns about self-presentation are rather prevalent. For example,
Baumeister (1982) showed that self-presentation highly influenced people’s behaviours in the
presence of others. Self-presentation has an influence on behaviour because the formation of
the self-concept is highly influenced by the perceptions of others (Shrauger and Shoeneman
1979; Spencer et al. 2001). There are two motivations for self-presentation: (1) influencing
others to gain approval and (2) constructing an image/persona for oneself (Baumeister
1998b). With regard to approval-gaining motives, people are generally highly interested in
forming positive impressions on others as this helps them secure the rewards that others
control (Baumeister 1998b). As for image-formation motives, consumers have a general
tendency toward favourable self-presentation (Baumeister 1998b). For example, Toma and
Hancock (2010; 2008) showed the online daters have a tendency to enhance their online
photographs and lie about their descriptors (weight and height) to lead other online daters to
believe that they are more attractive than they really are. Consumers generally like to present
themselves positively because they develop, create and maintain favourable self-images by
seeking the favourable evaluations of others (Tyler and Feldman 2005). Image formation
motives may be related to belongingness needs. According to Baumeister and Leary (1995),
the desire to belong and be accepted by others is the strongest human motivation.
Furthermore, individuals generally desire the praise of others, since the way they perceive
that others view them will have an impact on their self-evaluation and the formation of their
self-concept (Leary and Kowalski 1990; Shrauger and Shoeneman 1979; Spencer et al. 2001).
Consumers’ self-image can suffer if they believe others judge them negatively
(Leary et al. 1998). To minimise or eliminate the negative implications of such threats to the
self, consumers engage in protective strategies, such as defensive reactions, in order to restore
or protect their positive self-image (Brown et al. 1992; Roth et al. 1986) and to minimise
vulnerability to unfavourable feedback or perceived self-deficiencies (Baumeister 1998b).
Consumers may engage in defensive behaviours that devalue the importance of the
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threatening information (Brown et al. 1992) or that derogate the source of the information
(Fein and Spencer 1997), or they may respond with anger and irritation (Jacks and Cameron
2002; Jacks and Cameron 2003). The role of such defensive reactions is to prevent negative
associations from being consciously connected to the self (Roth et al. 1986). Such strategies
may be partly motivated by self-presentation concerns since there is evidence that the
motivation to preserve a favourable social self-image increases following a threat to selfimage (Sedikides and Strube 1997). For example, Thomas, Price and Trump (2011) found
that ads relating to public situations that generate a negative appraisal result in lower ad
attitudes even when the ads depict situations that are congruent with the viewers’ selfidentity. This occurs because in public situations, individuals tend to develop selfpresentation motives (Schienker et al. 1994), which causes ads with public situations that
induce a negative appraisal to be disliked.
Threats to image and relationships may also result in negative feelings such as
shame, guilt and embarrassment. Such negative feelings in turn may also lead to defensive
reactions. For example, shame makes one want to hide away and avoid others (Tangney et al.
1995) and may also lead to anger (Tangney et al. 1992).
Consumers generally have positive associations with their self and value things and
events that are related to their self. For instance, research shows that events that bear on the
self are treated differently; people tend to be over-optimistic about their luck (Langer 1975),
tend to over-estimate their skills and abilities (Staw 1976), tend to over-value their
possessions (Beggan 1992; Kahneman et al. 1990), and tend to favour things that relate to
them such as their name (Nuttin 1987; Nuttin 1985). This suggests that the self has the power
to add value and affection to things and objects. Furthermore, most people hold positive or
favourable self-conceptions about their personal characteristics and traits (Taylor 1991). For
example, Jones, Sensening and Haley (1974) found that subjects’ description of what they
believed to be their most important traits were positively valenced. There is also evidence
that people like to associate or draw themselves closer to things and people that make them
feel and look good and tend to dissociate from or avoid people and things that make them feel
and look bad (Pleban and Tesser 1981). For example, Greenberg and Musham (1981) found
that participants avoided looking in a mirror when they were feeling bad about themselves,
but sought to look in a mirror when they were feeling good about themselves; as it increased
their self-awareness as to how good they were feeling about themselves. Self-deception
theory (Gur and Sackeim 1979) and excuse theory (Snyder 1985) provides support to the
proposition that people generally avoid making unfavourable associations with the self.
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According to excuse theory, people generally attempt to lessen their responsibility for bad
performance by finding excuses unrelated to their performance (Snyder 1985). Further
support for the hypothesis that people do not like to be made to feel bad about themselves is
research by Hastorf et al. (1970). Hastorf et al. (1970) found that people liked the source of
information when the information was ego-enhancing but disliked the source when the
information was damaging to the ego, resulting in a defensive reaction.

2.2

RESEARCH GAP
Although framing effects have received increasing attention in recent years, this

review of the literature has identified multiple gaps that warrant further research. One type of
framing that is commonly used by advertisers is problem/solution framing. Problem frames
are messages that are framed in terms of the problems for which the brand advertised can be
used, and solution frames are messages that are framed in terms of the solutions or benefits
derived from using the brand advertised. For example, two different ads for two competing
lawn-care services in the same issue of a local newspaper were phrased quite differently. One
read as follows: “Weeds tall? Grass overgrown? Time short? We take care of all gardening
needs” (problem frame), while the other read “For a beautiful low maintenance garden call us
we do it all” (solution frame). In other words, ads can take a problem orientation or a product
benefit orientation and do not always contain information about both the problems and the
solutions. In fact, these different orientations towards advertising a brand are rather common.
Such tactics, hereby referred to as problem/solution framing, provide two types of relevant
information that may have different effects on persuasion.
By definition, problem/solution framing is different from the other types of framing
that have been identified in the literature. As discussed in Section 2.1.2.1, risky choice
framing relates to how framing of decision problems influences the willingness to take risks;
attribute framing relates to how the manipulation of an attribute in the description of a
message influences customer evaluations, and goal framing relates to the framing of the
consequences of an action. Problem/solution framing, however, relates to the framing of the
product benefits in an advertisement. Levin et al (1998) have already showed that the
different types of framing identified in the literature have different effect on ensuing attitudes
and influence persuasion through different cognitive processes. Problem frames and solution
frames provide different types of information and are expected to have different effects on
subsequent attitudes. Problem framed messages are negatively valenced, and solution framed
messages are positively valenced. The negativity bias literature cited in Section 2.1.4
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confirms that negatively valenced information attracts more attention and is considered to be
more informational than positively valenced information. Furthermore, negatively valenced
information elicits more complex cognitive presentations (Taylor 1991). Fernandez and
Rosen (2000) found that consumers are generally interested in product usage specific
information. Since problem framed advertisements focus on the problems for which the
product can be used, then problem framed messages, by definition, provide viewers with
information relating to product usage specific information. Whereas problem frames focus on
problems for which the product is needed, solution frames focus on the end results of using
the product. Therefore, problem frames and solution frames provide different types of
information and it should stand to reason that they should have different effects on
subsequent attitudes.

Table 2.Types of Framing and their Effects
Framing Type

Definition

Effect

Risky choice

Occurs when the willingness to
take on risks depends on whether
the outcomes are positively or
negatively framed.

Consistent with the predictions of
prospect theory- people are risk
averse with positively framed
outcomes, and risk seeking with
negatively framed outcomes.
This results in valence-consistent
attitudes.

framing

Attribute

Involves the manipulation of one
attribute in the description of a
framing
message where the frames are
complementary.
Goal framing
Occurs when messages elicit
different preferences depending on
whether the message stresses the
positive consequences of
performing a course of action, or
the negative consequences of not
performing that action.
Problem/solution Occurs when messages focus on
benefits/solutions resulting from
framing
using the product or on the
problems for which the product can
be used.
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Effects vary depending on
individual difference factors,
situational factors, and messagerelated factors.

To be researched.

Although problem/solution framing is widely used in advertising practice, it has not
been examined by researchers and the effectiveness of this tactic in influencing persuasion
has not yet been determined. How do problem/solution framing effects differ from other
types of framing identified in the literature? What possible psychological processes mediate
this type of framing? Also unclear is how self-presentation may moderate the effect of
framing on persuasion. For example, would messages relating to self-presentation produce
favourable results on persuasion with positively as well as with negatively valenced
information?
The current research attempts to propose and test a model to provide answers to
these questions. The sections that follow provide a review of the relevant literatures, setting
the stage for the current research.

2.3

INTRODUCING PERCEIVED PROXIMITY TO THE SELF – ‘PPS’
Empirical results in numerous articles illustrate that consumers exhibit different

preferences to positive and negative information. One example is the framing literature,
which shows that consumers exhibit different reactions to positively and negatively valenced
information (see for e.g. Levin et al. 1998; Meyerowitz and Chaiken 1987). According to the
framing literature, a positive frame stresses the positive consequences that can be attained by
adopting the recommended behaviour and a negative frame stresses the negative
consequences of not adopting the recommended behaviour (Levin et al. 1998). Another
example of the persuasive impact of negative information over positive information is the
literature on ‘fear appeals’. Fear appeals make use of negatively framed information about
undesirable outcomes in order to scare consumers into complying with a recommended
behaviour (Witte 1992). The message is usually designed by describing the bad things that
will happen if they do not act in accordance with the message. Another stream of research
that illustrates that consumers exhibit different reactions to positive and negative information
is the self-presentation literature. This literature shows that consumers like to associate or
draw themselves closer to stimuli and to people who make them feel and look good, and tend
to dissociate from or avoid people and stimuli that make them feel and look bad (see
Greenberg and Musham 1981; Hastorf et al. 1970; Jones et al. 1974; Pleban and Tesser 1981;
Tangney et al. 1995).
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What can be noted from the literature streams cited above that is that the persuasive
impact of negative information is due to the way the information is processed, relative to the
self. In other words, the more consequential the information is perceived to be to the self,
then the more persuasive it will be. For example, the framing literature shows that consumers
are more responsive to negatively framed messages than to positively framed messages when
the information communicated is highly relevant to them (Block and Keller 1995;
Meyerowitz and Chaiken 1987). Specifically, Meyerowitz and Chaiken (1987) found that
women were more likely to perform breast self-examination (BSE) when the message was
framed in terms of the negative consequences of not performing BSE. The fear appeal
literature also suggests that consumers assess the impact of information relative to their self.
According to Protection Motivation Theory (Ho 1998; Maddux and Rogers 1983; Rogers
1975), which is a theory concerned with how individuals process threatening information in
fear appeals, one of the factors influencing the impact of a fear appeal is perceived
vulnerability to the threat (Tanner et al 1989, Maddux and Rogers 1983). In other words, for
a fear appeal to be effective, perceivers must believe that they are vulnerable to the risk,
which implies that the risk must be personally relevant to them. Thus, the effect of the
threatening information contained in the message is assessed as to how consequential the
threat is to the perceiver’s self. The self-presentation literature also shows that consumers
evaluate positive and negative information relative to the self. As shown already, consumers
like to associate or draw themselves closer to stimuli and people who make them feel and
look good and tend to dissociate from or avoid people and stimuli that make them feel and
look bad (Greenberg and Musham 1981; Hastorf et al. 1970; Jones et al. 1974; Pleban and
Tesser 1981; Tangney et al. 1995).
The streams of research cited above predict that consumers are motivated to protect
the self from threat when confronted with a negative information message. In the fear appeal
literature, Protection Motivation Theory predicts that consumers are motivated to protect
themselves from threats posed by messages relating to health risks and/or social and
interpersonal risks (Rogers 1983, Ho 1998). The motivation to protect the self from a
threatening communication is also proposed in the self-presentation literature. According to
Johnson and Eagly (1989), consumers are motivated to resist persuasive appeals that are
perceived to be threatening due to self-presentational concerns.
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But how do consumers perceive threats in the context of advertising messages?
When is a message perceived to be threatening; how can this threat be measured? This
research suggests that the persuasive impact of negative information will depend on the
extent to which the negative information or the implications of that information is perceived
to be proximate to the perceiver’s self. Specifically, this research proposes that when
consumers encounter a negatively or positively phrased ad, persuasion will be driven by the
extent to which they picture the events or consequences of the information portrayed,
happening to them. This line of thinking is supported by Protection Motivation Theory (Ho
1998; Maddux and Rogers 1983), which leads to the inference that the more (in this case)
viewers can picture the risks or the consequences happening to them, or see the risks or
consequences as proximate to them, then the more likely they are to comply with the
recommended action.
This research introduces a new construct termed ‘perceived proximity to the self’
(PPS), which is defined as the perceived proximity of a scenario portrayed in an
advertisement, and the associations contained therein, to the perceiver’s self. It is proposed
that when negative associations are perceived to be too proximate to the self, such
associations will be perceived as threats that increase the perceiver’s motivation to protect the
self from that threat. On the other hand, it is proposed that when positive associations are
perceived to be proximate to the self, then such information will be perceived to be less
threatening and persuasion will be driven by the positive emotion produced by the message.
Research by Meyers-Levy and Peracchio (1996) provides support for the notion that
some advertisements do give rise to increased PPS and that PPS moderates the effect of
valenced information on persuasion. In their research, Meyers-Levy and Peracchio sought to
determine the effect of self-referencing on persuasion by manipulating the valence of the
information as well as the ad copy and the perspective from which the ad picture was shot.
They found that ads with pictures showing negative outcomes were less favourably evaluated
than ads with positive outcomes when the ads were phrased in terms of the second person and
had the picture taken with the viewer as an active participant in the ad. They concluded that
this effect was due to the high levels of elaboration induced by such ads, because according
to the Resource Matching Hypothesis (Anand and Strenthal 1989), messages that induce very
high levels of elaboration will have a less favourable effect than messages that induce
moderate levels of elaboration. What was most interesting about their research was that they
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measured self-referencing by asking participants to report the extent to which the ads made
them feel like an active participant or a detached observer of the described scene. Therefore,
when they felt that the ads made them feel that they were active participants in the scene, ads
with negative outcomes were less favourably received. Interestingly, the authors’ measure of
self-referencing relates more to PPS than to the measures of self-referencing usually used in
this literature: self-referencing has traditionally been measured by asking participants to rate
the extent to which the ads made them think of themselves or made them relate to their own
experiences with similar products (see Burnkrant and Unnava 1995; Burnkrant and Unnava
1989; Debevec and Iyer 1988; Debevec and Romeo 1992; Escalas 2006).
Based on the literature summarised in the preceding paragraphs, it seems plausible
that some advertisements may give rise to feelings in the viewer that they are at the centre of
events happening in the scenario depicted in the advertisement. Such feelings would arise due
to the tactics used by the advertiser or the characteristics of the situation depicted in the ad or
the imagery used such as those used by Meyers-Levy and Perrachio (1996).
PPS may be related to self-referencing, which is a cognitive process by which
consumers relate self-relevant stimulus information to information previously stored in
memory, in order to make sense of it (Debevec and Iyer 1988; Kuiper and Rogers 1979;
Markus 1977; Rogers 1981). In an advertising context, self-referencing occurs when
advertisers persuade consumers of the merits of a product by inducing them to relate the
product to themselves or to their own experiences (Burnkrant and Unnava 1995). It should
therefore come as no surprise that PPS and self-referencing may be correlated, as both
constructs relate to situations where the perceiver assesses the impact of the information
communicated relative to their self. However, where self-referencing has been shown to
influence persuasion through cognitive elaboration and message scrutiny, no such proposition
about PPS is made. Since PPS is concerned with how consumers relate to the scenario
depicted in the advertisement, it is expected that PPS would have an affective component
particularly where the scenario has negative connotations attached to it as in the case of fear
appeals.

2.4

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES
The purpose of this research is to investigate the influence of problem/solution

framing of advertising messages on persuasion, and to propose a framework as to when
problem/solution framing may enhance or harm persuasion. Specifically, a model will be
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proposed that incorporates the role of the proximity of valenced information to the viewer’s
self on persuasion as induced by the type of information being communicated. The following
objectives will guide the proposed research:
(1)

to determine how problem/solution framing effects may differ from other types of
framing effects,

(2)

to determine how self-presentation may influence problem/solution framing
effects,

(3)

to introduce a new conceptual variable: PPS, and to develop and validate a scale
to measure it

(4)

to investigate the role of PPS in mediating the effect of problem/solution framing
on persuasion.

2.5

CHAPTER SUMMARY
The previous section introduced a new variable, PPS, and explained how this

variable might influence the way in which consumers react to negative stimuli and/or
communications. In the next chapter, PPS will be used to make predictions about how certain
advertising cues may influence PPS and what the ensuing effect on the effectiveness of
communications messages might be.
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CHAPTER 3 3.1

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

INTRODUCTION
The previous chapter presented the relevant literature as well as the concepts of

interest for this research; namely, message framing and self-presentation. This chapter
develops the hypotheses that will guide the direction of the current research. The literature
reviewed in Chapter Two will be utilised to develop a model that explains the expected
influence of self-presentation on problem/solution framing.

3.2

DEVELOPMENT OF THE HYPOTHESES
A model will be developed which proposes that the effect of self-presentation on

framing effects depends on whether the communication message is perceived to be
threatening to the self or self-concept due to self-presentation concerns. Accordingly,
hypotheses will be developed to predict the effect of problem/solution framing on persuasion
under different conditions of self-presentation. H1 deals with the main effect of framing on
Aad and Abr. H2 and H3 outline the proposed interaction effects of the independent variables
on the dependent variables. H4 summarises the expected mediation effect that will be
proposed in the model.

3.2.1

HYPOTHESISED MAIN EFFECTS
As defined in Section 2.1, framing effects refer to the finding that individuals often

respond differently to different descriptions of equivalent information (Tversky and
Kahneman 1981). In advertising, messages may be framed in terms of the solutions or
benefits obtained from using the product and/or brand advertised (solution frame), or in terms
of the problems that the product and/or brand advertised addresses (problem frame). For
example, an advertisement for a laundry detergent may focus on how the detergent leaves
clothes clean and bright or on the tough stains the detergent can clean.
When attempting to predict the effect of problem/solution framing on Aad and Abr,
one of two outcomes may be predicted. According to the positivity bias effect, people have
hedonistic tendencies which make them expect and approach positive events and stimuli
(Peeters 1971). Thus, the positivity bias effect suggests that advertising appeals that
encourage viewers to maintain positive thoughts and feelings will likely generate favourable
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evaluations. Applying this reasoning to problem/solution framing effects, solution-framed
messages should elicit more favourable attitudes toward the ad than problem-framed
messages. Hence:

H1a: Solution-framed messages will have a more favourable effect on Aad and Abr
than problem-framed messages.

A competing hypothesis can also be predicted. The negativity bias effect suggest
that negative information is considered to be more informative and diagnostic that positive
information. Previous research shows that consumers prefer informative advertising
(Abernethy and Franke 1996; Ducoffe 1995). Indeed Fernandez and Rosen (2000) found that
purchase-situation specific (problem-specific) information is more relevant than general
information and has a more favourable effect on persuasion. Accordingly, it is proposed that,
since negative information is considered to be more diagnostic and informative, and since
consumers prefer informative advertising content, problem-framed messages should elicit
more favourable attitude toward the ad and the brand than solution-framed messages.
Therefore:

H1b: Problem-framed messages will have a more favourable effect on Aad and Abr
than solution-framed messages.

The two hypotheses predict competing hypotheses. Consequently, further research is
required to determine which of the two effects will prevail.

3.2.2

HYPOTHESISED TWO-WAY INTERACTION EFFECTS
It is expected that consumers will be sensitive to message framing when the

information relates to self-presentation concerns. According to the self-presentation literature,
consumers are generally highly motivated to maintain positive self-images and to present
themselves positively in order to gain social acceptance (Baumeister 1998b; Baumeister and
Leary 1995). Failing to make socially desirable impressions may result in social disapproval
(Wooten and Reed II 2004). People seek to protect themselves from social disapproval by
avoiding making undesirable social impressions (Wooten and Reed II 2004). Since the desire
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to be socially accepted is one of the strongest human motivations (Baumeister and Leary
1995), it is expected that consumers will be highly responsive to information that helps them
avoid making negative social impressions and negative self-presentations.
The motivational influence of the self in persuasion is evident when individuals
resist persuasive appeals due to self-presentational concerns (Johnson and Eagly 1989). As
discussed in Section 2.1.5, consumers generally have favourable associations with their self
and prefer to relate to stimuli and events that make them feel and look good, and tend to
dissociate from stimuli and events that make them feel and look bad (e.g. Hastorf et al. 1970;
Pleban and Tesser 1981). It is therefore expected that messages that emphasise negative selfpresentation information may increase the self-consciousness of consumers as to how
consequential the problem can be to their self-image. This in turn is expected to increase the
perceived proximity of the problem and its negative implications to the self.
In a product consumption context, self-presentational concerns should arise only
with visible consumption outcomes, because product conspicuousness is one of the most
important attributes bearing on a product’s susceptibility to social influence (Bourne 1957).
Indeed, Wooten and Reed (2004) found that consumption outcomes that are not visible to
others are accompanied by minimal self-presentational concerns and vice versa. Drawing on
this line of thinking, self-presentation will be manipulated through product benefit
conspicuousness. Therefore,

H2a: Consumers exposed to a problem frame will exhibit greater perceptions of PPS
with conspicuous product benefit appeals than with inconspicuous product benefit appeals.

This perceived proximity in turn is expected to lead consumers to perceive the
message as threatening to the self, which may make them feel defensive toward the source of
the communication, motivating them to resist the message (Jacks and Cameron 2002; Jacks
and O'Brien 2001).

H2b: Consumers exposed to a problem frame will perceive conspicuous product
benefit appeals to be more threatening to the self than inconspicuous product benefit appeals.

H2c: Consumers exposed to a conspicuous product benefit appeal will perceive
problem frames to be more threatening to the self than solution frames.
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H2d: Greater levels of perceived threat to the self will have an unfavourable effect
on Aad and Abr.

MacInnis and Jaworski (1989) and Isen et al. (1982) noted that consumers tend to
attend to advertising stimuli that make them feel good. Consequently, messages relating to
self-presentation concerns that emphasise the solutions (socially desirable impressions) that
the product advertised can achieve should be received more favourably than messages that
emphasise the unfavourable social impressions that the product can eliminate. It is therefore
expected that, for messages relating to self-presentation concerns, solution-framed messages
should have a more favourable impact on persuasion than problem-framed messages.

H3a: Consumers exposed to a conspicuous product benefit appeal will exhibit more
favourable Aad and Abr with solution-framed messages than with problem-framed messages.
However, for messages relating to low self-presentation concerns, problem-framed
information will have a more favourable effect on ad and brand attitudes than solutionframed information because problem-framed information will be considered to be more
diagnostic of product usage and more informative (Fiske 1980; Taylor 1991).
H3b: Consumers exposed to an inconspicuous product benefit appeal will exhibit
more favourable Aad and Abr with problem-framed messages than with solution-framed
messages.

3.2.3

INFLUENCE OF PPS ON PROBLEM/SOLUTION FRAMING EFFECTS
It is expected that messages relating to conspicuous problems that are perceived to

be highly proximate to the self will be perceived as threatening to the self and hence will
result in an unfavourable reaction to the message. However, messages relating to conspicuous
solutions that are perceived to be highly proximate to the self will be perceived as egoenhancing to and hence will result in a favourable reaction to the message. Therefore:
H4a: For problem-framed messages, PPS will have an unfavourable effect on Aad
and Abr,.
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H4b: For solution-framed messages, PPS will have a favourable effect on Aad and
Abr.

Figure 4. Proposed Model
Framing

H1a,b

(problem/solution)

Aad, Abr
PPS

H2a

H4a, b
H2d

H3a,b

Threat

H2b,c
Self-Presentation
(conspicuous benefits/
inconspicuous benefits)

40

CHAPTER 4 -

PRELIMINARY RESEARCH- SCALE
DEVELOPMENT AND TESTING

4.1

INTRODUCTION
The previous chapter outlined the hypotheses aimed at predicting the possible

moderating effect of message valence on self-presentation effects and suggested possible
underlying cognitive and emotional processes. This chapter describes the research strategy
followed and includes a discussion of the three main stages over which the research has been
conducted.

4.2

RESEARCH STRATEGY
Four main objectives guided the experimental portion of this research: (1) to

investigate the effects of problem/solution framing on ad and brand attitudes, (2) to verify
that under certain circumstances, advertising communications may give rise to perceptions of
proximity to the self (PPS), (3) to develop and validate a scale to measure PPS, and (4) to test
the proposed model and the hypotheses developed in the previous chapter. In order to achieve
these objectives, this research was conducted in three stages. Stage One and Stage Two
addressed the second and the third objectives, while Stage Three addressed the first and
fourth objectives by testing the proposed model and hypotheses.

4.2.1

STAGE 1
To achieve the objectives of this research, this paper followed the recommendations

of Netemeyer, Bearden and Sharma (2003) for scale development and testing. In order to
verify that advertisements sometimes give rise to perceptions of proximity to the self, ten
individual semi-structured in-depth interviews were conducted. The research was advertised
on the University of Auckland Business School campus and participation was open to anyone
who was over 18 years of age. The subject pool included seven females and three males aged
between 18 and 45. Interviewees were shown five print ads and then were asked to talk about
their thoughts and feelings when viewing the ads. The interviews were conducted over a twoweek period.
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Subjects came individually to a small meeting room located on campus. Each
session was conducted by the researcher and lasted around 45 minutes. At the start of the
session, the subject was first briefed on the purpose of the research and how the research
would be conducted and then was asked to sign a consent form. The subject was then told
that s/he would be looking at a number of print ads and would then talk about what he/she
thought of the ads and his/her reactions to them. Once the subject indicated that s/he
understood and signed the consent form, a tape recorder was started.
Each interviewee was shown five ads, with the order of their presentation rotated
between interviewees. The ads related to personal hygiene, personal care and health related
issues, so that they were not age or gender specific. The ads were adapted from internet
sources as well as from print advertisements.
Each interviewee was given a few minutes to have a look at and a read through each
ad, and then was asked to report what they thought and how they felt while they viewed it
and why. Once they were done with the first, they were then handed the second ad and the
same process was followed until all were viewed. Then, the tape recorder was turned off; the
subject was thanked and given two movie tickets in return for their participation in the
research.

4.2.1.1 RESULTS
The results of the interviews confirmed that consumers do find the scenarios or
information in some ads to be proximate to their self, as revealed by the terminology the
subjects used when describing their thoughts and feelings. All subjects described the scenario
of at least one of the ads as being proximate to them. For example, subjects used phrases such
as “I can feel the water on my face”, “I can smell the product”, “I feel self-conscious”, “I feel
pain when I look at the ad”, “I imagine this happening to me” and so on. Such responses
illustrate how some advertisements, just by the nature of the message content, can cause
viewers to feel that they are at the centre of the events happening in the ad. A closer look at
the interviewees’ responses revealed that their responses were affect laden when they
expressed words relating to PPS. For example, interviewees used words such as “relaxing”,
“self-conscious”, “I don’t like how it makes me feel”, “makes me feel I want to move away
from such a situation” etc. Moreover, their feelings of being proximate to the situation in the
advertisement did not distract their attention away from the message. For example, consider
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the NHS ad. Most interviewees said that while they agreed that the ad was successful
attracting attention and in illustrating how addictive smoking is, they still did not like the way
it made them feel.
Furthermore, subjects’ responses were generally consistent with the predictions of
the model proposed in this research, in that positively framed messages that were perceived
as proximate were more favourably evaluated than proximate negatively framed ads. Some
subjects even mentioned elements of the proposed model. These subjects indicated that
negative scenarios relating to self-presentation concerns made them feel they were going
through a similar experience to the one portrayed in the ad. They also used words that were
consistent with the predictions of the model proposed in this research, in that when they
described a negative scenario as being proximate to their self, they used words such as
“intimidating”, “threatening” and “irritating”. On the other hand, when interviewees
described a positive scenario as proximate, they used words such as “inviting”, “relaxing”,
and “calming”. They also used words relating to valence such as “positive”, “negative”,
“pleasant”, “good” and “bad”. Below are some excerpts from the interviews, including the
relevant stimuli, illustrating how some advertisements can give rise to perceptions of
proximity to the self.
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Figure 5. Stimulus 1- NHS Ad

- “I could immediately feel the pain of that hook going through your mouth...... it is such a
striking image that it gives me... that I can recall that.. I can feel that. I can feel how it would
feel” Linden (female, 35).
- “I guess it’s like I don’t want to look at that, I don’t want to think of that, it gives me feelings
of pain when I look at it, I feel like oh gosh I don’t want to be the person that’s like that”
Danielle (female, 19).
- “yeah you can almost feel the hook on your lip” Juliette (female, 30)
- “it’s painful, I don’t want to look at it, just seeing this picture makes me feel very painful

here in my mouth” Leila (female, 29)

44

Figure 6. Stimulus 2- OceanLift Ad

- “I don’t know if you have smelled sea minerals before but they smell really good... so yeah
I can smell it.... I can SMELL it...” Monica (female, 42)

- “I felt I wanted to go and smell it. Like the words they used for the shampoo ad made me
feel that yeah I want to feel like that....” Jacquie (female, 47)
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Figure 7. Stimulus 3- Mentadent Ad

- “makes you want to check your breath so you go (blows on her hand and smells) (laughs)
it does make you think actually oh gosh do I have bad breath and you want to check it..”
... Jacquie (female, 47)
- “it made you think of what you would do if you had bad breath like you would try to cover
up your mouth so people wouldn't smell it and stuff.. yeah” Joseph (male, 19)
- “the ad makes me feel a bit guilty when I don't use my mouth wash. It makes me think
about what’s gonna happen to my teeth and all the plaque and the tartar and the bad
breath which will have a negative effect on my social life.”.... “makes me want to rush out
to the dentist I suppose. It doesn’t really make me want to... well like the other ad for the
shampoo sort of makes me want to move toward the shampoo so I would look that good
but for this ad, reading the text makes me want to move away from that situation by buying
their product” Leo (male, 27)
- “I guess just simply because of it what it is... like if you have sensitive teeth it’s like “ah..
you have sensitive teeth”.. but if you have bad breath.. like no one wants to have bad
breath... I suppose no one wants to have sensitive teeth either but bad breath has; like
negative social connotations I suppose.. it is kind of an embarrassing problem where as
this one it is just... you know if you had sensitive teeth it is more of a fact” Danielle
(female, 19)
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Figure 8. Stimulus 4- Retardex Ad

- “because I know how painful that would be...I can feel it”... Jacquie (female, 47)

- “I was sort of imagining if I had sensitive teeth how bad would it be and I’d be like in pain
and that's not good. It didn’t make me feel bad or good just stuck in the middle, if you
know what I mean.” Lara (female, 21)

4.2.1.2 DISCUSSION
The interviews showed that consumers do under certain circumstances perceive
advertisements to be proximate to their self. The interviews also showed that when
interviewees perceived ads scenarios as being proximate to their self, subsequent ad attitudes
seemed to be affect-driven. Consider the NHS ad for example. Interviewees who expressed
words relating to PPS agreed that the ad is convincing and made a valid point of how
addictive smoking is, yet they did not like the ad because they did not like the way it made
them feel. This highlights a major difference between PPS and self-referencing. Selfreferencing has been shown to influence persuasion through heightened cognitive elaboration
and message scrutiny, such that subsequent attitudes are driven by the cogency of the
message (Burnkrant and Unnava 1995; Burnkrant and Unnava 1989; Escalas 2006; MeyersLevy and Peracchio 1996). However, the interviews showed that when interviewees
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perceived an ad to be proximate to their self, message quality did not influence their
subsequent evaluations of the ad. Specifically, when interviewees perceived an ad scenario to
be proximate to their self, their attitudes were influenced by how the ad made them feel
irrespective of whether they agreed with the message arguments.
The interviews also provided support for elements of the model. For example, some
of the responses to stimulus 4 (Mentadent ad) and stimulus 5 (Retardex ad) above, illustrate
how messages relating to social/self-presentation problems (bad breath) are considered to be
more negative/undesirable than messages that relate to non-presentation problems (sensitive
teeth). Further, these two ads illustrate that messages relating to negative social problems like
bad breath can lead to perceptions of perceived proximity to the self, as indicated by the
words used by the interviewees. An interesting finding was that perceptions of proximity to
the self can also be induced through the use of imagery, as in the OceanLift and the NHS ads.
Therefore, the interview stage provided support for the premise that consumers do at
times perceive some ad scenarios to be proximate to their self and that the effect of proximity
to the self on the final ad evaluation may be moderated by the valence of the scenario
depicted. This stage also showed that the use of imagery can induce feelings of proximity to
the situation in the ad. Given this initial support for the PPS construct, the second stage was
to develop and validate a scale to measure PPS.
One possible limitation of this stage was that only five ads were used with the ten
participants. No filler ads were used. However, debriefing revealed that none of the
interviewees guessed the purpose of the interviews, suggesting that this was not a critical
issue.

4.2.2

STAGE TWO
In order to develop and validate a scale for PPS, the steps recommended by

Netemeyer, Bearden et al. (2003) for scale development and validation were followed.
Specifically, items were generated to measure PPS based on the terminology used by subjects
in the interview stage. These were also supplemented by theoretical definitions to generate a
pool of opinion statements for the PPS construct that appeared to bear relevance to the
construct.
For content validity, the items were then presented to three judges who rated them
on a scale from 1 to 3, one being not representative at all of the construct, two being
somewhat representative, and three being highly representative,. The items were also checked
for redundancy. Double-barrelled questions were eliminated. Three naive subjects were then
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asked to read through the items in order to eliminate any ambiguity in wording. Items that
were judged to be ambiguous or unclear were revised. This resulted in an initial ten-item pool
for PPS. The initial item pool for each of the constructs under study was as follows (refer to
Appendix 1 for full questionnaire):
Table 3. Initial Item Pool: Scales and Reliabilities
Scale Name

Scale Items

PPS

(1=strongly disagree, 7= strongly agree)
I felt the situation depicted in the ad sounded as if it is close to me
I felt as if I was right there in the ad going through the same experience
I felt as if the situation in the ad was happening to me
The ad made me feel as if I was in that exact same situation
I felt the ad was speaking to me personally
I felt the ad was impersonal*
The ad made me think of myself
I felt detached from the situation in the ad*
I could not relate to the situation in the ad*
I felt as if I was in a similar situation to the person in the ad
when I was reading the ad, I felt that the ad was aggressive (1=strongly disagree,
7= strongly agree)
when I was reading the ad, I felt that the ad was intimidating (1=strongly disagree,
7= strongly agree)
when I was reading the ad, I felt that the ad was threatening (1=strongly disagree,
7= strongly agree)
I felt the situation depicted in the ad was appealing (1=strongly disagree, 7=
strongly agree)
I felt the situation depicted in the ad was attractive (1=strongly disagree, 7=
strongly agree)
I felt the situation depicted in the ad was enjoyable (1=strongly disagree, 7=
strongly agree)
I felt the situation depicted in the ad was positive (1=strongly disagree, 7= strongly
agree)
Please indicate your overall feelings toward the advertisement you viewed: 1=
bad/7= good
Please indicate your overall feelings toward the advertisement you viewed:
1=pleasant/7=unpleasant *
Please indicate your overall feelings toward the advertisement you viewed:
1=unfavourable/7=favourable
In your opinion, the advertisement you just viewed:
1= Means a lot to me/7= Means nothing to me *
1= Is relevant/7=Is not relevant *
1=Is unimportant/7=Is important
1=Is appealing/7=Is not appealing*
1=Is interesting/7=Is not interesting *
1=Is exciting/7=Is not exciting*
1=Is valuable/7=Is not valuable *
1=Is involving/7=Is not involving*
1=Is needed/7=Is not needed*
1=Is fascinating/7=Is not fascinating

Threat

Valence

Aad

Involvement
(source:
Zaichowsky
1985)

Scale
Reliability

* denotes that the item was reverse worded.
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0.94

0.91

0.88

0.93

4.2.2.1 PROCEDURE
The items were then tested and validated using an online questionnaire. The
questionnaire was prepared and designed by the researcher but was administered by a
commercial online research company which has an online panel who are rewarded for
completing online surveys. The entire sample, consisting of 390 participants, was
representative of the Auckland population. Given that the objective of this study is to reduce
the number of items for use with further research, an item that performs well with a
representative sample will be more confidently assessed for inclusion in subsequent studies
(Netemeyer et al. 2003). The questionnaire contained three ads, two relating to social risks
and one filler ad. The order of the ads was randomised as was the order of questions. The
questionnaire took approximately 25 minutes to complete. The total sample was divided into
three subsamples; each was representative of the Auckland population. The first sample
(n=167) was used to conduct exploratory factor analysis (EFA). The second sample (n=166)
was used for confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The third sample (n=57) was used for scale
validation using regression.

Sample

Sample Size

Purpose and Result

Sample 1

N = 167

Exploratory factor analysis was used to verify the
dimensionality of the scale and then reduce the initial
PPS ten-item scale to four

Sample 2

N = 166

Confirmatory factor analysis was used to establish
convergent and discriminant validity of the PPS scale.
The scale exhibited convergent validity and was found to
be discriminant from ad involvement.

Sample 3

N = 57

Regression analysis was used to test establish the
nomological validity of the PPS scale, per the predictions
made in this research. PPS was found to moderate the
relationship between message valence and Aad.

Although an online questionnaire does not provide controlled environment
conditions, there are several advantages to using an online questionnaire, and those specific
to this research are outlined below:
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1- The sample used was representative of a metropolitan New Zealand city. An online
panel is a useful way for obtaining sample representativeness. According to
Netemeyer et al. (2003) (p. 116) sample representativeness is a plus in scale
development. Given that the objective from the pilot study is to reduce the number of
items for use with further research, an item that performs well with a representative
sample will be more confidently assessed for inclusion in subsequent studies.
2- The online questionnaire enables the researcher to randomise the order of the stimuli
and items used, hence controlling for order effects.
3- Using an online questionnaire, the amount of missing data can be minimised
4- The online questionnaire provided a more realistic environment of ad viewing
conditions than a print questionnaire, as many ads are viewed online.

Despite their many advantages, online questionnaires do have some drawbacks:
1- Running the questionnaire online using an online panel was costly.
2- The researcher has little control over how the data is collected
3- The stimuli were designed in print ad layout but were viewed on screen, hence were
not really representative of a normal viewing situation.

4.2.2.2 METHODOLOGY
The scale development and testing procedure followed the recommendations of
Netemeyer et al (2003) and Field (2005). Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted
using principal axis factoring with PROMAX rotation (Netemeyer et al. 2003) in order to
establish the dimensionality of the scale and to trim items prior to conducting confirmatory
factor analysis. An oblique rotation was used, because oblique rotations reveal more
meaningful theoretical factors (Netemeyer et al. 2003). No restrictions were imposed on the
number of factors to be extracted and the following criteria were used for item deletion (see
Bearden et al. 2001; Clark and Watson 1995; Field 2005; Netemeyer et al. 2003):

1- Items with very high correlations (greater than 0.8) were deleted when the
determinant was smaller than 0.0001, as this is an indication of item singularity
2- Items with loadings of less than 0.5 were deleted
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3- Items with loadings greater than 0.9 were deleted, as this indicates singularity in the
data
4- Items with cross loadings were deleted
5- Items with item to total correlations of less than 0.5 or greater than 0.8 (indicator of
items redundancy) were deleted

Exploratory factor analysis was conducted using SPPS. Items with inter-item
correlations of 0.5 or better were retained (Clark and Watson 1995). However, items with
corrected item to total correlations above 0.8 were deleted, as a close inspection revealed they
had similar wording to other items and were highly correlated (0.85 and above) with other
items of similar wording.

4.2.2.3 EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS: PPS
Initial analysis of the PPS scale resulted in a two factor solution; whereby reverseworded items loaded on a separate factor (refer to table below). This was not unexpected;
Netemeyer et al (2003) found evidence in the literature that negatively worded items tend to
load highly on a separate factor from positively worded items. Furthermore, Netemeyer et al
(2003) found that negatively-worded items either do not exhibit as high a reliability as
positively-worded items do, or they can be confusing to research participants. Nonetheless, it
was deemed necessary to include reverse-worded items to avoid response bias.
Table 4. Initial Pattern Matrix and Factor Loadings
Item

Item wording

pps_similar
pps_happen
pps_same
pps_experience

I felt as if I was in a similar situation to the person in the ad
I felt as if the situation in the ad was happening to me
The ad made me feel as if I was in that exact same situation
I felt as if I was right there in the ad going through the same
experience
pps_close
I felt the situation depicted in the ad sounded as if it is close
to me
pps_personally
I felt the ad was speaking to me personally
pps_myself
The ad made me think of myself
pps_detached
I felt detached from the situation in the ad
pps_notrelate
I could not relate to the situation in the ad
pps_impersonal I felt the ad was impersonal
Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.
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Factor loadings
1
2
0.97
0.92
0.90
0.88
0.84
0.75
0.61
0.73
0.72
0.67

The three reverse-worded items that loaded together were deleted and the analysis
was re-run with the remaining seven items. Then three more items were deleted from the
analysis over three steps: (1) pps_myself was deleted as it had a loading less than 0.5, (2)
pps_similar from the analysis as it had a loading exceeding 0.9, and finally (3)
pps_personally was deleted because it resulted in a marginal reduction in the reliability of the
scale.
Thus using EFA, the initial ten item pool was reduced to the following four items:
(1) “I felt as if the situation in the ad was happening to me”, (2) “The ad made me feel as if I
was in that exact same situation”, (3) “I felt as if I was right there in the ad going through the
same experience”, and (4) “I felt the situation depicted in the ad sounded as if it is close to
me”. Looking at the correlation matrix below, it can be noted that the inter-item correlations
were strong yet not excessively high (min= 0.71, max= 0.80). The scree-plot and the Eigen
values indicate that the scale is unidimensional and the items retained explain 76.44 % of the
variance in the scale. The final scale had a reliability of 0.93.

Table 5. Correlation Matrix
pps_experience

Correlation

pps_experience

1.00

pps_same

pps_happen

pps_close

0.79*

0.81*

0.71*

1.00

0.79*

0.73*

1.00

0.75*

pps_same
pps_happen
pps_close

1.00

a. Determinant = .041.
* denotes that correlation was significant at 0.01 level

4.2.2.3.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis- Convergent Validity
Confirmatory factor analysis was then conducted using AMOS (see Bearden et al.
2001). The final four-item scale exhibited good fit (RMSEA= 0.069, TLI= 0.992, CFI=
0.997, GFI=0.992, AGFI=0.96). The scale items also demonstrated convergent validity of the
PPS scale. For convergent validity to be established, the average percentage of variance
extracted should exceed 0.5 (Hair et al. 1998). Construct reliability is also an indicator of
convergent validity (Hair et al. 1998), where reliabilities exceeding 0.7 indicate good
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reliability. The variance extracted estimate (VE) and the construct reliability (CR) for PPS
were 0.78 and 0.84 respectively, showing support for convergent validity of the PPS scale.

Figure 9. Latent Model for PPS with Standardised Estimates

Proximity

0.83

0.93

0.89

pps_close

pps_happen

pps_same

0.69

0.86

0.79

e1

Item Label
pps_close:
pps_happen:
pps_same:
pps_experience:

e2

e3

0.88
pps_experience
0.78
e4

Wording
I felt the situation depicted in the ad sounded as if it is close to me
I felt as if the situation in the ad was happening to me
The ad made me feel as if I was in that exact same situation
I felt as if I was right there in the ad going through the same experience

4.2.2.3.2 Discriminant Validity
Discriminant validity was then conducted to see whether PPS was different from
personal relevance. Zaichkowsky (1985) defines involvement as “A person’s perceived
relevance of the object based on inherent needs, values and interests”. As such, AMOS was
used to test for discriminant validity of the PPS scale against the RPII scale (Zaichkowsy
1994) using the variance extracted method (Hair et al., 1998). The variance extracted
estimate for each construct (VEPPS= 0.78, VERPII= 0.74) was greater than the squared
correlation between the two constructs (r2=0.41), demonstrating that discriminant validity
was achieved.
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4.2.2.3.3 Nomological Validity
Nomological validity is a way of assessing construct validity by determining the
extent to which its measure operates within a set of hypothesised theoretical relationships
(Netemeyer et al. 2003). In other words, nomological validity involves investigating
hypothesised theoretical relationships between constructs, and the empirical relationships
between measures of those constructs. Methods such as structural equation modelling (SEM),
regression-based and/or experimental methods are often used to establish the nomological
validity of a construct. As an example, Bearden et al. (2001) used logistic regression to
demonstrate that one subset of their consumer self-confidence measures moderated the
relationship between consumer price/quality schema and choice of higher versus lower priced
options in a choice set.
In order to establish nomological validity of the PPS scale, the PPS scale will be
tested per the hypothesised relationships proposed in Chapter Three. It was hypothesised in
Chapter Three that when negative information is perceived as proximate to the self, it will be
perceived as threatening to the self. It was further hypothesised that the perceived proximity
of negative information contained in an ad will have an adverse effect on ad evaluations.
Thus, to establish whether the PPS scale demonstrates nomological validity of the PPS
construct, regression analysis was run for PPS, valence and their interaction on 1) threat and
2) Aad, separately. In order to test if there was a significant interaction effect, conditional
slopes analysis was used as per the recommendations of Aiken and West (1991). Using
conditional slopes analysis, each of the independent variables used in the analyses is centred
in order to minimise the correlation between the independent variables and the interaction
term. Block regression was used to test whether the interaction term resulted in a significant
change in R2 (Hair et al. 1998).
First the analysis was run for threat as a dependent variable with PPS, valence and
their interaction as independent variables. Results showed that valence and PPS explained
22.3% of the variance (F(2,111)=15.93, p<0.05) in threat. It was found that valence
significantly predicted threat (β=-0.51, t=-5.87, p<0.05). The interaction effect was
marginally significant (β=0.16, t=1.86, p=0.066). The results of the regression analysis show
that PPS does moderate the effect of advertisement valence on perceived threat. However, the
results showed that PPS weakened the relationship between information valence and
perceived threat. This is contrary to the prediction that PPS should strengthen the effect of

55

valence on perceived threat. The figure below shows the effect of valence on threat at varying
levels of PPS.

Figure 10. Effect of Valence on Threat
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Next, the analysis was run for PPS, valence and their interaction on Aad. Results
showed that valence and PPS explained 42.5% of the variance in Aad (F(2,111)=40.95, p<0.05).
It was found that valence significantly predicted Aad (β=0.53, t=7.29, p<0.05) as did PPS
(β=0.31, t=4.35, p<0.05). A significant interaction effect was also found (β=-0.21, t=-3.01,
p<0.05), indicating that PPS does moderate the effect of information valence on Aad.
Specifically, the flatter slope produced by the regression equation under higher levels of PPS
implies that PPS weakens the relationship between information valence and Aad, whereas the
opposite effect was predicted. The assumptions of normality and homoscedasticity were
violated, which may have biased the results.
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The figure below shows the effect of valence on attitude toward the ad at different levels of
PPS.

Figure 11. Effect of Valence on Attitude Toward the Ad
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4.3

DISCUSSION
Stages one and two of this research confirm that consumers can perceive some

advertising stimuli to be proximate to their self, and that this perceived proximity does in turn
have an impact on their reactions to the ad. The survey showed that perceived threat as
produced by an advertisement has an unfavourable effect on Aad. While results of the
regression analysis did demonstrate that PPS moderates the effect of information valence on
Aad, the effect was not in the direction expected. Specifically, the analysis showed that PPS
weakened the relationship between information valence, perceived threat and Aad, whereas it
had been predicted that PPS would strengthen those relationships. This could have been due
to the nature of the stimuli selected for this experiment. The images used might have
interacted or influenced this effect due to the possible use of a hedonic appeal; the image used
for the bad breath ad was about intimacy. As such, the positive scenario and negative
scenario might not have been directly comparable.
The scale validation stage showed that PPS did moderate the effect of valenced
information on Aad and the perceived threat arising from the message. However, the effect
was not in the direction predicted. It is has to be noted, however, that the stimuli were not
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directly comparable, because they related to different product categories. Furthermore, they
were not used to directly test the model itself.

4.4

LIMITATIONS
One limitation of the research thus far is that the interview stage was limited to ten

participants using five advertisements. This may have limited the richness of the information
obtained. Also, the items for PPS seem to be somewhat closely worded, indicating that PPS is
a narrowly defined construct, and that perhaps two or three items would suffice to measure it.
Further, the scale was tested using one study. It is usually recommended that the scale be
tested and re-tested before further use (see Netemeyer et al. 2003). Consequently, the main
experiment will also be used to further demonstrate the nomological and discriminant validity
of the PPS scale.

4.5

STAGE THREE –STIMULI DEVELOPMENT AND PRE-TESTING
Product Selection Criteria
Two criteria were used to select a product for the experimental print ad. First, it was

important that the product be one that was not gender-specific, and that potential participants
would be familiar with and have sufficient knowledge of it in order to evaluate the ad
information effectively. Second, the product had to be capable of being advertised with
positive (solution) as well as negative (problem) appeals. Based on these two criteria, the
following product categories were pre-selected and tested for product benefit
conspicuousness: toothpaste, shampoo and hand soap products. Five PhD students were then
asked to list all the possible benefits that they could think of for each of the three products.
The list of the benefits for each of the products was then compiled (see following table).
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Table 6. Product-Benefit Combinations
Product: Toothpaste

Product: Shampoo

Product: Hand soap

Benefits:

Benefits:

Benefits:

1 – Removes plaque

1 – Anti-frizz

1 – Anti-bacterial

2 – Whitens teeth

2 – Eliminates dandruff

2 – Prevents dry skin

3 – Removes tartar

3 – Prevents split ends

3 – Moisturising

4 – Eliminates bad breath

4 – Cleans hair

4 – Softens hands

5 – Prevents cavities

5 – Prevents dry hair

5 – Smells nice

6 – Strengthens teeth

6 – Soothes sensitive scalp

6 – Prevents skin irritation

7 – Freshens breath

7 – Makes hair soft

7 – Prevents blemishes

8 – Prevents gingivitis
9 – Protection against gum
disease
10 – Reduces tooth
sensitivity

8 – Makes hair silky
9 – Strengthens hair

8 – Cleans hands
9 – Removes germs

11 – Cleans teeth

11 – Cleans oily hair

10 – Adds volume

12 – Smells nice
13 – Makes hair easy to
manage
The list was then given to ten judges, blind to the purpose of the research, to rate the
conspicuousness of each of the product benefits on a scale from 1-7, where 1 = not at all
conspicuous, and 7 = highly conspicuous (please refer to Appendix 2). The results provided
possible pairs of product benefits for use in the ad stimuli.

Table 7. Paired Samples t-Test for Product Benefit Combinations
Mean

SD

t

df

p

Pair 1

BadBreath - ToothSensitivity

4.60

1.35

10.78

9

0.00

Pair 2

StrongTeeth - FreshBreath

-4.50

1.84

-7.73

9

0.00

Pair 3

Dandruff - SensitiveScalp

3.50

1.35

8.17

9

0.00

Pair 4

CleanHair - StrongHair

3.00

1.76

5.38

9

0.00

Pair 5

SensitiveScalp - OilyHair

-3.70

1.70

-6.87

9

0.00
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Given that the benefits of shampoo and hand soap might not have been particularly
relevant to male samples, it was decided that toothpaste would be a more appropriate product
to use in the main experiment. However, before finally deciding on the type of product to use
in the experiment and its associated benefits, the product benefit combinations were further
tested using an online questionnaire with university students in USA and New Zealand.
Students participated in the survey in return for course credit and participation was voluntary.
The US sample consisted of seven males and eight females, whereas the NZ sample consisted
of four males and 18 females. Even though there was a gender skew in the data, there was no
difference by gender in the results. The results confirmed that breath freshness was
considered to be a conspicuous benefit of toothpaste, and that reduction of tooth pain and
tooth sensitivity were considered to be inconspicuous benefits of toothpaste. These results
were true for both samples and both genders.

Table 8. Product-Benefit Selection Testing
Product Benefit

UOA n=22
sig

USA n=15
sig
UoA +USA
n=37
sig
Females
N=26
Sig
Males
N=11
sig

Bad breath
reduction

Tooth sensitivity
reduction

Fresh breath

Tooth pain
reduction

M= 6.00

M= 2.77

M= 5.77

M=2.68

T(21)= 7.08, (p= 0.000)
M=6.13

t(21)= 6.79, (p= 0.00)

M= 2.60

t(14)= 5.66, (p= 0.00)
M=6.05

M= 2.70

M= 5.78

M=2.76

t(36)= 8.76, (p= 0.00)

M=2.92

t(25)= 7.84, (p= 0.00)
M= 5.73

M=2.86

t(14)= 5.36, (p= 0.00)

t(36)= 9.16, (p= 0.00)
M=6.19

M= 5.80

M= 5.92

M=3.00

t(25)= 6.86, (p= 0.0)

M= 2.18

t(10)= 4.62, (p= 0.001)

M =5.4545

M = 2.18

t(10)= 5.42, (p= 0.00)

Based on the results above, it was decided to use toothpaste in the experiment with the
benefit “breath-freshening” and “sensitivity reduction”. Toothpaste was considered to be an
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appropriate product because it is not gender or age specific, is easy to illustrate using positive
and negative framing and has conspicuous as well as inconspicuous benefits.
In order to find a model to appear in the ad, an advertisement was placed at the
University of Auckland to recruit a person to model in an ad in return for a movie ticket.
Subsequently, a male university student, aged 19, was recruited for this purpose. The same
model was used in all four experimental conditions.

Next, the stimuli were developed and tested to make sure that the manipulations
were working as intended. The pre-testing stage indicated that the stimuli as well as the
manipulation check items needed refining for clarity in order for the manipulations to work as
intended. For a detailed description of the stimuli development and pre-testing, please refer to
Appendix 3.
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CHAPTER 5 -

METHODOLOGY- MAIN
EXPERIMENT

5.1

RESEARCH DESIGN
The hypotheses and the model presented in Chapter Three, were tested using a 2

(framing: solution vs. problem) x 2 (benefit conspicuousness: low vs. high) between subjects
factorial design. The factorial design was deemed to be the most appropriate research design
as it allows for the examination of the simultaneous effect of several independent variables on
the dependent variables (Hair et al. 1998). Factorial designs have many benefits: they allow
for the measurement of the separate effects of each variable or the main effects, they allow
for the detection and measurement of interaction effects, they are cost-effective and can
increase the amount of information provided, relative to non-factorial experimental designs
(Cozby 2007; Kinnear and Taylor 1996; Malhotra 1996). Both independent variables were
manipulated.

5.2

PARTICIPANTS
382 male and female participants aged between 18 and 25 participated in an online

study. The participants were members of a US online panel who participated in this survey in
exchange for rewards arranged by the panel administrator. Participation was voluntary and
there was no direct access to any of the participants or their details. Participation in the
research was restricted to the 18-25 age group, as this was consistent with the age of the
model in the ad. Furthermore, the pre-test stage showed that this age group was the most
influenced by the manipulations. The advertisements used in the survey were designed by an
arts student, and the model in the ads was a 19 year old Caucasian University of Auckland
student.

5.3

PROCEDURE
The survey was administered online and the data was collected over a two-week

period. Participants were randomly assigned to an experimental condition. There were four
versions of the ad corresponding to four experimental conditions, which manipulate two
levels of framing, and two levels of benefit conspicuousness (please refer to Appendix 8 for
full Questionnaire). Each participant viewed two ads, an ad corresponding to one of the
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experimental conditions and a filler ad, where the order of the ads was counterbalanced. The
purpose of the filler ad was to distract the attention of the participants from the real purpose
of the research. The order of the questions was randomised within a battery of items. The
survey took around 15 minutes to complete.

5.4

DATA CLEANING AND PREPARATION
Before any analyses were conducted, the dataset was first examined to ensure the

integrity of the data collected. Six cases were found whereby the participants had entered “1”
as the response to all questions throughout the entire survey, which indicated that they may
have given little thought to the survey completion task. Such cases were deleted from the
survey. This reduced the sample to 376 participants.

5.5

MEASURES
1) Dependent Variables
Ad and brand attitudes were assessed using seven point Likert-type scales anchored

from strongly disagree (=1) to strongly agree (=7). Attitude toward the ad consisted of five
items, and attitude toward the brand was assessed using the four items used by Lee and
Mason (1999). These were: “The brand in the ad is likely to possess the stated ad claims”, “I
react favourably to the brand”, “I feel positively toward the brand”, “I dislike the brand”
(α=0.79)
2) Covariates
A covariate analysis is important to eliminate possible systematic errors that could
bias the results, and to account for differences in subject responses due to unique
characteristics of the subjects (Hair et al. 1998). Moreover, controlling for the effect of
covariates on the dependent variables allows for more sensitive tests of treatment effects
(Hair et al. 1998). Effective covariates are ones that are highly correlated with the dependent
variables but not correlated with the independent variables (Hair et al. 2006).
Consumer scepticism: consumer scepticism is defined as a consumer’s tendency to
disbelieve advertising claims in general (Obermiller and Spangenberg 1998). Obermiller et
al. (2005) studied the effect of consumer scepticism on attitudes toward advertising and found
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that more sceptical consumers like advertising less, rely on it less, attend to it less, and tend to
respond more favourably to emotional appeals than to informational appeals (Obermiller et
al. 2005). Consumer scepticism was measured using the SKEP scale (unidimensional,
α=0.825) (Obermiller and Spangenberg 1998) on seven points (1=strongly disagree,
7=strongly agree). The SKEP scale is a nine-item scale: (1) “we can depend on getting the
truth in most advertising”, (2) “advertising’s aim is to inform the consumer”, (3) “I believe
that advertising in informative”, (4) “advertising is generally truthful”, (5) “advertising is a
reliable source of information about the quality and performance of products”, (6)
“advertising is truth well told”, (7) “in general, advertising presents a true picture of the
product being advertised”, (8) “I feel I have been accurately informed after viewing most
advertisements”, (9) “most advertising provides consumers with essential information”.
(α=0.93)
Message involvement: message involvement is defined as “a motivational construct
that influences consumers’ motivation to process information at the time of message
exposure” (Baker and Lutz 2000) and hence is concerned with the message itself. Message
involvement was measured using a seven-point three-item scale (1=not at all, 7= a great deal)
1) “how much attention did you pay to the ad?” 2) “how much did you concentrate on the
ad?” 3) “how much did you notice the written message in the ad?” (α=0.89) (adapted from
Laczniak et al. 1989)
Demographics: demographic variables such as gender, income and education are
included as covariates in the analysis.

5.5.1

OTHER VARIABLES
Perceived Proximity to the Self-concept: ‘PPS’
In the previous section, PPS was defined as the perceived proximity of the situation

depicted in the ad to the perceiver’s self or self-concept. According to the proposed model in
this research, PPS is expected to influence the effect of framing on attitude toward an ad. PPS
was measured using a seven-point four-item Likert scale that was developed earlier in this
research.

Threat
The model proposes that the extent to which an advertisement is perceived to be
threatening will have an adverse effect on attitude toward the ad. Perceived threat was
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measured using the following seven-point (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) threeitem scale 1) “I felt the ad was intimidating”, 2) “I felt the ad was aggressive”, 3) “I felt the
ad was threatening” (α=0.91).

Self-Referencing
It was proposed in Chapter Two that PPS may be related to self-referencing. As
such, self-referencing was measured in order to test for the discriminant validity of the PPS
scale. Self-referencing scale was adapted from Martin et al. (2004) and was measured using
the following seven-point (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) six-item scale 1) “The ad
seemed to relate to me personally”, 2) “The ad seemed to be written with me in mind”, 3)
“The ad made me think about my own experiences with the product”, 4) “I can easily picture
myself using the product portrayed in the ad”, 5) “I can easily form similarity judgements
between myself and the advertising model”, 6) “I can easily relate myself to the advertising
model” (α=0.95).

5.5.2

MEASUREMENT OF THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
In order to check whether the framing manipulation was working, participants were

asked to rate the extent to which they thought the situation the person in the ad was
experiencing was negative/positive, unfavourable/favourable, unpleasant/pleasant using a
seven point semantic differential scale (α = 0.95). In order to check if the conspicuousness
manipulation was working, participants were asked to indicate using a seven-point semantic
differential scale the extent to which they thought that the benefits a person gets from using
the product would be (1) noticeable (1 = not at all noticeable/ 7 = highly noticeable), (2)
obvious (1 = not at all obvious/7 = highly obvious), and (3) visible (1 = not at all visible/7 =
highly visible) to other people (α = 0.92) (Wooten and Reed II 2004).
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CHAPTER 6 -

RESULTS

A multivariate analysis of covariance and a univariate analysis of covariance were
used as analytic tools to identify any significant differences between dependent variable
scores under different manipulations, whilst taking into account the covariates. Manipulation
checks were employed to ascertain that the treatments provided appropriately significant
effects in the desired direction. First the results of the manipulation checks were reported, and
then the assumptions were tested.
6.1.1.1 MANIPULATION CHECKS
Manipulation checks were conducted for framing and benefit conspicuousness.
Results indicated that the framing manipulation was successful (Mproblem=3.06, SD= 1.67,
Msolution= 4.41, SD= 1.67, F(1,372)= 67.23, p<0.05). The conspicuousness manipulation was
also successful (Mlow=3.56, SD= 1.51, Mhigh= 4.05, SD= 1.47, F(1,372)= 10.28, p<0.05).

6.1.1.2 ASSUMPTIONS TESTING
1. Independence of observations: the survey was administered by an online panel
administrator. One participant only from any household, participated in the survey.
Participants were randomly assigned to different experimental conditions. Given the
design of the experiment and the way the online survey was administered, the possibility
of a participant’s responses being influenced by the responses of another participant is
very remote.
2. Outliers: MANCOVA is particularly sensitive to the presence of outliers because they
impact on the Type I error (Hair et al. 2006). Box plots were first used in order to identify
univariate outliers. Outliers were defined as being those cases that lie outside the whiskers
of the box plot. Using this criterion, four outliers were detected for attitude toward the
brand (refer to box plot below). After examination of each of the cases, it was found that
each case has entered extreme values throughout the survey. However, they were not the
only cases to have extreme values. Given that none of these cases was an extreme outlier,
it was decided to keep them in the dataset.
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With regards to multivariate outliers, none of the studentised residuals was greater
than + 2.5/ – 2.5. Accordingly, no multivariate outliers were detected based on the
studentised residuals criterion.
3. Cell size: the sample in each cell is greater that the number of dependent variables. This
assumption is satisfied.
4. Univariate and multivariate normality: given that each of the eight cells in this design
contains more than 30 cases, this assumption is less important (Dancey and Reidy 2004;
Hair et al. 2006).
5. Linearity: linear relationships among all pairs of dependent variables. Looking at the
scatter plot below, it can be seen that this assumption has been met for Aad, Abr, and PPS.
The relationship between threat and the other variables does not seem to be very linear.
Figure 12. Scatter Plot of Dependent Variables

6. Multicollinearity and singularity: when there is strong multicollinearity between the
dependent variables, there are redundant dependent measures and these decrease
statistical efficiency (Hair et al. 2006). Looking at the table below, the highest correlation
is 0.66, indicating that there is no multicollinearity between the dependent variables.
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Table 9. Correlation Matrix of Dependent Variables
PPS

Abr

Aad

Threat

0.66**

0.65**

0.04

1

0.66**

-0.22**

Aad

1

-0.13*

Threat

*

1

PPS

1

Abr

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

7. Cell sizes and make up:

Framing

Self Presentation
High

Low

Total

Problem

94

97

191

Solution

90

95

185

Total

184

192

363

8. Homogeneity of variance-covariance matrix (Box's M):– MANCOVA is fairly robust
to violations of this assumption if equal cell sizes exist (Field 2005; Hair et al. 2006). The
Box’s M Test was insignificant (F=1.36, p=0.09), indicating that this assumption is
satisfied.

9. Homogeneity of error variances: in order to test for this assumption, the Levene’s test
was examined, and the Levene’s test was not significant for any of Aad (F(3,359)= 2.36, p=
0.07), Abr (F(3,359)= 1.88, p= 0.13), PPS (F(3,359)= 1.38, p= 0.25), or threat (F(3,359)= 0.15,
p= 0.93). Thus, this assumption is also satisfied.
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6.1.1.3 MANCOVA RESULTS
The model and hypotheses were tested using a 2 (framing: solution vs. problem) x 2
(benefit conspicuousness: low vs. high) MANCOVA with scepticism, gender, income,
education and message involvement as covariates.

MANCOVA revealed that there was a marginal main effect of framing on Aad
(F(1,354)= 3.56, p=0.06). There was no significant main effect on Abr, nor was there a
significant interaction effect on any of the dependent variables. With regards to the
covariates, there was a significant effect for scepticism on each of Aad (F(1, 354)= 19.51,
p<0.05), Abr (F(1, 354)= 21.34, p<0.05), PPS (F(1, 354)= 17.64, p<0.05) and threat (F(1, 354)= 4.53,
p<0.05). There was also a significant effect of message involvement on each of Aad (F(1, 354)=
48.02, p<0.05), Abr (F(1, 354)= 113.98, p<0.05), PPS (F(1, 354)= 53.86, p<0.05) and threat (F(1,
354)=

42.46, p<0.05). There was also a significant effect for Education on Abr (F(1, 354)= 6.45,

p<0.05) and threat (F(1, 354)= 8.42). None of the other covariates had significant effects.
In order to test the individual hypotheses, follow up ANCOVAs were conducted for
each of Aad, Abr, PPS, and threat, with involvement, scepticism and education as covariates.
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Table 10. Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent

Type III Sum of

Source

Variable

Corrected Model

Aad

184.83a

8

23.10

13.86

0.00

Abr

167.03b

8

20.87

22.67

0.00

PPS

236.12c

8

29.51

13.65

0.00

72.99d

8

9.12

7.08

0.00

Aad

46.19

1

46.19

27.72

0.00

Abr

47.38

1

47.38

51.46

0.00

PPS

5.95

1

5.95

2.75

0.09

92.98

1

92.98

72.17

0.00

Aad

3.72

1

3.72

2.23

0.13

Abr

1.01

1

1.01

1.10

0.29

PPS

3.75

1

3.75

1.73

0.18

Threat

5.07

1

5.07

3.94

0.04

Message Involvement Aad

80.01

1

80.01

48.02

0.00

Abr

104.94

1

104.94

113.98

0.00

PPS

116.46

1

116.46

53.86

0.00

54.70

1

54.70

42.46

0.00

Aad

5.19

1

5.19

3.11

0.07

Abr

0.30

1

0.30

0.33

0.56

PPS

0.00

1

0.00

0.00

0.98

Threat

0.93

1

0.93

0.72

0.39

Aad

3.78

1

3.78

2.27

0.13

Abr

5.93

1

5.93

6.45

0.01

PPS

6.75

1

6.75

3.12

0.07

Threat

10.85

1

10.85

8.42

0.00

Aad

32.51

1

32.51

19.51

0.00

Abr

19.65

1

19.65

21.34

0.00

PPS

38.14

1

38.14

17.64

0.00

5.83

1

5.83

4.53

0.03

Threat
Intercept

Threat
Gender

Threat
Income

Education

Scepticism

Threat

Squares

df
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Mean Square

F

Sig.

Table. 10 Cont’d
Dependent

Type III Sum of

Source

Variable

Self-presentation

Aad

2.61

1

2.61

1.57

0.21

Abr

0.00

1

0.00

0.00

0.97

PPS

0.08

1

0.08

0.04

0.84

Threat

0.23

1

0.23

0.18

0.67

Aad

5.93

1

5.93

3.56

0.06

Abr

0.11

1

0.11

0.12

0.72

PPS

8.36

1

8.36

3.87

0.05

Threat

0.52

1

0.52

0.40

0.52

Self-presentation x

Aad

1.73

1

1.73

1.03

0.30

Framing

Abr

0.08

1

0.08

0.09

0.75

PPS

4.64

1

4.64

2.14

0.14

Threat

3.42

1

3.42

2.66

0.10

Aad

589.83

354

1.66

Abr

325.94

354

0.92

PPS

765.41

354

2.16

Threat

456.03

354

1.28

Aad

6499.76

363

Abr

7098.62

363

PPS

4940.43

363

Threat

1768.43

363

Aad

774.66

362

Abr

492.97

362

PPS

1001.54

362

529.02

362

Framing

Error

Total

Corrected Total

Threat

Squares

df

a. R Squared = 0.239 (Adjusted R Squared = 0.22)
b. R Squared = 0.339 (Adjusted R Squared =0.32)
c. R Squared = 0.236 (Adjusted R Squared = 0.21)
d. R Squared = 0.138 (Adjusted R Squared = 0.11)
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Mean Square

F

Sig.

6.1.1.3.1 Hypothesis 1
H1a: Solution-framed messages will have a more favourable effect on Aad and Abr than
problem-framed messages
H1b: Problem-framed messages will have a more favourable effect on Aad and Abr than
solution-framed messages
Separate ANCOVAS revealed that there was a main effect for framing on Aad
(F(1,356)= 4.18, p<0.05). Although the effect was significant, it was in the opposite direction to
what was predicted in H1a; such that problem-framed ads (Mproblem=4.10, SD=1.44) were
evaluated more favourably than solution-framed ads (Msolution=3.77, SD=1.47). The results
thus provide support for the competing hypothesis H1b. The effect on Aad did not carry over to
Abr (F(1,356)=0.17, p=0.68) indicating that there is no significant difference between the mean
of problem-framed messages (Mproblem= 4.29, SD=1.22) and solution-framed messages
(Msolution= 4.18, SD=1.11). Therefore, Hypothesis H1b was partially supported.

Table 11. Means and Standard Deviations of the Dependent Variables
AAD
SP

ABR

THREAT

PPS

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

solution

3.80

1.34

4.21

1.06

1.87

1.26

2.97

1.56

problem

4.32

1.39

4.39

1.17

1.72

1.11

3.6

1.79

solution

3.73

1.56

4.15

1.17

1.78

1.24

3.18

1.55

problem

3.86

1.46

4.17

1.26

2.01

1.20

3.22

1.69

FR

low conspicuousness

high conspicuousness

6.1.1.3.2 Hypothesis 2
H2a: Consumers exposed to a problem frame will exhibit greater perceptions of PPS with

conspicuous product benefit appeals than with inconspicuous product benefit appeals.
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ANCOVA showed that the interaction effect of framing and self-presentation on
PPS was not statistically significant (F(1,356)=2.21, p=0.14). Planned contrasts revealed that
consumers exposed to a problem frame did not exhibit significant differences in the level of
PPS between inconspicuous product benefit appeals (Mlow=3.70, SD=1.77) and conspicuous
product benefit appeals (Mhigh=3.27, SD=1.67) (t(189)=-0.87, p=0.384).

Figure 13. Estimated Marginal Means of PPS

H2b: Consumers exposed to a problem frame will perceive conspicuous product benefit
appeals to be more threatening to the self than inconspicuous product benefit appeals.

Planned contrasts revealed that participants in the problem frame condition were
more threatened by a conspicuous product benefit appeal (Mhigh=2.01, SD=1.20) than by an
inconspicuous product benefit appeal (Mlow=1.72, SD=1.11), but that difference did not reach
statistical significance (t(189)=1.75, p=0.08).

H2c: Consumers exposed to a conspicuous product benefit appeal will perceive problem
frames to be more threatening than solution frames.
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Planned contrasts revealed that participants in the high conspicuousness product
benefit appeal condition were more threatened by a problem frame (Mproblem=2.01, SD=1.20)
than by a solution frame (Msolution=1.78, SD=1.24), but that effect did not reach statistical
significance (t(182)=1.69, p=0.09).

Figure 14 . Estimated Marginal Means of Threat

H2d: Greater levels of perceived threat to the self will have an unfavourable effect on Aad and
Abr.

Threat was regressed on Aad and Abr separately. The regression analysis revealed that
threat explained 1.6% of the variance in Aad (R2=0.016, F(1,374)=6.09, p<0.05) and that threat
had an adverse effect on Aad (β=-0.13 t= -2.47, p<0.05) indicating that the proposed
relationship between threat and Aad was indeed supported. The regression on Abr revealed
that threat explained 4.7% of the variance in Abr (R2= 0.045. F(1,374)=18.544, p<0.05) and that
threat had an unfavourable effect on Abr (β= -0.217 t= -4.306, p<0.05), indicating that the
proposed effect of threat on Abr was supported. Thus, H2d was supported.
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6.1.1.3.3 Hypothesis 3
H3a: Consumers exposed to a conspicuous product benefit appeal will exhibit more
favourable Aad and Abr with solution-framed messages than with problem-framed messages.
Separate ANCOVAS revealed that there was no significant interaction effect on Aad
(F(1,356)=1.10, p=0.29), nor on Abr (F(1,370)=0.10, p=0.74). In order to test the individual
hypotheses, planned contrasts were run. Planned contrasts revealed that participants in the
high product benefit conspicuousness condition did not exhibit significant differences in Aad
between problem frames (Mproblem=3.86, SD=1.46) and for solution frames (Msolution=3.73,
SD= 1.56) (t(182)= -0.71, p= 0.48), indicating that hypothesis H3a was not supported for Aad.
With regards to Abr, participants in the high product benefit conspicuousness condition did
not exhibit significant differences in Abr between problem frames (Mproblem=4.19, SD=1.27)
and solution frames (Msolution=4.15, SD= 1.17) (t(182)=-0.17, p=0.96), indicating that
hypothesis H3a was not supported for Abr either.
H3b: Consumers exposed to an inconspicuous product benefit appeal will exhibit more
favourable Aad and Abr with problem-framed messages than with solution-framed messages.
With regards to H2b, planned contrasts revealed that participants in the low product
benefit conspicuousness preferred problem frames (Mproblem=4.32, SD=1.39) to solution
frames (Msolution=3.80, SD=1.34) and that effect was significant (t(190)=2.20, p=0.03). The
same effect was found for Abr, where participants also preferred problem frames
(Mproblem=4.39, SD=1.17) to solution frames (Msolution=4.21, SD=1.06), however that effect
was not found to be statistically significant (t(190)=0.49, p=0.623). Thus hypothesis H3b was
supported for Aad but not for Abr.

H4a: For problem-framed messages, PPS will have an unfavourable effect on Aad and Abr,.
H4b: For solution-framed messages, PPS will have a favourable effect on Aad and Abr
To test for the interaction effect between PPS and framing on Aad, block regression
analysis was run. PPS had a favourable effect on Aad (β=0.757, t=12.76 p<0.05) as did
framing (β=0.23, t=2.71 p<0.05). The inclusion of the interaction term was found to be
significant (ΔR2 = 0.009, F(3,372) =5.92, p<0.05) (β=-0.245, t= -2.44, p<0.05). The model,
including the interaction term, explained 43% of the variation in Aad (F(3,372) = 96.42,
p<0.05). Although a moderation effect was present, it was not strong enough to reverse the
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relationship between PPS and Aad. In fact, PPS had a favourable effect on Aad, irrespective of
ad framing; however, solution frames resulted in a stronger relationship between PPS and Aad
than did problem frames. This means that, with solution frames, the more that a consumer can
picture him/herself in an ad, the more favourable the effect on Aad will be.

Figure 15. Effect of Framing and PPS on Aad
7.00
6.00

AAD

5.00
4.00
3.00

AAD, Solution Frame

2.00

AAD, Problem Frame

1.00
0.00
0

2

4

6

8

PPS

For Abr, only PPS was a significant predictor of Abr (β=0.683, t=11.51, p<0.05).
Framing, on the other hand, was not (β=0.01, t=0.125 p=0.90). The interaction term was also
not significant (ΔR2 = 0.00, F(3,372) =0.18, p=0.665) (β=-0.044, t= -0.433, p=0.665).
Tests for mediation were not conducted because the predicted effects on the
dependent variables did not emerge. According to Baron and Kenny (1986), for mediation to
be established, the independent variables must have an effect on the dependent variables and
the mediators, which was not the case here.

6.2

ADDITIONAL ANALYSES: PROBLEM/SOLUTION FRAMING
EFFECTS AND AD INVOLVEMENT
Additional analyses were run to in order to confirm whether problem/solution

framing effects were different from other types of framing identified in the framing literature.
The literature on goal framing effects shows that goal framing is moderated by message
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involvement, where under low involvement conditions; positive frames are favoured over
negative frames and vice versa. In order to test if there was an interaction effect between
involvement and problem/solution framing, block regression analysis was run for framing,
involvement and their interaction on each of: attitude toward the ad, and purchase intentions.
Results showed that involvement was a significant predictor of Aad (β=0.40, t=8.50, p<0.05)
but the addition of the interaction term was not found to be statistically significant (ΔR2 =
0.003, F(3,372)=1.54, p=0.283).
In respect of purchase intentions (PI), results showed that involvement was a
significant predictor of PI (β=0.44, t=9.52, p<0.05); however, framing had no significant
effect (β=0.02, t=0.49, p=0.62). The addition of the interaction term was not found to be
statistically significant (ΔR2 = 0.001, F(3,372)=0.32, p=0.57). Therefore, the results of the
additional analyses show that, unlike goal framing effects, problem/solution framing effects
are not moderated by message involvement levels. They do not involve elements of risk so
they are different from risky choice framing, and they do not result in valence consistent
attitudes so they are different from attribute framing effects.

6.3

ADDITIONAL ANALYSES: DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY OF THE
PPS CONSTRUCT
Discriminant analysis was run to establish whether PPS and self-referencing were

distinct constructs. Confirmatory factor analysis, using AMOS, provides two common ways
of assessing discriminant validity:

1) The variance extracted percentage for each of the two constructs is compared with the
square of the correlation estimate between the two constructs. The squared correlation
between PPS and self-referencing is 0.77. The variance extracted for PPS was 0.84,
whereas for self-referencing the variance extracted was 0.77. Therefore, there was
marginal support for discriminant validity using the variance extracted criterion.

2) A second method is to compare the fit of the two-construct model to that of the oneconstruct model. If the fit of the two-construct model is not significantly better that
that of the one-construct model, then discriminant validity is insufficient. The Chi
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square for the two-factor model was 161.74 (p<0.001), while the Chi square for the
one-construct model was 273.44 (p<0.001), resulting in a Δ Chi square of 111.70
(p<0.001). The significant change in Chi square indicates that the two-factor model fit
the data significantly better than the one-factor model, providing evidence for the
discriminant validity of PPS.

e7

e8

e9

e10

pps-close

pps-happen

pps-same

pps-experience

0.92

0.95

0.94

0.87

PPS

0.88

Self-referencing

0.89

0.89

0.88

0.79

0.89

0.92

SR-relate

SR-similar

SR-using

SR-exper

SR-mind

SR-person

e1

e2

e3

e4

e5

e6

Variable
pps_close:
pps_happen:
pps_same:
pps_experience:

Label
I felt the situation depicted in the ad sounded as if it is close to me
I felt as if the situation in the ad was happening to me
The ad made me feel as if I was in that exact same situation
I felt as if I was right there in the ad going through the same experience

SR_relate:
SR_similar:
SR_using:
SR_exper:
SR_mind:
SR_person:

I can easily relate myself to the advertising model
I can easily form similarity judgements between myself and the advertising model
I can easily picture myself using the product portrayed in the ad
The ad made me think about my own experiences with the product
The ad seemed to be written with me in mind
The ad seemed to relate to me personally
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6.4

CHAPTER SUMMARY
This chapter presented the analysis results from the data collected. A total of 382

female and male participants took part in an online study. The assumptions of MANCOVA
were tested first, and based on the results of these tests, no changes were deemed necessary.
Both covariates, scepticism and involvement, were found to be significant on each of the
dependent variables.

Hypothesis testing revealed some promising results. In respect of framing effects,
(H1) revealed that problem frames have a more favourable effect on Aad than solution frames.
However, the effect on Abr was not significant.
Hypothesis 2b revealed that consumers do perceive problem-framed messages
relating to conspicuous benefits to be more threatening than those relating to inconspicuous
benefit appeals, but that effect did not reach statistical significance (p=0.08).

Hypothesis 2c was supported. Notably, H2c showed that the perceived threat as
induced by an advertisement has an unfavourable effect on Aad and Abr. This effect, in
combination with the effect found in H2b, is very interesting as it clearly illustrates that
advertisements that relate to conspicuous problems are considered to be more threatening
than advertisements that relate to inconspicuous problems, and that perceived threat in turn
has an unfavourable effect on ad and brand evaluations.

Hypothesis 3 was not supported, indicating that there was no significant interaction
effect of framing and benefit conspicuousness on Aad and Abr. Specifically, Hypotheses 3a,
was not supported. Hypothesis 3b was supported for Aad only. Hypothesis 3 revealed that
there is a general preference for problem frames over solution frames irrespective of productbenefit conspicuousness.

Hypothesis 4 was partially supported. H4a was supported whereas H4b was not.
Specifically, analyses revealed that PPS had a favourable effect on Aad and Abr irrespective of
message framing. However, solution frames strengthened the relationship between PPS and
ad and brand evaluations. Even though a moderation effect was found to be significant, it was
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not strong enough to reverse the relationship between PPS and Aad. Nonetheless, the analysis
revealed that PPS had a more favourable effect on Aad with solution frames than with
problem frames. No interaction effect was found between PPS and framing on Abr.
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CHAPTER 7 -

DISCUSSION

The previous chapter presented the results from the research. In this chapter, the
results of this research will be discussed first, followed by its theoretical and practical
contributions. This chapter will then conclude with the limitations of the research, followed
by avenues for future research.

7.1

REVIEW OF THE HYPOTHESES
The table that follows provides a summary of the hypotheses tested in this research

and a brief summary of the findings. Twelve hypotheses were tested in this research; only
four of which (H1b, H2d, H3b, H4b) were supported. Hypothesis H4a was not supported, and an
unexpected significant effect was uncovered. This unexpected finding will therefore need to
be considered in more detail in the discussion.
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Table 12. Summary of Testing of Hypotheses
HYPOTHESIS

RESULT

H1a: Solution-framed messages will have a more favourable
effect on Aad and Abr than problem-framed messages.

Rejected. In fact, the opposite effect was found for Aad. Problem frames had a more
favourable effect on Aad and that effect was statistically significant. Null effects found for
Abr.

H1b: Problem-framed messages will have a more favourable
effect on Aad and Abr than solution-framed messages.

Partially supported. Problem-framed messages had a more favourable effect Aad than
solution frames. Null effects were found for Abr.

H2a: Consumers exposed to a problem frame will exhibit greater
perceptions of PPS with conspicuous product benefit appeals
than with inconspicuous product benefit appeals.

Rejected. Null effects were found.

H2b: Consumers exposed to a problem frame will perceive
conspicuous product benefit appeals to be more threatening than
inconspicuous product benefit appeals.

Rejected. The results showed that problem frames were perceived to be more threatening
with conspicuous benefit appeals than inconspicuous benefit appeals, but the effect did
not reach statistical significance (p=0.08).

H2c: Consumers exposed to a conspicuous benefit appeal
message will perceive problem frames to be more threatening
than solution frames.

Rejected. The results showed that conspicuous benefit appeals were perceived to be more
threatening with problem frames than solution frames, but the effect did not reach
statistical significance (p=0.09).

H2d: Greater levels of perceived threat will have an
unfavourable effect on Aad and Abr.

Supported. It was found that greater levels of perceived threat resulted in less favourable
evaluations of Aad and Abr.
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HYPOTHESIS

RESULT

H3a: Consumers exposed to a conspicuous product benefit
appeal will exhibit more favourable Aad and Abr with solutionframed messages than with problem-framed messages.

Rejected. Null effects were found for both Aad and Abr.

H3b: Consumers exposed to an inconspicuous product benefit
appeal will exhibit more favourable Aad and Abr with problemframed messages than with solution-framed messages.

Partially supported. Inconspicuous product benefit appeals had a significantly more
favourable effect on Aad with problem frames than with solution frames. However, null
effects were found for Abr.

H4a: For problem-framed messages, PPS will have an
unfavourable effect on Aad and Abr,.

Rejected. PPS had a favourable effect on Aad and Abr, irrespective of framing.

H4b: For solution-framed messages, PPS will have a favourable
effect on Aad and Abr

Supported. It is to be noted that PPS had a favourable effect on Aad and Abr irrespective
of framing.
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7.2

PROBLEM/SOLUTION FRAMING EFFECTS
Framing effects have been extensively researched in multiple literature streams.

One type of framing that is commonly used in advertising is problem/solution framing.
However, problem/solution framing effects have been largely overlooked by researchers.
This research is the first theoretical examination of problem/solution framing effects.
The results of this research show that problem/solution framing does have an effect
on persuasion. In particular, the results show that problem frames have a more favourable
effect on attitude toward the ad than solution frames. This result is consistent with the
negativity bias effect, which provides evidence that negative information attracts more
attention and is considered to be more informational than positive information. It is to be
noted, however, that the favourable effect of problem frames over solution frames did not
carry over to brand attitudes, where null effects emerged.
The favourable effect of problem frames over solution frames found in this research
demonstrates that problem/solution framing effects are different from other types of framing
effects. The framing literature shows that goal framing effects are moderated by the level of
message involvement, where higher levels of message involvement favour negative frames
over positive frames (Dardis and Shen 2005; Maheswaran and Meyers-Levy 1990).
Additional analyses conducted in this research (detailed in section 6.2) showed that, unlike
goal framing effects, problem/solution framing effects are not moderated by the level of
message involvement. Problem frames had a favourable effect on attitude toward the ad;
however, problem/solution framing had no significant effect on attitude toward either the
brand or purchase intentions. Furthermore, there was no significant moderation effect for
involvement on any of the dependent variables.
The results of this research also show that that problem/solution framing effects are
distinct from attribute framing effects, which favour positively framed messages over
negatively framed messages (Levin and Gaeth 1988; Levin et al. 2001; Levin et al. 1998).
Using attribute framing, attitudes tend to be valence consistent, and that was not the case
with problem/solution framing effects found in this research. This research shows that
problem/solution framing effects are distinct from other types of framing effects and ought to
be researched in their own right.
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A notable finding of this research is that problem solution framing effects did not
extend to attitude toward the brand or to behavioural intentions (intentions to purchase the
brand). This finding has implications for the advertising literature, as to the mediating effect
of attitude toward the ad, on attitude toward the brand. Researchers’ interest in attitude
toward the ad has been primarily focused on the expected ensuing effect on attitude toward
the brand being advertised. If problem/solution framing has no effects on brand attitudes,
then it might be argued that this type of framing might not be relevant to marketers.
However, even though problem/solution framing produced null effects on attitude toward the
brand, the effect on attitude toward the ad is still relevant.
There was a significant positive correlation between attitude toward the ad and
attitude toward the brand (r = 0.66). Hence, attitude toward the ad will in turn have an effect
on attitude toward the brand, even though there is no direct effect for problem/solution
framing on attitude toward the brand. Indeed, Mackenzie and Lutz (1989) showed that
consumers’ attitudes toward the ad is influenced by many factors, and that ad attitudes
consequently had an effect on attitudes toward the brand. Even though in this particular
research, there was hardly any direct effect on attitude toward the brand, there was a
significantly positive correlation between attitude toward the ad and attitude toward the
brand. Thus, when attitude toward the brand is of interest, it is also worth considering the
factors that have an effect on attitude on the ad.

7.3

PROBLEM/SOLUTION FRAMING EFFECTS AND SELF
PRESENTATION
It was proposed in this research that self-presentation concerns would have a

moderating effect on problem/solution framing effects. The testing of hypothesis H3 showed
that with solution frames, consumers exhibited no significant difference in their ad and brand
attitudes between conspicuous and inconspicuous product benefit appeals. Inconspicuous
product benefit appeals had a more favourable effect on attitude toward the ad with problem
frames than with solution frames, and that effect was found to be statistically significant.
Notably, results showed that problem frames were perceived to be more threatening with
conspicuous benefit appeals than inconspicuous benefit appeals, but the effect did not reach
statistical significance (p=0.08). Higher levels of perceived threat resulted in less favourable
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ad and brand attitudes. This finding reinforces the prediction made in the model that
perceived threats to the self will result in a defensive reaction toward the source of the threat
and hence will not be well received. The adverse effect found for perceived threat on ad and
brand attitudes is consistent with the findings of Holbrook and Batra (1987) with regards to
the effect of negative emotions on ad attitudes.
One possible explanation as to why the predicted interaction effect of
problem/solution framing and self-presentation did not emerge may be attributed to the
actual design of the stimuli. Even though the self-presentation manipulation did work, it
might not have been strong enough to produce the predicted effects. As discussed in the
literature review, people engage in self-presentation to influence the views and opinions of
others. Hence the presence of other people in the ad with the model may have been helpful in
making the social aspect of the problem more salient, thereby producing a stronger
manipulation of self-presentation. Alternatively, the use of a priming task (e.g. Thomas et al.
2011) may have helped make the self-presentation manipulation stronger by emphasising the
importance of the problem in a social setting.
Another factor that may have contributed to the lack of effects is that the ad
stimulus involved a message and a picture of a model. It is possible that the use of the model
was a confounding variable in that participants may have been influenced by the model’s
expressions when responding to the framing measure rather than the ad as a whole.
The experiment was also run online. This may have also been another contributing
factor to the lack of effects. The lack of richness in the cognitive responses collected
revealed that participants were perhaps not heavily involved in the task. They could have
been distracted by other activities and these are things that are difficult to control in an
online experiment.

7.4

TWO WAY INTERACTION EFFECT ON PPS
The expected two-way interaction effect between framing and benefit

conspicuousness did not emerge. In fact while problem frames relating to conspicuous
benefit appeals were found to be more threatening and were liked less, they did not lead to
greater perceptions of PPS. It was as if with threatening messages, consumers did not wish to
feel they were in the situation depicted in the ad. When consumers felt threatened by an
advertisement, they did not wish to feel they were part of that situation, or that it applied it
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them in any way. This reaction is akin to the notion of psychological reactance proposed by
Brehm (Brehm 1966; Brehm and Brehm 1981).
The theory of psychological reactance was proposed as a theory that predicts how
people react to restrictions on their behavioural and attitudinal freedom. According to the
theory of psychological reactance, individuals believe they have certain freedoms (freedom
of behaviour, freedom of belief, and so on), and when that freedom is threatened,
psychological reactance occurs (Wicklund 1974). Reactance can take the form of an
emotional and/or cognitive reaction in direct contradiction to the perceived threat, and it can
also be manifested as an anger response (Brehm and Brehm 1981; Dillard and Shen 2005).
For example, reactance can occur when someone is being heavily pressured to accept a
particular opinion or attitude. Reactance can cause the person to either adopt or strongly hold
on to an opinion or attitude that is contrary to what was intended, and can also increase
resistance to persuasion.
Therefore, the more a person is pushed to move in a certain direction, if they
perceive that move to be a threat to their freedom, they will be more motivated to move in
the opposite direction. Similarly, if a person is made to feel threatened by a social problem
by being pressured to believe that the social problem applies to him/her, then that person
may react to the threat by adopting the attitude that the social problem does not apply to
him/her.
In this way, it may be argued that messages that challenge consumers’ freedom to
feel good about themselves by pressuring them to believe that a social problem applies to
them, will be perceived as threatening. Making consumers feel threatened by a message
relating to a social problem can lead to them experiencing psychological reactance.
Consumers may then feel that they need to resist the message by feeling that the message
and the social problem contained therein do not apply to them. Since by definition perceived
proximity implies that a viewer perceives that a scenario applies to them and that they are at
the centre of the events happening, when consumers feel threatened, reactance will lead them
not to perceive a scenario to be proximate to them. When in this situation, consumers will try
to regain their freedom by rejecting that feeling of threat and moving away from or avoiding
associating themselves with the threatening situation being depicted in the advertisement.
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This may explain why participants did not exhibit high levels of PPS with messages
depicting problems that relate to self-presentation scenarios. Such messages were perceived
to be threatening, and hence participants reacted to that threat by wanting to move away
from the scenario depicted and not wanting to picture themselves in a similar situation.

7.5

INTERACTION OF PPS AND FRAMING ON AAD AND ABR
Results from Hypotheses H4a and H4b revealed that there was an interaction effect

between PPS and framing, although the interaction effect was not strong enough to reverse
the relationship between PPS and the dependent variables. Specifically, it was found that
solution frames made the relationship between PPS and ad and brand attitudes stronger.
Problem frames, on the other hand, weakened the relationship between PPS and ad and
brand evaluations. This implies that advertising messages will be favourably received when
consumers perceive an ad scenario to be proximate to their self, but that effect will be
stronger when the message is solution-framed than when it is problem-framed.
Even though the predicted two-way interaction effect on PPS did not emerge, it was
found that problem frames relating to self-presentational concerns were less favourably
received than problem frames that did not relate to self-presentational concerns, because the
former type of messages were considered to be more threatening to the self. However, the
interview stage showed that participants used more PPS related words with problem frames
that relate to high self-presentational concerns than with frames eliciting low selfpresentational concerns. This discrepancy indicates that PPS may be very deep seated or
even that it occurs at the unconscious level, so that when a person is asked to think about it
rationally by measuring it using a scale, the initial instinctive reaction is dismissed. This is
similar to the “elephant in the room” phenomenon, in that when participants are asked to
report their feelings of PPS, they suddenly become aware of it at the conscious level, and
react by engaging in denial.

7.6

VALIDITY OF PPS CONSTRUCT
In the first stage of this research, interviews were conducted in order to generate

scale items to measure PPS. The interview stage did indeed show that consumers do
sometimes perceive scenarios depicted in an advertisement to be proximate to their self. This
was reflected in the language used by research participants when describing their thoughts
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and feelings in response to the advertisements they viewed. Participants used phrases like “I
can feel pain in my mouth when I look at this ad”, “I can feel the water on my face”, “the ad
makes me want to check my breath”, and “I imagine this happening to me”. Results from
Stage One provided support for the proposition that advertisements can give rise to increased
PPS. Interestingly, the interviews showed that fear appeals and the use of imagery can give
rise to increased PPS. Most of the participants who viewed the fear appeal used words that
relate to the theoretical definition of PPS. This was evident from the words they used, such
as: “I can feel the hook going through my lip,” and “I feel pain in my lip”.
The interview stage revealed that when interviewees expressed words relating to
PPS in their responses to an ad, their subsequent attitudes were not only influenced by the
message arguments but also by how the ad made them feel. Such affect driven responses
show that PPS has an affective component to it and that ensuing attitudes are not based
merely on scrutiny message content as is the case with self-referencing as documented in the
self-referencing literature (see Burnkrant and Unnava 1989; Escalas 2006; Meyers-Levy and
Peracchio 1996). However, additional analyses in Stage Two showed a high degree of
correlation between self-referencing and PPS (r= 0.88). This may indicate that PPS and selfreferencing may represent a higher order construct that represents how consumers relate to
advertisements, where self-referencing captures the cognitive component and PPS captures
the affective component. It may be worthwhile in future research to explore whether merging
the two scales would produce a better scale that captures a greater degree of explained
variance in the resulting scale and captures the cognitive as well as the affective aspects of
self-referencing. This can be a useful investigation because Escalas (2006) showed that there
are different forms of self-referencing and that the way in which consumers relate to an
advertisement will have different effects on subsequent attitudes. Specifically, Escalas
showed that ads which encourage viewers to relate ad information to themselves lead
viewers to engage in analytical elaboration and message scrutiny. On the other hand, ads that
encourage viewers to remember past events or imagine the events of a story distract viewers
from the actual message arguments and subsequent attitudes are driven by positive affective
responding. However, the interview stage showed that PPS did not influence attitudes
through message scrutiny or positive affective responding. Specifically, the effect of PPS
varied depending on the valence of the scenario and the feelings induced by the ad.
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7.7

CONTRIBUTIONS
From a theoretical viewpoint, this thesis contributes to the literature on framing

effects in advertising and persuasion, and to the self-presentation literature in social
psychology. This research also paves the way for more research to be conducted on
problem/solution framing effects, and to apply this type of framing in other contexts.
This research also has practical implications for marketers and advertisers. The
results can help marketers gain a better understanding of the effect of problem/solution
framing on their marketing communications. Specifically, this research provides information
on the implications of self-presentation on problem/solution framing effects, and the findings
should also be applicable to other contexts. A detailed discussion of the contributions of this
research follows below.

7.7.1

CONTRIBUTION TO THEORY

7.7.1.1 CONTRIBUTION TO THE FRAMING LITERATURE
One of the aims of this research is to expand the literature on framing effects in
advertising. Specifically, this research sheds light on a commonly-used type of framing that
had not previously been theoretically researched in the framing literature.
This research illustrates how problem- and solution-framed messages of the same
product benefits can have asymmetric effects on ad and brand attitudes. The results support
and extend the finding by Fernandez and Rosen (2000) that consumers prefer problemspecific information because this type of information is purchase-specific information.
Whereas their work showed that purchase-specific information is favoured over general
information under high levels of involvement, this research showed that purchase-specific
(problem framed) information can have different effects depending on the type of
information being communicated. Thus an opportunity exists to determine which type of
purchase specific information would be preferred by highly involved users of directional
media.
It was found that problem/solution framing effects are distinct from other types of
framing. Unlike goal framing effects, this research showed that problem/solution framing
effects are not moderated by viewers’ level of involvement in the message. This research
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also showed that with problem/solution framing, ensuing attitudes were not consistent with
the valence of the message, as is the case with attribute framing effects. Problem/solution
framing effects are also different from risky choice framing effects, which by definition
involve elements of risk.
The results of this research demonstrate that problem/solution framing effects are
different from the other types of framing effects identified in the framing literature: they
have been shown by this research to influence persuasion through different cognitive
processes. The distinctiveness of problem/solution framing means that this type of framing
must be studied in its own right.
It was found that product-benefit conspicuousness had some effect on the
persuasiveness of problem-framed messages, such that problem frames resulted in more
favourable ad and brand attitudes with inconspicuous product benefits than with conspicuous
product benefits. This is a noteworthy finding, particularly in that the influence of selfpresentational concerns on framing effects had not been examined prior to this research.

7.7.1.2 CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE ADVERTISING LITERATURE
An interesting finding of this research is that self-presentational concerns and the
framing of an advertising message have an effect on how threatening a message is perceived
to be. It was shown in particular that problem frames relating to self-presentational concerns
are perceived to be more threatening than problem frames that do not relate to selfpresentational concerns. As noted by Holbrook and Batra (1987), negative emotions arising
from ad viewing have an unfavourable effect on ad and brand attitudes. Findings from this
research showed that messages that are perceived to be threatening result in an unfavourable
effect on ad and brand attitudes, and this is consistent with Holbrook and Batra’s findings.
This research highlighted how the use of certain types of information can lead
consumers to feel threatened by an advertising message. While the use of threatening
messages can at times be a deliberate move on the advertiser’s part, it is important for
advertisers to know what types of information consumers consider to be threatening, as this
can help them to design their messages more effectively.
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7.7.1.3 CONTRIBUTION TO THE CONSUMER PSYCHOLOGY LITERATURE
This research proposed a new theoretical construct, perceived proximity to the self,
which was defined as “the perceived proximity of a situation depicted in the advertisement to
the viewer’s self”. It was proposed that some advertisements can give rise to increased PPS,
and this in turn will have an influence on message persuasiveness. A scale was developed
and refined to measure PPS. Results from Stages Two and Three of this research showed that
PPS is distinct from message involvement and from self-referencing. Even though the results
of the experiment conducted in Stage Three did not support the hypothesised effect of PPS
on ad and brand attitudes, the results did show that message valence did dampen the effect of
PPS on AAD. Also, the findings from the interviews conducted in Stage One indicated that
PPS may be a highly relevant construct in the processing of messages relating to fear appeals
and to messages using imagery in advertising. This suggests that PPS may have applications
in other areas other than the framing literature such as the fear appeals literature and the
literature on the use of imagery in advertising.

7.7.2

PRACTICAL CONTRIBUTIONS
This research looked into a type of framing that is commonly used by advertisers

and marketers, but which had not been examined previously. Results from the experimental
stage reveal that problem frames are favoured over solution frames because problem frames
provide product usage specific information. This may have been particularly relevant to the
age group utilised in this research. The results from this research will help advertisers and
marketers make better decisions about how to frame their messages and when the use of
problem frames may be more effective than the use of solution frames and vice versa. This
research also highlights the fact that problem frames may occasionally lead consumers to
perceive certain messages as threatening, and that that can have an unfavourable effect on ad
and brand attitudes. It also highlights the fact that advertisers should give consideration to
the way they phrase messages relating to self-presentational concerns.

7.8

LIMITATIONS
The limitations of this research must be mentioned at this stage. One limitation of

this research is that problem/solution framing was manipulated in two ways; the picture and
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the message. However, for the framing manipulation check the participants were asked to
assess how favourable the situation depicted in the advertisement. It is possible that some
participants may have been influenced more by the model than by the message. This may
have resulted in some participants basing their evaluations on a part of the advertisement and
not the advertisement as a whole, and hence may have lead to the lack of effects. Even
though the ad was meant to be processed as a whole, it may have been better to have two
different manipulation checks, one for the picture and one for the message, or to ask for a
manipulation check that assessed the ad as a whole.
Another limitation of this research relates to the framing manipulation check. The
framing manipulation check measured the valence of the situation in the advertisement and
not specifically whether the ad depicted a problem or solution. It may have been better to
specifically to measure whether the ad focused on a problem or solution rather than whether
it depicted a positive or negative situation. Even though problems are by definition negative
and solutions are positive, and it is not uncommon to measure framing using positive and
negative valence (e.g. Homer and Yoon 1992), measuring the extent to which the ads
depicted a problem or a solution provides greater nomological validity of the measure.
A further limitation of the research is that some possibly relevant covariates were
not included in the survey. For example, even though level of message involvement was
measured, other possibly relevant covariates such product involvement, product knowledge
or expertise, and problem relevance, might have helped in obtaining better or more
significant results.
With regards to the ads used in the experimental stage of this research, ads for only
one type of product were used – toothpaste. This may imply that the generalisability of the
results of the work is limited. Nonetheless, the advertisements used in the experiment related
to two different types of benefits of toothpastes, which meant that the advertisements relating
to each of these benefits were essentially different. Furthermore, toothpaste is not a gender or
age specific product, and so its use in the advertisements allowed the researcher to have no
restrictions on the age, race or gender of the sample used.
This research is also limited in that it reports findings from a single experiment,
which has an impact on the generalisability of the results. However the objective of the
research was not to make generalisations about problem/solution framing effects. It set out to
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draw attention to problem/solution framing effects in advertising and to investigate if and
how they were different from other types of framing effects researched thus far. In other
words, this research is the first step into more work in the area of problem/solution framing
effects. It has to be mentioned that financial and time limitations restricted the ability of the
researcher to conduct more experiments within the context of this thesis.
Another limitation of this research may be that advertisements were viewed online,
yet had the layout of a print advertisement. Hence it may be argued that the experiment did
not resemble real ad viewing conditions. However, asking participants to view ads in
pamphlets using a hardcopy of the survey would not have been characteristic of true ad
viewing conditions either. It may further be argued that the use of online surveys does not
allow for controlled environment conditions. While this assertion is true, using online
surveys is more representative of normal ad viewing than controlled experiments.
Furthermore, the benefits of using an online survey are numerous. The online survey allowed
the researcher to: (1) have easy access to research participants, (2) limit the amount of
missing data, (3) randomise the order of questions in the survey and control for order effects,
(4) conduct the survey in more realistic ad viewing conditions than those used in controlled
experiments. In these ways, the benefits of using an online survey to conduct the experiment
outweighed the limitations.
Further, the demographics of the sample used in the main experiment were limited
to persons aged between 18 and 25. It may therefore be argued that the results have limited
generalisability. However, the purpose of this research was to compare treatments and not to
estimate population parameters. Hence, the use of a homogeneous subject group allowed for
improved theory testing (Calder et al. 1981).
Finally, it must be acknowledged that even though some effects were found to be
significant, they were nonetheless still small. The practical applicability of the findings may
be limited by this, pending further verification of these effects.

7.9

CONCLUSIONS AND AVENUES FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
This research has investigated the impact of problem/solution framing on ad and

brand attitudes. Furthermore, a new theoretical variable, PPS, was introduced and a scale
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was developed and validated to measure it. From the results and discussion presented in the
previous chapters, it was found that problem/solution framing effects are distinct from other
types of framing in the literature. It was also shown that framing may be influenced by selfpresentation.
This research paves the way for future research in several interesting areas. With
regards to the framing literature, future research should focus on extending the framing
literature by investigating and uncovering more variables that may moderate
problem/solution framing effects. Given that the extant framing literature shows that other
types of framing effects are moderated by individual difference variables such as need for
cognition, gender, and message involvement, the role of individual difference variables in
moderating problem/solution framing effects must also be explored. Problem/solution
framing effects should also be examined using other contexts, such as health-related
communications and buying behaviour, because framing effects have been found to vary
depending upon the context of the study.
I would like to replicate the current study using different stimuli in the future. As
discussed earlier, increasing the salience of the social aspect of the problem by using a
priming task or through depicting a social context in the ad might result in a stronger
manipulation of self-presentation. That may in turn produce stronger and perhaps significant
effects. Of course, in replicating the current research, careful consideration must be given to
whether to include a model in the ads so as to avoid any confounding of the manipulations.
Future research should also explore the relationship between PPS and selfreferencing. The prospects of combining the PPS scale and the existing self-referencing
scales must be considered and tested to determine whether combining the two scales could
result in a more efficient scale.
Further work on validation of the PPS scale and its applicability in other contexts is
also warranted. Results from the interview stage indicated that fear appeals lead participants
to express thoughts directly relating to the theoretical definition of PPS developed by this
research; responding as if as if the ad and its consequences were happening to them
personally, even though the threat itself was not relevant to them. Future research could thus
usefully explore the role of PPS in the fear appeals literature. Further, future research should
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look into the relationship between PPS, threat to the self, and psychological reactance. This
would be useful in extending the results of this research and may also be useful in explaining
some of the findings of this research.
Given that the interview stage also highlighted the importance of PPS to
advertisements where imagery had been used, future research should also look at the
importance of PPS in mediating the effects of the use of imagery in advertising.
This thesis has identified some gaps in the framing literature, and has presented
findings that address some of these gaps. A new theoretical construct, PPS, was introduced
and tested. An online study was used to test the model proposed, and support was found for
some of the elements of the model. Findings from this research suggest a number of avenues
for future research.

96

CHAPTER 8 8.1

APPENDICES

APPENDIX 1- ONLINE SURVEY – STAGE TWO
QUESTIONNAIRE ABOUT CONSUMERS’
EVALUATION OF PRINT ADVERTISING

PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING INSTRUCTIONS:

1.

Please ensure that you sit in a quiet room away from distractions when you are
completing this survey.

2.

The questionnaire is anonymous and will be kept confidential. Any information
you provide will not identify you as a source; it will only be used for the
completion of my doctoral thesis.

3.

In the sections that follow, you will be looking at three advertisements then you
will be asked to answer a series of questions about each advertisement.

4.

Please read each question carefully and select the option that most reflects your
opinion.

5.

Please be as honest as you can. There are no right or wrong answers.

6.

Respond to each item as if it were the only item; do not worry about being
“consistent” in your responses.

Thank you for participating in my research.
Your assistance is much appreciated!
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Advertisement I:
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Section I:
Directions: Please use the space below to answer the following questions. Do not
worry about spelling or grammar.

A) Please use the space below to list all the thoughts that came to your mind when you
were looking at the ad

B) Please use the space below to describe your feelings when you were looking at the
ad
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Directions: please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the
statements below. There are no right or wrong answers; I am simply interested in your
honest opinion about each statement. Please use the following scale as a guide, and circle the
appropriate number for each item.
“1” means that you strongly disagree
“2” means that you disagree
“3” means that you slightly disagree
“4” means that you neither agree nor disagree

Q1.

“5” means that you slightly agree
“6” means that you agree
“7” means that you strongly agree

STRONGLY
DISAGREE
I felt the situation depicted in
the ad was:

STRONGLY
AGREE

- enjoyable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- positive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- attractive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- appealing

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

STRONGLY
DISAGREE
Q2.

STRONGLY
AGREE

When I was reading the ad:

- I felt fearful

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt reassured

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt nervous

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt comforted

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt tense

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt relaxed

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt anxious

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt angry

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt agitated

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt annoyed

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt bothered

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt disgusted

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt irritated

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Q3.

STRONGLY
DISAGREE
When I was reading the ad, I
felt that:

STRONGLY
AGREE

- The ad was intimidating

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- the ad was threatening

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- the ad was aggressive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

STRONGLY
DISAGREE

STRONGLY
AGREE

Q4.

I felt the ad was speaking to me
personally

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q5.

I felt the situation depicted in the
ad sounded as if it is close to me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q6.

I felt as if the situation in the ad
was happening to me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q7.

I felt the ad was impersonal

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q8.

The ad made me think of myself

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q9.

I felt as if I was in a similar
situation to the person in the ad

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q10.

The ad made me feel as if I was
in that exact same situation

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q11.

I felt as if I was right there in the
ad going through the same
experience

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q12.

I felt detached from the situation
in the ad

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q13.

I could not relate to the situation
in the ad

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Q14. Please indicate your overall feelings toward the advertisement you just viewed:
Bad
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Good
Pleasant

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Unpleasant

Unfavourable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Favourable

Q15. In your opinion, the advertisement you just viewed:
Means a lot to me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Means nothing to me

Is relevant

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not relevant

Is unimportant

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is important

Is appealing

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not appealing

Is interesting

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not interesting

Is exciting

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not exciting

Is valuable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not valuable

Is involving

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not involving

Is needed

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not needed

Is fascinating

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not fascinating

Q16. Please indicate your overall feelings toward the brand you just viewed:
Pleasant

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Unpleasant

Unfavourable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Favourable

Bad

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Good
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Advertisement II:
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Section I:
Directions: Please use the space below to answer the following questions. Do not
worry about spelling or grammar.

A) Please use the space below to list all the thoughts that came to your mind when you
were looking at the ad

B) Please use the space below to describe your feelings when you were looking at the
ad
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Directions: please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the
statements below. There are no right or wrong answers; I am simply interested in your
honest opinion about each statement. Please use the following scale as a guide, and circle the
appropriate number for each item.
“1” means that you strongly disagree
“2” means that you disagree
“3” means that you slightly disagree
“4” means that you neither agree nor disagree

Q1.

“5” means that you slightly agree
“6” means that you agree
“7” means that you strongly agree

STRONGLY
DISAGREE
I felt the situation depicted in
the ad was:

STRONGLY
AGREE

- enjoyable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- positive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- attractive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- appealing

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

STRONGLY
DISAGREE
Q2.

STRONGLY
AGREE

When I was reading the ad:

- I felt fearful

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt reassured

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt nervous

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt comforted

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt tense

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt relaxed

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt anxious

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt angry

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt agitated

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt annoyed

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt bothered

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt disgusted

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt irritated

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Q3.

STRONGLY
DISAGREE
When I was reading the ad, I
felt that:

STRONGLY
AGREE

- The ad was intimidating

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- The ad was threatening

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- The ad was aggressive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

STRONGLY
DISAGREE

STRONGLY
AGREE

Q4.

I felt the ad was speaking to me
personally

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q5.

I felt the situation depicted in the
ad sounded as if it is close to me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q6.

I felt as if the situation in the ad
was happening to me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q7.

I felt the ad was impersonal

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q8.

The ad made me think of myself

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q9.

I felt as if I was in a similar
situation to the person in the ad

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q10.

The ad made me feel as if I was
in that exact same situation

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q11.

I felt as if I was right there in the
ad going through the same
experience

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q12.

I felt detached from the situation
in the ad

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q13.

I could not relate to the situation
in the ad

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Q14. Please indicate your overall feelings toward the advertisement you just viewed:
Bad
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Good
Pleasant

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Unpleasant

Unfavourable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Favourable

Q15. In your opinion, the advertisement you just viewed:
Means a lot to me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Means nothing to me

Is relevant

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not relevant

Is unimportant

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is important

Is appealing

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not appealing

Is interesting

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not interesting

Is exciting

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not exciting

Is valuable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not valuable

Is involving

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not involving

Is needed

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not needed

Is fascinating

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not fascinating

Q16. Please indicate your overall feelings toward the brand you just viewed:
Pleasant

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Unpleasant

Unfavourable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Favourable

Bad

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Good
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Advertisement III:

108

Section I:
Directions: Please use the space below to answer the following questions. Do not
worry about spelling or grammar.

A) Please use the space below to list all the thoughts that came to your mind when you
were looking at the ad

B) Please use the space below to describe your feelings when you were looking at the
ad
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Directions: please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the
statements below. There are no right or wrong answers; I am simply interested in your
honest opinion about each statement. Please use the following scale as a guide, and circle the
appropriate number for each item.
“1” means that you strongly disagree
“2” means that you disagree
“3” means that you slightly disagree
“4” means that you neither agree nor disagree

Q1.

“5” means that you slightly agree
“6” means that you agree
“7” means that you strongly agree

STRONGLY
DISAGREE
I felt the situation depicted in
the ad was:

STRONGLY
AGREE

- enjoyable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- positive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- attractive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- appealing

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

STRONGLY
DISAGREE
Q2.

STRONGLY
AGREE

When I was reading the ad:

- I felt fearful

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt reassured

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt nervous

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt comforted

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt tense

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt relaxed

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt anxious

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt angry

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt agitated

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt annoyed

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt bothered

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt disgusted

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt irritated

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Q3.

STRONGLY
DISAGREE
When I was reading the ad, I
felt that:

STRONGLY
AGREE

- ad was intimidating

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- the ad was threatening

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- the ad was aggressive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

STRONGLY
DISAGREE

STRONGLY
AGREE

Q4.

I felt the ad was speaking to me
personally

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q5.

I felt the situation depicted in the
ad sounded as if it is close to me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q6.

I felt as if the situation in the ad
was happening to me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q7.

I felt the ad was impersonal

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q8.

The ad made me think of myself

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q9.

I felt as if I was in a similar
situation to the person in the ad

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q10.

The ad made me feel as if I was
in that exact same situation

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q11.

I felt as if I was right there in the
ad going through the same
experience

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q12.

I felt detached from the situation
in the ad

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q13.

I could not relate to the situation
in the ad

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Q14. Please indicate your overall feelings toward the advertisement you just viewed:
Bad
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Good
Pleasant

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Unpleasant

Unfavourable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Favourable

Q15. In your opinion, the advertisement you just viewed:
Means a lot to me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Means nothing to me

Is relevant

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not relevant

Is unimportant

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is important

Is appealing

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not appealing

Is interesting

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not interesting

Is exciting

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not exciting

Is valuable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not valuable

Is involving

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not involving

Is needed

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not needed

Is fascinating

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Is not fascinating

Q16. Please indicate your overall feelings toward the brand you just viewed:
Pleasant
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Unpleasant
Unfavourable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Favourable

Bad

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Good
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Section V: DEMOGRAPHICS
I need some information about you so I can classify participants and make correct
interpretations of the data analyses
A.
What is your gender?
(1) Male
(2) Female
B.
What is your current age?
(1) 18 - 25
(2) 26 - 30
(4) 41 - 50
(5) 51 - 60

(3) 31 - 40
(6) over 60

C.
Marital Status: Which of the following best describes your marital status?
(1) Single
(2) Living with partner/spouse, no children
(3) Living with partner/spouse and children
(4) Single with children
(5) Other
D.
Ethnicity: which of the following best describes your ethnic origin?
(1) NZ European
(2) NZ Maori
(3) Pacific Islander
(4) Asian
(5) European
(6) Other
E.
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)

Type of Employment: which of the following best describes your occupation?
Professional / Managerial (e.g. doctor, manager, lawyer, accountant, consultant etc.)
Office Worker (e.g. secretary, administrator, receptionist, etc.)
Skilled labour (e.g. gardener, factory job, beauty therapist)
Unskilled labour (casual labour, cleaner)
Not in paid employment
Housewife
Student
Other

F.
Education: which of the following best describes your level of education?
(1) Primary School Qualification
(2) Secondary School Qualification
(3) Technical Institute Degree
(4) University Degree
(5) Post Graduate Degree (e.g. Masters, PhD)
(6) Other

G.

Household Income: which of the following best describes your Household
combined annual income before tax for the year 2007?
(1) Under NZ $20,000
(2) NZ $20,000-NZ $39,999
(3) NZ $40,000-NZ $59,999
(4) NZ $60,000-NZ $79,999
(5) Over NZ $80,000
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8.2

APPENDIX 2- PRODUCT BENEFIT SELECTION

Hi
My name is Hounaida El Jurdi and I am a PhD student at the Department of Marketing. I am
in the process of selecting products I will be using for an experiment I am conducting for my
research. I am currently seeking judges to help me select suitable products and product
benefits for the purpose of my research. I would like to invite you to be one of the judges.
I would be very grateful if you could think about each of the product categories and their
benefits as listed on the following page (TPO). Please then rate each of the listed benefits
with regards to its noticeability to others (benefit noticeability relates to the noticeability of
the consumption outcome to others i.e. how noticeable are the benefits of using the product
to other people around you). Product benefit noticeability is rated by circling one number on
a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 = not at all noticeable to others and 7 = extremely noticeable to
others.
When you have completed this, please return it to me directly, or place it in my mailbox
number 139 which is located on level 4 OGG.
Thank you so much for your help!!!
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1 = not at all noticeable to others
7= extremely noticeable to others
Product
Toothpaste

Shampoo

Soap

Benefits of Using the Product
Benefit noticeability to others
1 – Removes Plaque
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
2 – Whitens Teeth
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
3 – Removes Tartar
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
4 – Eliminates Bad Breath
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
5 – Prevents Cavities
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
6 – Strengthens Teeth
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
7 – Freshens Breath
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8 – Prevents Gingivitis
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
9 – Protection against gum disease 1
2
3
4
5
6
7
10 – Reduces Tooth Sensitivity
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
11 – Cleans Teeth
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
1 – Anti-Frizz
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
2 – Eliminates Dandruff
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
3 – Prevents Split Ends
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
4 – Cleans Hair
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
5 – Prevents Dry Hair
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
6 – Soothes Sensitive Scalp
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
7 – Makes Hair Soft
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8 – Makes Hair Silky
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
9 – Strengthens Hair
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
10 – Adds Volume
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
11 – Cleans Oily Hair
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
12 – Smells Nice
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
13 – Makes Hair Easy to Manage
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
1 – Anti-Bacterial
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
2 – Prevents Dry Skin
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
3 – Moisturising
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
4 – Softens Hands
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
5 – Smells Nice
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
6 – Prevents Skin irritation
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
7 – Prevents Blemishes
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8 – Cleans Hands
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
9 – Removes germs
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
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8.3

APPENDIX 3: PRODUCT BENEFIT SELECTION-ONLINE
QUESTIONNAIRE

Please think of each of the products listed below and their benefits. Then, please rate
the extent to which you think that the benefits a person gets from using such products
will be noticeable to other people.
1: means that the benefits to a person using the product are not very noticeable to other
people
7: means that the benefits to a person using the product are extremely noticeable to other
people
benefits not very
benefits extremely
noticeable to others
noticeable to others
- deodorant that removes body odour

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- deodorant that doesn't irritate the skin

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- deodorant that smells nice

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- deodorant that is gentle on the skin

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- toothpaste that prevents cavities

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- toothpaste that eliminates bad breath

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- toothpaste that reduces tooth sensitivity

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- toothpaste that freshens breath

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- toothpaste that strengthens teeth

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- toothpaste that reduces tooth pain

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- toothpaste that whitens teeth

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- anti-bacterial soap

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- moisturizing soap

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- soap that prevents blemishes

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- soap that removes germs

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- soap that prevents dry skin

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- anti-frizz shampoo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- anti-dandruff shampoo

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- shampoo that leaves hair soft

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- shampoo that prevents dry hair

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- shampoo that cleans scalp

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

116

8.4

APPENDIX 4- STIMULI DEVELOPMENT & PRE-TESTING

8.4.1

MANIPULATION AND MEASUREMENT OF THE INDEPENDENT
VARIABLES
Since both independent variables were manipulated, an operational definition of

each variable will be provided (Cozby 2007). An operational definition of a variable is a
“definition in terms of the technique the researcher uses to measure or manipulate it” (Cozby
2007 p.68).
FRAMING
Framing was operationalised through the type of information in the ad as well as the
picture; whereby the focus of the ad and picture was either on the problem for which the
product is a solution, or on the solutions/benefits provided by the product advertised. For
example, a problem-framed toothpaste ad would focus on cavities, whereas a solutionframed toothpaste ad would focus on healthy teeth.

Manipulation Check Measure
The success of the framing manipulation was checked using a 7-point semantic
differential scale adapted from the extant framing literature research (see Homer and Yoon
1992; Maheswaran and Meyers-Levy 1990; Shiv et al. 2004; Shiv et al. 1997). Subjects were
asked to rate on a 4 item scale the extent to which they thought the situation portrayed in the
ad to be attractive/unattractive, positive/negative, enjoyable/not enjoyable,
appealing/unappealing.

SELF-PRESENTATION
Self-presentation is defined as people’s attempts to convey images of, or
information about themselves to others (Baumeister 1998a). Since product conspicuousness
is one of the most important attributes bearing on a product’s susceptibility to social
influence (Bourne 1957), self-presentational concerns should only arise with visible
consumption outcomes in a product consumption context (refer to Wooten and Reed II
2004). Indeed, Wooten and Reed (2004) found that consumption outcomes that are not
visible to others are accompanied by minimal self-presentational concerns and vice versa.
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Therefore, self-presentation was operationalised through product benefit conspicuousness.
For the conspicuous benefit appeals, a bad breath/fresh breath benefit combination was used.
For the inconspicuous benefit appeals, a tooth sensitivity and tooth pain reduction benefit
combination was used.
Initial Manipulation Check Measures
The success of this manipulation was tested using a seven-point three item scale
adapted from Wooten and Reed (2004) (1= strongly disagree, 7= strongly agree). The items
were as follows: (1) “The benefits provided by this product are visible to others”, (2) “The
benefits provided by this product are noticeable to others”, and (3) “The benefits provided by
this product are conspicuous to others”.
The ads were then pre-tested prior to the main experiment to ensure that the
manipulations had been executed successfully. In order to pre-test the four experimental
conditions to make sure that the manipulations were working, a small pre-test was run at the
University of Auckland (UoA) campus using 23 university students. Students were
approached in the foyer and asked to fill out the survey in return for a chocolate biscuit.
Results showed that the manipulations were working in the expected direction.

Self-presentation
N=23
sig

Valence

low

high

negative

positive

4.11

4.97

3.02

4.40

F1,21= 3.68, (p= 0.07)

F1,21= 7.33, (p= 0.01)

Since the manipulation effect was in the right direction, it was decided to go ahead
with the first online manipulation check. The survey was administered online, using a sample
of 80 US males and females (42 females and 38 males) aged between 18 and 30. The
participants were accessed through an online panel and the participants were randomly
assigned to one of the four experimental conditions.
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The following table outlines the items used for each scale:
Scale and Items:

Reliability

Valence: (7 point semantic differential scale)

α= 0.92

Please indicate what you thought about the SITUATION portrayed in the
ad:
- Attractive/unattractive
- Positive/negative
- Enjoyable/not enjoyable
- Appealing/ unappealing
Benefit Conspicuousness (7 point Likert scale: 1=strongly disagree/7=strongly

α=0.86

agree)

- The benefits provided by this product are visible to others
- The benefits provided by this product are noticeable to others
- The benefits provided by this product are conspicuous to others

The results indicated that the framing manipulation was working in the right
direction and was significant (Mpositive=3.55, Mnegative= 4.60, F(1,78)=8.28, p=0.005). The
benefit conspicuousness manipulation (Mhigh=3.58, Mlow= 3.57, F(1,78)= 0.002, p=0.96), on
the other hand, did not work.
In order to get further insight into these results, analyses were run separately for the
two age groups (18-24) and (24-30). The results showed that the younger age group
responded better to the manipulations than the older age group. For the younger age group
(n=32), both manipulations worked in the right direction; however, neither of them was
statistically significant: framing: (Mpositive=3.52, Mnegative= 4.18, F(1,30)= 1.21, p=0.28),
benefit conspicuousness: (Mhigh=4.14, Mlow= 3.44, F(1,30)= 1.151, p=0.29).
However, for the older age group (n=48) the framing (Mpositive=3.58, Mnegative= 4.6,
F(1,46)= 5.76, p=0.02) manipulation worked in the right direction, and was statistically
significant. But, the conspicuousness manipulation (Mhigh=3.174, Mlow= 3.64, F(1,46)= 1.30,
p=0.26) did not work.
Because of these results, it was decided to restrict participation in the main
experiment to participants aged 18-24. Since the model in the ad was a 19 year old, it made
sense that participants who were older might not have related as well to the ad as participants
who were closer in age to the model in the ad.
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In order to see how the manipulations could be enhanced, it was decided that before
a second online pre-test was launched, the survey would be pre-tested again, offline, in New
Zealand, by asking some students to fill out the survey online in front of the researcher. The
students would then report why they responded to the survey the way they did and whether
any parts of the survey or the stimuli needed amending to improve the manipulations.
Two female students and four male students came to the researcher’s office to
participate in this pre-test. The pre-test indicated that respondents found the questions
relating to conspicuousness, ambiguous, and that almost none of the students knew what the
word conspicuous meant.
With regards to valence, almost all students indicated that they associate the
following words exclusively with situations (positive, favourable and pleasant) whereas they
associated the words ‘attractive’ and ‘appealing’ more with persons than with situations in
advertisements. They also preferred that the scale be reversed for valence so that lower
values indicated negative valence and higher values indicated positive valence.
Furthermore, all of the students complained about the length of the ad, and all
preferred that the wording be shorter for them to read. They said that if the wording in the
ads was shorter, then they would read them with more interest. Three of the males said they
had answered the questionnaire without reading the ads because they found them to be too
wordy and didn’t realise that they had to actually read the words to answer the questionnaire.
Following this work, the item ‘conspicuous’ was dropped from the conspicuousness
scale and instead the word ‘obvious’ was used. Furthermore, the question was reworded to
better explain what was meant by the question. Also, the title of the ad was changed to make
the conspicuousness manipulation more salient.
Once the proposed changes were made to the survey, another online survey using 65
US male and female (30 females and 35 males) participants aged between 18 and 24 was
conducted.
This time, the conspicuousness manipulation worked in the right direction but did not
reach statistical significance. Specifically, the conspicuousness manipulation worked for the
female participants and was statistically significant, but it did not work for the male
participants.
Self-presentation
(α=0.90)
Low

High

Valence
(α=0.94)
Negative
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Positive

3.60
sig

4.10

F(1,63)= 1.71, (p= 0.20)

2.56

F(1,63)= 20.28, (p= 0.00)

Self-presentation
Females
(n=30)
sig

Valence

Low

High

Negative

Positive

3.056

4.28

1.98

4.46

F(1,28)= 5.03, (p=0.03)

Males
(n=35)
sig

4.58

3.90

F(1,33)= 16.00 (p=0.00)

3.88

3.17

F(1,33)= 0.002, (p=0.97)

4.67

F(1,33)= 5.55, (p=0.02)

It is to be noted that the coding of valence items was re-anchored so that negative
wording was at the lower end of the scale, following the preference of the respondents.
The items for conspicuousness were laid out even more clearly and then a third
online pre-test was conducted using UoA students, this time because of cost considerations.
The third online pre-test was advertised on campus and participants were entered into a draw
to win $200. The wordings were shortened slightly. A total sample of n=76 was obtained
over a two week period. Unfortunately there was a big gender skew (58 females and 18
males), as the response rate from males was very low. This time the conspicuousness and
valence manipulations worked well. The results were as follows:

Valence(α=0.97)

Self-presentation (α=0.86)

sig

Low

High

Negative

Positive

2.41

3.03

1.77

4.92

F(1,74)= 5.37, (p= 0.02)

F(1,74)= 175.01, (p= 0.00)

As both manipulations were working, it was decided to proceed with the main experiment.
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APPENDIX 5 (MANIPULATION CHECK ITEMS USED IN UOA
FIRST PRE-TEST AND USA FIRST PRE-TEST)

Q1) Please indicate what you thought about the SITUATION portrayed in the ad:
Attractive
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Unattractive
Positive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Negative

Enjoyable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Not enjoyable

Appealing

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Unappealing

STRONGLY
DISAGREE
Q2)
Q3)

Q4)

The benefits provided by this
product are visible to others
The benefits provided by this
product are noticeable to
others
The benefits provided by this
product are conspicuous to
others

STRONGLY
AGREE

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Figure 16. Stimuli used in the UoA mini-pre-test and first USA online pre-test
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APPENDIX 6 STIMULI AND SURVEY (SECOND USA
ONLINE PRE-TEST)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the statements
below.
Q 1) Suppose that a person you know will use this product. Please answer the following
questions to rate the extent to which you think other people will notice the benefits of
him/her using this product.
a) To what extent are the benefits of a person using this product noticeable to
other people?
Not at all noticeable
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Extremely
noticeable
b) To what extent are the benefits of a person using this product obvious to
others?
Not at all obvious
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Extremely
obvious
c) To what extent are the benefits of a person using this product visible to
others?
Not at all visible
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Extremely
visible
d) To what extent are the benefits of a person using this product conspicuous
to others?
Not at all
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Extremely
conspicuous
conspicuous

Q2) Please indicate what you thought about the SITUATION portrayed in the ad:
Unattractive
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Attractive
Negative

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Positive

Not enjoyable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Enjoyable

Unappealing

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Appealing

Unfavourable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Favourable

Unpleasant

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Pleasant
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Figure 17. Stimuli used in the second USA online pre-test
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APPENDIX 7- SURVEY AND STIMULI FOR THIRD PRE-TEST
(UOA ONLINE)

Survey Items
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the statements below.

Q1) Suppose that a person you know will use this product. Please answer
the following questions to rate the extent to which you think other people will
notice the benefits that this person will get from using this product.
a) To what extent are the benefits that a person gets from using this product
noticeable to other people?
Not at all
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Extremely
noticeable
noticeable
b) To what extent are the benefits that a person gets from using this product
obvious to others?
Not at all obvious
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Extremely
obvious
c) To what extent are the benefits that a person gets from using this product
visible to others?
Not at all visible
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Extremely
visible

Q2) Please indicate what you thought about the SITUATION portrayed in the ad:
Negative
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Positive
Unfavourable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Favourable

Unpleasant

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Pleasant
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Figure 18. Stimuli used in the third online pre-test
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APPENDIX 8 - MAIN SURVEY

PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING INSTRUCTIONS:
1. This survey is anonymous and will be kept confidential. Any information you provide will
not identify you as a source.
2. Please ensure that you sit in a quiet room away from distractions when you are filling out
this survey.
3. In the following pages, you will be looking at two print advertisements then you will be
asked to answer a series of questions relating to each ad.
4. Please read each question carefully and select the option that most reflects your opinion.
5. Please be as honest as you can. There are no right or wrong answers.
6. This survey is not expected to exceed 15 minutes.
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Advertisement I: (one of the following ads was shown)

Figure 19. Stimuli used in Main Experiment
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Section I:
Directions: Please use the space below to answer the following questions.
Do not worry about spelling or grammar.

Q 1) Please use the space below to list all the thoughts that came to your mind when
you were looking at the ad. Please write one thought per box. Use as many boxes as
necessary.
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Q2) Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements.
STRONGLY
DISAGREE

STRONGLY
AGREE

I dislike the ad

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

The ad is appealing to me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

The ad is attractive to me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

The as is interesting to me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

I think the ad is bad

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q3) Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements.
STRONGLY
DISAGREE
The brand in the ad is likely to
posses the stated ad claims
I react favourably to the brand
A feel positively towards the
brand
I dislike the brand.

STRONGLY
AGREE

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q4) Assuming that this brand will be available in your area soon, please indicate your level
of agreement with each of the following statements.
STRONGLY
DISAGREE
It is very likely that I will buy
this brand
I will purchase this brand the
next time I need toothpaste
I will definitely try this brand

STRONGLY
AGREE

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q5) Suppose that a friend called you last night to get your advice in his/her search for
toothpaste. Would you recommend him/her to buy this brand?
Absolutely not

1

2

3

4

5
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6

7

Absolutely

Q6) Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements:
STRONGLY
DISAGREE

STRONGLY
AGREE

-

I felt the situation depicted in the
ad sounded as if it is close to me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

-

I felt as if the situation in the ad
was happening to me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

-

The ad made me feel as if I was in
that exact same situation

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

-

I felt as if I was right there in the
ad going through the same
experience

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q7) Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements:
STRONGLY
DISAGREE

STRONGLY
AGREE

- I felt that the ad was threatening

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt that the ad was invasive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt that the ad was aggressive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt that the ad was offensive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Q8) Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements:
STRONGLY
DISAGREE
The ad seemed to relate to me
personally
The ad seemed to be written
with me in mind
The ad made me think about
my own experiences with the
product
I can easily picture myself
using the product portrayed in
the ad
I can easily form similarity
judgements between myself
and the advertising model
I can easily relate myself to
the advertising model

-

-

-

-

STRONGLY
AGREE

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q9) While viewing the ad, to what extent did your thoughts focus on you personally?
Not at all
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
To a great extent

Q10) Suppose that a person you know will use this product. Please answer the
following questions to rate the extent to which you think other people will notice the
benefits that this person will get from using this product.
-

To what extent are the benefits that a person gets from using this product
noticeable to other people?
Not at all
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Extremely
noticeable
noticeable

-

To what extent are the benefits that a person gets from using this product
obvious to others?
Not at all obvious
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Extremely
obvious
-

To what extent are the benefits that a person gets from using this product
visible to others?
Not at all visible
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Extremely
visible
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Q11) Please indicate what you thought about the SITUATION portrayed in the ad:
Negative
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Positive
Unfavourable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Favourable

Unpleasant

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Pleasant

Q12) Thinking about the ad you just viewed on the previous page. Please answer each
of the following questions by selecting the option that most reflects your opinion
Not at all
-

How much did you
concentrate on the ad?
How much attention did you
pay to the ad?
How much attention did you
pay to the ad?

A great extent

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Advertisement II: (filler ad)
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Section II:
Directions: Please use the space below to answer the following questions.
Do not worry about spelling or grammar.

Q 1) Please use the space below to list all the thoughts that came to your mind when
you were looking at the ad. Please write one thought per box. Use as many boxes as
necessary.
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Q2) Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements.
STRONGLY
DISAGREE

STRONGLY
AGREE

-

I dislike the ad

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

-

The ad is appealing to me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

-

The ad is attractive to me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

-

The as is interesting to me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

-

I think the ad is bad

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q3) Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements.
STRONGLY
DISAGREE
-

The brand in the ad is likely to
posses the stated ad claims
I react favourably to the brand
A feel positively towards the
brand
I dislike the brand.

STRONGLY
AGREE

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q4) Assuming that this bank will open in your area soon, please indicate your level of
agreement with each of the following statements.
STRONGLY
DISAGREE
-

-

It is very likely that I will use
the services of this bank
I will use the services of this
Bank the next time I need
financial services
I will definitely try this bank

STRONGLY
AGREE

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q5) Suppose that a friend called you last night to get your advice in his/her search for
banking services. Would you recommend him/her to buy this bank?
Absolutely not

1

2

3

4

5
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6

7

Absolutely

Q6) Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements:
STRONGLY
DISAGREE

STRONGLY
AGREE

-

I felt the situation depicted in the
ad sounded as if it is close to me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

-

I felt as if the situation in the ad
was happening to me

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

-

The ad made me feel as if I was in
that exact same situation

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

-

I felt as if I was right there in the
ad going through the same
experience

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q7) Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements:
STRONGLY
DISAGREE

STRONGLY
AGREE

- I felt that the ad was threatening

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt that the ad was invasive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt that the ad was aggressive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

- I felt that the ad was offensive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

137

Q8) Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements:
STRONGLY
DISAGREE
The ad seemed to relate to me
personally
The ad seemed to be written
with me in mind
The ad made me think about
my own experiences with the
product
I can easily picture myself
using the product portrayed in
the ad
I can easily form similarity
judgements between myself
and the advertising model
I can easily relate myself to
the advertising model

-

-

-

-

STRONGLY
AGREE

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Q9) While viewing the ad, to what extent did your thoughts focus on you personally?
Not at all
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
To a great extent

Q10) Suppose that a person you know will use this product. Please answer the
following questions to rate the extent to which you think other people will notice the
benefits that this person will get from using this product.
-

To what extent are the benefits that a person gets from using this product
noticeable to other people?
Not at all
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Extremely
noticeable
noticeable

-

To what extent are the benefits that a person gets from using this product
obvious to others?
Not at all obvious
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Extremely
obvious
-

To what extent are the benefits that a person gets from using this product
visible to others?
Not at all visible
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Extremely
visible
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Q11) Please indicate what you thought about the SITUATION portrayed in the ad:
Negative
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Positive
Unfavourable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Favourable

Unpleasant

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Pleasant

Q12) Thinking about the ad you just viewed on the previous page. Please answer each
of the following questions by selecting the option that most reflects your opinion
Not at all
-

How much did you
concentrate on the ad?
How much attention did you
pay to the ad?
how much did you notice the
written message in the ad?

A great extent

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Section III: General Opinion Statements
Directions: please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each
of the statements below. There are no right or wrong answers; I am simply
interested in your honest opinion about each statement. Please use the
following scale as a guide, and circle the appropriate number for each item.
STRONGLY
DISAGREE
Q1)
Q2)
Q3)
Q4)
Q5)

Q6)
Q7)

Q8)

Q9)

We can depend on getting the
truth in most advertising
Advertising’s aim is to inform the
consumer
I believe that advertising in
informative
Advertising is generally truthful
Advertising is a reliable source of
information about the quality and
performance of products
Advertising is truth well told
In general, advertising presents a
true picture of the product being
advertised
I feel I have been accurately
informed after viewing most
advertisements
Most advertising provides
consumers with essential
information

STRONGLY
AGREE

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7
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Section IV: DEMOGRAPHICS
I need some information about you so I can classify participants and make
correct interpretation of the data analyses
H.

What is your gender ?
(1) Male

I.

J.

(2) Female

What is your current age?
(1) Less than 18

(2) 18 - 24

(3) 25 - 30

(4) 31 - 40

(5) 41 - 50

(6) over 50

Marital Status: Which of the following best describes your marital status? (circle
as appropriate)

(1) Single

(2) Living with partner

(4) Married without children
K.

L.

(3) Married with children

(5) Single with children

(6) Other

Ethnicity: which of the following best describes your ethnic origin?
(1) White

(2) African American

(4) Asian

(5) Other

(3) Hispanic

Type of Employment: which of the following best describes your occupation?
(9) Professional / Managerial (e.g. doctor, manager, lawyer, accountant, consultant etc.)
(10) Office Worker (e.g. secretary, administrator, receptionist, etc.)
(11) Skilled labor (e.g. gardener, factory job, beauty therapist)
(12) Unskilled labor (casual labor, cleaner)
(13) Not in paid employment
(14) Housewife
(15) Student
(16) Other

M.

Education: which of the following best describes your highest level of education?
(1) Elementary School Qualification

(2) High School Graduate

(3) Community College Degree

(4) Bachelor’s Degree

(5) Post Graduate Degree (e.g. Masters, PhD)
N.

(6) Other

Household Income: which of the following best describes your Household
combined annual income before tax for the year 2008?
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(1) Under US $20,000

(2) US $20,000-US $39,999

(3) US $40,000-US $59,999

(4) US $60,000-US $79,999

(5) US $80,000-US $99,999

(6) US $100,000-US $119,999

END OF SURVEY
Thank you for your participation.
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