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Advertising Attitudes and
Advertising Effectiveness

Print advertising performance is influenced by consumers’ attitudes toward advertising

in general. Respondents with more favorable attitudes toward advertising recalled a

higher number of advertisements the day after exposure and were more persuaded by

them. The implications are discussed here.

EXECUTIONAL AND MEDIA FACTORS significantly in-
fluence advertising performance. Substantial re-
search is conducted to determine the most effec-
tive creative executions and media dollars alloca-
tions. Individual personality variables and
attitudinal orientations as factors influencing ad-
vertising effectiveness have received less attention
in the industry. While researchers have explored
consumer attitudes to advertising in general, they
have not evaluated how these attitudes affect re-
sponse to specific advertising.

In the context of real-world copy testing, do gen-
eral attitudes toward advertising influence adver-
tising reactions? If so, in what ways? This study
has been designed to answer these questions. The
results should provide learning for advertisers and
advertising researchers in creating as well as in
evaluating advertising. In the print medium, the
reading experience is controlled by the reader who
decides the pace and time spent on any specific
advertisement. A consumer’s own pre-disposition
toward advertising in general, either favorable or
unfavorable, would influence how she or he
would respond to any advertisement. Previous ex-
ploratory research at Gallup & Robinson showed
that this may be the case (Mehta and Purvis, 1995).

G&R’s Impact system for copy testing is de-
signed to obtain multiple measures. Two key mea-
sures were selected for use as indicators of adver-
tising effectiveness in this study: Intrusiveness, an
indicator of attention-getting power and memora-
bility of the advertising, and Persuasion, measured

as the favorable buying interest for the advertised
products.

The main objectives of this research were to test
the hypotheses that consumers with more favorable
attitudes toward advertising in general would (1)
recall more advertisements the day after exposure,
and (2) be more persuaded by the advertisements.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

The influence of attitudes toward advertising in
general on advertising effectiveness is an impor-
tant area of study because the results have impli-
cations for the industry. Greyser (1972) discussed
at length how consumers’ overall perceptions of
advertising impact the effectiveness of advertising
and the role of advertisers. Moreover, the study of
attitudes to advertising may be especially signifi-
cant because it influences attitudes-toward-the ad,

an important antecedent of brand attitudes {e.g.,

Lutz, 1985; Mackenkie, Lutz, and Beich, 1986; Mac-
kenzie and Lutz, 1989; Muehling, 1987; Shimp,
1981; Thorson, 1981). The influence of attitudes-
toward-the-ad on brand attitudes has been found
to be even more significant under low-invoive-
ment conditions and for emotionally based adver-
tising. Further, findings of the ARF Copy Research
Validity Project (Haley and Baldinger, 1991} also
showed commercial liking (similar to attitudes-
toward-the-ad) was among the strongest predic-
tors of sales differences attributable to advertising
for the cases studied. Recently, along similar lines,
researchers have suggested there may be value in
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exploring the effect of attitudes-toward-
the-website in evaluating the effectiveness
of web advertising (Chen and Wells,
1999).

While many researchers have explored
attitudes toward advertising in general
among adult consumers (see Zanot, 1981;
Mittal, 1994; Shavitt, Lowrey, and Haef-
ner, 1998), student samples (Dubinsky
and Hensel, 1984; Larkin, 1977, Muehling,
1987; Sandage and Leckenby, 1980; Petro-
shias, 1986), as well as evaluated cross-
cultural differences (e.g., Andrews, Ly-
sonski, and Durvasula, 1991; Santos,
1976), or media-specific advertising atti-
tudes (e.g., Alwitt and Prabhaker, 1994),
the influence of general advertising atti-
tudes directly on advertising effectiveness
has hardly been studied. Researchers have
suggested that general attitudes to adver-
tising need to be studied since these atti-
tudes should have an impact on how con-
sumers respond to advertising,

Among the few studies exploring this
relationship, results of a study of outdoor
(billboard) advertising suggest respon-
dents who had a positive attitude toward
advertising in general seemed to recall
more outdoor advertisements than those
who had a negative attitude (Donthu,
Cherian, and Bhargava, 1993}. In another
study, James and Kover (1992) evaluated
the impact of advertising in general on ad-
vertising “involvement,” measured as the
amount of time spent looking at print ad-
vertisements. Results suggest that those
who felt advertising was not manipulative
and was a good way to learn about prod-
ucts were more involved with the adver-
tisements, that is, spent more time looking
at the advertisements. On the other hand,
those who said they were irritated by pro-
gram interruptions (by commercials on
television) and thought that products do
not perform as well as advertisements
claim were generally also more involved
with the print advertisements. The au-

thors suggest this may be a result of a
hunt for flaws, or a compensation for itri-
tation with television advertising not
shown when reading print advertise-
ments which allows more respondent con-
trol. The authors suggest that overall ad-
vertising attitudes are likely to affect other
aspects of advertising communications as
well. Advertising intrusiveness and per-
suasiveness were explored in the present
study.

The construct

Although it is generally agreed that atti-
tude toward advertising in general can be
defined as “a learned predisposition to re-
spond in the consistently favorable or un-
favorable manner to advertising in gen-
eral” (Lutz, 1985), its scope and measure-
ment has widely varied in the literature.
Various measures of the construct have
been used: from a measure of an “overall
favorability or unfaverability” to a set of
belief items related to positive and nega-
tive outcomes of advertising in the eco-
nomic and social areas {(Bauer and Grey-
ser, 1968). Perceptions related to other as-
pects of advertising include informational
value, entertainment, interruptive nature,
sexual content and use of women, ethics,
and deception and falsehood. These were
later included in the belief set related to
attitudes toward advertising by other re-
searchers (Alwitt and Prabhaker, 1994;
Haller, 1974; Durand and Lambert, 1985;
James and Kover, 1992; Larkin, 1977; Lutz,
1985; Muehling, 1987). Media-specific ad-
vertising attitudes have also been studied
and compared.

More recently, thought listings in reac-
tion to the word “advertising” were used
to measure attitudes toward advertising
by categorizing them into areas such as
function, affective response, practice, in-
dustry, and user-related, and general. By
far, scaled statements about advertising
have been most often used by researchers.
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A battery of relevant attitudinal state-
ments related to advertising in terms of its
entertainment and informational value,
trustworthiness, and impact on product
quality were selected for use in the
present study.

Methodology

G&R’s Magazine Impact Research Sys-
tems (MIRS) methodelogy for print adver-
tising, testing was used to obtain data for
the study. A total of 1,914 adult (184 years
of age) regular magazine readers from
over 30 geographically dispersed markets
nationwide participated in the study. Of
these, 608 were men and 1,306 were
women. Participants were recruited on
the basis of their readership of four differ-
ent types of magazines: general, news,
women's general, and women's fashion.
Readers qualified for the study if they
read two out of the last four issues of se-
lected magazines.

One of the key strengths of MIRS is that
it is a real-world, in-magazine, at-home
copy testing system. As such it is thought
to approximate actual advertising re-
sponse more closely than other designs
such as forced exposure or portfolio test-
ing. Respondents, naive to the true pur-
pose of the study, were recruited to par-
ticipate in a magazine readership study. A
phone interview was scheduled for the
day after exposure to discuss the maga-
zine editorial and content. Advertising ef-
fectiveness measures were obtained dur-
ing this interview. Intrusiveness/recall
measures were first taken, followed by
idea communication and persuasion mea-
sures. Then demographic information was
collected. Finally, the attitudes toward ad-
vertising battery was administered.

Meoasures

Attitudes toward advertising. Various at-
titudinal statements were used to measure



attitudes regarding advertising on an 11-
point (0-10) scale where 10 denoted
“strongly agree” and ) was “strongly dis-

agree.” For each attitudinal statement, re-
' spondents were grouped as those who
“agree” (8-10), those who were “neutral”
(4-7), and those who “disagree” ((~3) for
- further analysis. Two of the statements
were rotated and only one of the two was
asked in any test.

Intrusiveness/recall. Fifteen selected ad-
vertisements in each test magazine were
cued by brand name. Respondents who
claimed to recall any of these advertise-
ments were asked open-ended questions.
The responses to these were used as evi-
dence to prove that the particular adver-
tisement was actually recalled. Proved re-
call is a more stringent measure of atten-
tion-getting power and memorability of
an advertisement than claimed recall. The
total number of advertisements that a par-
ticular respondent proved recalling, in-
dexed to the sample mean recall of adver-
tisements, was used as the measure of in-
trusiveness for analysis.

Persuasion/buying interest. Recallers of
an advertisement who had not purchased
the brand last were asked to indicate on a
5-point scale to what extent the particular
advertisement increased their interest in
buying the advertised product. The buy-
ing interest for each particular advertise-
ment was indexed to its category average
and averaged across all advertisements re-
called by any respondent. This average
buying interest index computed for each
respondent was used as a measure of per-
suasion in further analysis.

Results
Attitudes toward advertising. While a

substantial proportion of the respondents
feel advertising keeps them up-to-date

TABLE 1

AD ATTITUDES

Attitudes toward Advertising in General

Attitudes toward Advertising*

Agree Neutrai Disagree

Statements o (%) (%) (%) Total®
Advertising helps me keep uptodate

about products and services that

| need or would like to have. 45 46 9 100
Too many products do not perform

as well as the ads claim, 40 52 8 100
Advertising is more manlpulative

than it is informative. 37 52 1 100°
Much of advertising is way too

annoying. 37 49 14 100°
] like to look at advertising. 37 46 17 100
On average, brands that are

advertised are better in quality

than brands that are not advertised. 21 55 24 100

*Range: 0 fo 10 where 10 is “Agree Strongly” and 0 is “Disagree Strongly™: Agree = 8-10; Newiral = 4-7; Disagree = 0-3.

Base size 1,914 for all statements except as noted,
YBase size 1,046.
“Base size 853.

about products and services in the mar-
ketplace, as shown in Table 1, a high pro-
portion of respondents also believe prod-
ucts do not perform as well as advertise-
ments claim. Similarly, although many
readers enjoy looking at advertising,
many also feel much of advertising is an-
noying and more manipulative than infor-
mative. Relatively few (only about one in
five} respondents agreed that advertised
brands are better than those brands that
are not advertised.

These results are generally in line with
past research: although the vast research
Literature on the subject shows a variety of
measurement and analysis methods, mak-
ing comparisons difficult, the research
generally shows similar positive reactions
to the informational value of advertising
and more negative responses to its ma-
nipulative, intrusive, and deceptive na-

ture (see Shavitt, Lowrey, and Haefner,
1998). Mittal (1994) found that attitudes
toward TV advertising were significantly
less positive than those toward print ad-
vertising.

Results for the impact of advertising at-
titudes on intrusiveness and persuasion
are presented in Tables 2 and 3. No sex
differences were found and results have
been presented for the full sample.

Intrusiveness/recall. The total number of
advertisements recalled was significantly
influenced by three out of the six adver-
tising attitudes studied: those related to
liking to lock at advertising, the informa-
tional value of advertising, and the per-
ception regarding advertising being more
manipulative than informational (see
Table 2). It appears that respondents who
like advertising and feel advertising pro-
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TABLE 2

Intrusiveness by Attitudes toward Advertising

Mean Recall Index by

Statememts Agree Disagree
Advertising helps me keep up-to-date about products

and services that | need or would like to have. 109%* 67 .
| like to took at advertising. o 105*+ 3
Much of adve:tising_ |s way too anhoying. 104 117
On average, brands that are advertised are better
1n quality than brands that are not advertised. 97 94
Too may products do not perform as well as the

ads claim. 94 92
Advertising is more manipulative than it is informative. 86 101*

“sSignificantly higher at 99% Confidence Level (p < 001).

*Significantly higher at 30% Confidence Level (p < .01).

vides useful information also notice and
recall more advertisements than those
who do not feel this way.

Overall, the results reported here are
similar to those reported by Donthu, Che-
rian, and Bhargava {1993) in their study of
outdoor advertising. Qur results are also
partially similar to those of the James and
Kover (1992) study who found that time
spent looking at print advertisements
{"involvement”) was influenced by simi-
lar athitudes. Their results, however, also
showed that those who thought products
do not perform as well as advertisements
claim spent more time looking at print ad-
vertisements, whereas the results of this
study do not show a difference in recall of
advertiserments. If hunt for flaws is the
reason for spending more fime looking at
the advertisements by the former group of
respondents, as suggested by James and
Kover, it appears that this does not trans-
late to better memory of brands in adver-
tisements seen by these respondents. It
should be noted that there were other
methodological differences in the two
studies {directed exposure to series of ad-
vertisements versus in-magazine advertis-

ing exposure with recall measures ob-
tained the day after advertising exposure).

Persuasion/buying interest. Buying inter-
est was significantly influenced by five of
the six tested attitudinal statements, as
shown in Table 3. It appears that reactions
toward advertising related to liking to

TABLE 3

look at advertising, its informational
value as well as perceptions regarding
how truthful or manipulative advertising
is all impact how persuaded respondents
will generally be by an advertisement.

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

The above findings clearly show that in-
dividual attitudinal factors related to ad-
vertising in general do influence how a
respondent reacts to any particular adver-
tisement, reinforcing expectations by
other researchers previously. Specifically,
the results of the study show that the
amount of attention that respondents will
pay to magazine advertisements, mea-
sured as recall of the brand in the adver-
tisement the day after exposure, is influ-
enced by how much they like to look at
advertising, believe advertising helps
them stay informed about developments
in the marketplace, and see it as not being
manipulative.

Further, individual advertising orienta-
tion is significantly important in deter-
mining how persuasive respondents find
advertising. Buying interest was found to

Persuasion by Attitudes toward Advertising

Mean Persuasion

Index by

Statements Agree Disagree
Advertising helps me keep up-to-date about products

and serviceg_ that | need or would like to have. 105%* 97
On average, brands that are advertised are better

in quality than brands that are not advertised. 105** 100
I like to look at advertising. 104** 97
Too may products do not perform as well as the )

ads claim. 101 107*#
Much of advertising is way too annoying. 99 106**
Advertising is more manipulative than it is informative. 99 102

“Significantly higher at 99% Confidence Level (p < .001).
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be influenced by five of the six advertising
beliefs explored in this study, including
liking to look at advertisements, the value
advertising has for the brands advertised,
and how informative or truthful advertis-
ing is perceived.

It is not surprising to find a strong in-
fluence on persuasion of the perception
that advertising helps consumers stay in-

dium: he or she decides how much time is
spent on a specific advertisement and may
simply choose to turn the page. These re-
sults show that one of the factors that in-
fluences how much attention will be paid
to an advertisement, whether it will be re-
membered and to what extent the con-
sumers will be persuaded by i, is the at-
titude toward advertising in general. This

Research reminds us that, to be effective, advertising is

something people should like looking at, belleve, and

find utllity with keeping them up-to-date about products

and services.

formed about products and services in the
marketplace. Those who believe this are
the ones who not only pay attention to the
advertisements but are also more per-
suaded by advertisements. They look to
advertising for information regarding
available choices and respond favorably.
Similarly, those who like to look at adver-
tising ate more persuaded by advertising.
Few respondents disagree that advertis-
ing is more manipulative than informa-
tive, but those who do tend to have a
higher advertising recall level.

Other advertising attitudes influenced
buying interest but not recall: persuasion
levels are significantly lower among those
who believe that advertising is annoying
and that advertised brands are often not
as good as advertisements claim. Not un-
fairly, consumers must believe that the ad-
vertising is truthful. Further, those con-
sumers who believe advertised brands are
better than unadvertised brands are sig-
nificantly more interested in buying the
advertised products. _

As mentioned earlier, the reader con-

- trols advertising exposure in the print me-

is not to 'dismiss or even downplay the
creative aspects of advertising that must
be used to help break through the clutter
in the overloaded media environment and
provide useful messages that can influ-
ence consumers o be interested in the ad-
vertised product or service. Regardless of
how one may feel about advertising in
general, it is not possible to respond to all
advertising stimuli. Creative and strategic
aspects remain crucial in determining the
success of an advertisement in both gain-
ing attention and adding to its memora-
bility, and in persuading the consumer to
be interested in the advertised product.
Individual attitudes toward advertising in
general can, however, influence the way a
consumer will respond to any particular

advertising,

IMPLICATIONS

The above findings have significant impli-
cations for advertisers, agencies, and ad-
vertising researchers. First, the research
reminds us that, to be effective, advertis-
ing is something people should like look-
ing at, believe, and find utility with keep-

AD ATTITUDES

ing them up-to-date about products and
services. Adveriising that is entertaining,
informative, and truthful pmxﬁotes con-
sumers to like advertising in general and
believe in its value. Overall positive atti-
tudes to advertising, in turn, render spe-
cific advertising messages to be better re-
ceived and more effective among consum-
ers. By keeping this in mind as they
develop new executions, advertisers and
agencies will combat negative attitudes
toward adverfising and improve response
to all advertising,

In the meantime, since the results of
the study show that different types of
people view advertising differently, and
on different dimensions than conventional
demographic or usership criteria, they fo-
cus attention on the complexity of the
interaction that takes place between the
advertising stimuli and its audiences.
They demonstrate from yet another per-
spective the value that research can play
in helping gauge the nature of that

response. (D)
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