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The goal of this thesis was to identify conditions in which averagely attractive models can be just
as effective or even more effective than highly attractive models in advertising. Specifically, this
thesis investigates the potential moderating role of brand maturity on the impact of model
attractiveness on advertising effectiveness, as well as its potential interaction with product
category. Brand maturity was found to have an influence on the impact of model attractiveness
on advertising effectiveness, although this influence was inconsistent, in that it was present for
some measures of advertising effectiveness and absent for others. Overall, it was found that
model attractiveness did not impact key variables such as brand liking and purchase intentions
when the brand was a mature brand. This finding has implications for companies managing
mature brands, because it suggests that highly attractive models do not improve advertising
effectiveness for these companies relative to averagely attractive models.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

The world of advertising today is dominated by highly attractive and in most cases skillfully
photoshopped male and female endorsers. These highly attractive and arguably unrealistic
models are used to promote a variety of products and services ranging from cosmetics to
computer games and even fast-food. Be it Kate Upton posing as the sexual interest in an ad
promoting a brand of luxury cars, or Victoria’s Secret angels convincing women through their
perfectly thin yet curvaceous figures to purchase seductive lingerie, it is evident that media
advertising is a world made for the beautiful, and that what is beautiful most certainly has to be
good in the realm of advertising.

Research has indeed shown that physical attractiveness is more easily associated with
positive qualities when compared to unattractiveness (Dion et al., 1972), and it has been
suggested that the use of physically attractive endorsers improves ad evaluations not only by
increasing the likelihood that the positive affect induced by the endorser’s attractiveness will be
transferred to the advertised product, but by improving the credibility and persuasiveness of the
advertisement as well (Baker & Churchill, 1977; Bearden & Etzel, 1982; Englis and Solomon,
1995). Several empirical studies have in fact reflected this advantageous impact of physical
attractiveness in the case of both male and female models (Petroshius & Crocker, 1989); on
several measures of advertising effectiveness including advertisement believability (Kamins
1990), direct mail response rate (Caballero & Pride, 1984), willingness to purchase (Kahle &
Homer, 1985), attitude towards the product (Kahle & Homer, 1985) and actual purchase
(Caballero & Solomon, 1984); and in several forms of advertising including print advertisements
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(Kamins, 1990), celebrity endorsements (Kamins, 1990) and point-of-purchase displays
(Caballero & Solomon, 1984).

Unfortunately, this increase in preference for the beautiful in advertising corresponds with
an increasing prevalence of low self-esteem, low body image, body dissatisfaction and a variety
of eating and body disorders in Western society. According to a survey conducted in 2006 that
polled 3,300 young girls and women from 10 different countries around the world, including
Canada, the United Kingdom and the United states, 90 percent of girls between the ages of 15
and 17 said they would like to alter at least one aspect of their physical appearance. Body weight
was the highest-ranked aspect that girls desired to change. A quarter of the surveyed girls stated
that they would undergo plastic surgery if they had the opportunity to do so, and another 13
percent admitted to having an eating disorder (Dove Campaign for Real Beauty Global Study,
2004). The situation does not seem to have improved in recent years. According to the
DoSomething movement (www.dosomething.org), 91 percent of women today are unhappy with
their natural body shapes and take to dieting in an attempt to achieve what they consider to be an
ideal body shape. Unfortunately, only five percent of women naturally have the body shape
promoted in Western media. 40 percent of women and 20 percent of men, meanwhile, stated that
they would consider cosmetic surgery in the future. According to the National Eating Disorders
Association (NEDA) (www.nationaleatingdisorders.org), 20 million women and 10 million men
in the United States will suffer from a clinically significant eating disorder in their lifetime
(NEDA, 2017). Furthermore, 95 percent of women currently suffering from an eating disorder
are aged between 12 and 25 years old. Statistics reported on the ANAD (National Association of
Anorexia Nervosa and Associated Disorders) website (www.anad.org) are even more dire.

2

According to the website, eating disorders have the highest mortality rate of any mental illness,
and at least one individual dies from an eating disorder every 62 minutes (ANAD, 2017).

Many sources have suggested that this increasing dissatisfaction with appearance in both
men and women is tied to the increasing display of high and unrealistic standards of beauty in
advertising and the media as a whole. As stated by Haboush et al. (2011), the media is “one of
the strongest ways [through which] the values and ideals of appearance are communicated to
society.” In addition, many sociocultural theorists have asserted that the media in all its forms, be
it television shows, commercials, movies, print advertisements, et cetera, acts as a representation
and communicator of appearance ideals (Gilbert & Ricketts, 2008; Robinson et al., 2007;
Robinson & Anderson, 2006; Heinberg, 1996). These ideals are repeatedly transferred to viewers
until they become the accepted cultural standards for society (Haboush et al., 2011). In line with
that, according to the DoSomething Movement, the more reality television a girl watches, the
more likely she is to consider appearance as important. Equally, women who consume a
significant amount of mainstream media place more value on their overall appearance compared
to women who do not consume as much (DoSomething Movement).

Concerning advertising in particular, research has shown that the use of idealized images
(highly attractive and unrealistic models) has a negative impact on body satisfaction and self
esteem in male and female consumers alike. It has been found that consumers tend to compare
themselves to these idealized male and female images in advertising, assuming them to be
representative of the ideal standards of beauty, and for this reason, experience negative
emotional and psychological outcomes when they fall short in their comparisons (Martin &
Kennedy, 1994). For example, a study by Harper & Tiggemann (2008) found that exposure to
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idealized images in advertising led to an increase in body dissatisfaction, self-objectification,
appearance anxiety and negative mood among females. This finding was echoed in a similar
study carried out in England by Shaw (1995), who found that adolescents who were exposed to
thin models were more likely to experience body dissatisfaction when compared to adolescents
who were exposed to non-fashion images of people. Another study by Balcetis et al. (2013)
found that awareness of female body ideals—specifically, the thin ideal—portrayed in
advertising had a negative influence on women’s global self esteem. A similar study by Lokken,
Worthy & Trautmann (2004) found that the awareness and internalization of ideal body
standards displayed in advertising were significant predictors of body dissatisfaction, drive for
thinness, and bulimic symptoms. With regard to males, a study by Baird & Grieve (2006) found
that an exposure to magazine advertisements containing an idealized male model led to a
decrease in men’s body satisfaction. Another study by Agliata & Tantleff-Dunn (2004) found
that male participants who viewed television ads featuring an idealized male image reported
significantly higher levels of depression and muscle dissatisfaction compared to participants who
viewed advertisements containing a neutral male image. Finally, given that body image
disturbance, defined as “a continuum of satisfaction and dissatisfaction with one’s physical
appearance” (Thompson et al., 1999) has been linked to several pathological disorders such as
social anxiety and depression (Cash, 1990; Frederick & Morrison, 1996; Thompson, 1992), it is
evident that the negative impact of idealized models in advertising can be far-reaching.

As a result of this, there have been recent efforts by a few companies and organizations to
discourage and deviate from the use of idealized images in their ad campaigns, replacing them
instead with more realistic and attainable beauty standards. The most popular and successful of
these efforts arguably is the Dove Real Beauty Campaign, in which the Dove brand tries to
4

redefine female beauty standards by using normally attractive and untouched women in its
campaigns. One of the most famous features of the campaign is a 1 minute, 14 second video
titled “Evolution”, which demonstrated how a normally attractive model was easily transformed,
with the aid of make-up and Photoshop, to fit the idealized and unrealistic standards that are de
rigueur in the realm of advertising. A more recent example of this deviation from the idealized
was embodied by American Eagle, when it vowed to no longer use photoshopped models in the
ad campaigns for its “Aerie” brand of lingerie. Interestingly enough, it has been reported that the
brand has enjoyed an estimated 32% increase in sales in the two years since putting this vow into
action (Schlossberg, 2016).

Nevertheless, save for these and a few other examples, the majority of mainstream ad
campaigns continue to feature highly attractive and photoshopped models, despite the negative
impact that their use has been consistently shown to have. But why then is this the case? Are
highly attractive models really always the most effective choice in advertising? In other words,
can normally/averagely attractive models be just as effective as or even more effective than
highly attractive models in certain contexts? These are the questions that the current research
aims to answer. The purpose of the current research thus is to investigate the impact of model
physical attractiveness on advertising effectiveness, and to identify some of the factors that may
moderate this relationship. Specifically, the current research makes the suggestion that averagely
attractive models can be just as effective as or even more effective than highly attractive models
in certain contexts. The main goal of the study, hence, is to identify some of these contexts.

Previous research on the impact of model physical attractiveness on advertising
effectiveness has reported mixed results, whereby the impact of model attractiveness was found
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to be significant in some studies and nonsignificant in others (Smith and Engel, 1968; Bower,
2001). Other studies have identified moderators of the relationship, including level of product
involvement (Caballero & Solomon, 2001) and product category (Bower and Landreth, 2001;
Baker & Churchill, 1977). This study will contribute to the literature by 1.) investigating the
potential moderating role of brand maturity on the impact of model attractiveness on advertising
effectiveness, and 2.) exploring the nature of the potential interaction between brand maturity
and product category, both as moderators on the relationship. It was predicted that regardless of
product category, there would be no impact of model attractiveness on advertising effectiveness
for mature brands (defined as brands that are familiar in a market and for which consumers have
extensive knowledge and developed attitudes). However, for novel brands (defined as brands that
are unfamiliar in a market and for which consumers have limited knowledge and scarcely
developed attitudes), it was predicted that there would be an impact of model attractiveness on
advertising effectiveness, and that the direction and nature of this impact would depend on the
product category of the advertised product. Specifically, it was predicted that when the product
was an attractiveness-relevant product (perfume), a highly attractive model would have a more
positive impact on advertising effectiveness compared to an averagely attractive model.
However, when the product was an attractiveness-irrelevant product (coffee), it was predicted
that an averagely-attractive model would have a more positive impact on advertising
effectiveness compared to a highly-attractive model. It was also predicted that pre-existing brand
attitudes and processing fluency would be mediators of the moderating effects of brand maturity
and product category.

It was found that brand maturity did have an influence on the impact of model physical
attractiveness on advertising effectiveness, although this influence was somewhat inconsistent, in
6

that it was present for some of the dependent variables and absent for others. Specifically, it was
found that although a highly attractive model had a significantly and consistently more positive
impact on affective ad evaluations, overall ad evaluations and brand evaluations compared to an
averagely attractive model, this impact did not extend to brand liking and brand purchase
intentions in the case of the two mature brands used in the study. In addition, for the novel
brands, this extension of impact occurred only for the novel perfume brand, presumably due to
the attractiveness-relevant nature of the product. For the novel coffee brand, the trend was
identical to that of the mature brands. The implications of these findings on advertising strategy
are discussed at length.

CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. Overview
This chapter will feature a review of extant literature relevant to the current research. The
literature review will first cover the general effects of physical attractiveness, as identified in a
variety of social contexts. Next, the use of physical attractiveness in advertising will be
reviewed, including a mention of the possible assumptions that drive the use of physically
attractive models. The literature review will then summarize previous research that investigated
the impact of model physical attractiveness on advertising effectiveness, as well as research that
identified some of the moderators of the relationship. Finally, the literature review will conclude
with a summary of research that assessed brand maturity specifically as one of the moderators of
the impact of model physical attractiveness on advertising effectiveness.
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2.2.1 The Effects of Physical Attractiveness
Research investigating the nature and effects of physical attractiveness is neither new nor
uncommon, and is well documented across multiple areas. In a study by Miller (1970), physical
attractiveness was found to positively affect the inferences formed on a person’s personality by
strangers. In the experiment, participants were asked to rate individuals on a 17-item scale of
bipolar adjectives based on provided photographs. The individuals on the photographs had been
previously rated as either attractive or unattractive. It was found that attractive individuals were
more often associated with positive traits, while unattractive individuals were consistently
associated with negative traits. In a similar study by Dion et al. (1972), attractive individuals
were not only perceived to be more socially desirable compared to unattractive individuals, but
were also perceived to be more likely to acquire prestigious jobs and to be in happier marriages,
although interestingly, they were also expected to be worse parents.

In relation to dating, a field experiment by Walster et al. (1966) showed that physical
attractiveness played a significant role in the success of a dating encounter. In their study, 376
men were randomly paired by computer with 376 women for a dance, after the men and women
had been rated by coders on a physical attractiveness scale ranging from “Extremely attractive”
to “Extremely Unattractive”. After the dance, it was found that, regardless of a subject’s own
perception of his physical attractiveness, a dance partner’s physical attractiveness was the
greatest determinant of how well the partner was liked, how likely the subject was to date the
partner, and how often the partner was asked out. Another study by Landy & Sigall (1974)
showed that tasks were evaluated more favorably when they were presumed to be performed by
attractive people, and less favorably when they were presumed to be performed by unattractive
people. In the experiment, male college students were asked to review an essay which they were
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told had been written by a college freshman co-ed. Physical attractiveness of the supposed writer
was manipulated with the use of a small photograph attached to the essay, so that one-third of the
participants saw a physically attractive female, one-third saw a physically unattractive female,
and one-third (the control group) did not see any photographs. The participants in the study rated
the essay most positively when the writer was thought to be physically attractive, least positively
when the writer was thought to be unattractive, and averagely when information on the writer’s
physical appearance was not provided.

Darby & Jeffers (1988) found in their court simulation experiment that physical
attractiveness had a significant impact on severity of punishment assigned. When a defendant
was attractive, participants recommended the least severe punishment, while saving the most
severe punishment for unattractive defendants. In addition, physically attractive individuals were
convicted less, and were judged to be happier, more likeable, more trustworthy, and less
responsible for the charges they were facing. Commisso & Finkelstein (2012) reported similar
findings with regards to employee termination. Participants were more likely to terminate an
employee when she was physically unattractive compared to when she was physically attractive,
with this effect mediated by liking ratings of the employee. In an experiment similar to that of
Landy & Sigall (1974), participants were presented with a file that included a poor performance
review and a badge of either an extremely attractive employee, a moderately attractive employee,
or an unattractive employee. They were then asked to declare whether or not they would
terminate the employee, how well they liked the employee, and to provide their inferences on the
causes for the employee’s poor performance. Though there were no significant differences in
attribution, participants were less willing to terminate physically attractive employees compared
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to moderately attractive and unattractive employees. In addition, participants liked the
unattractive employee less than both the moderately and extremely attractive employees.
All of the aforementioned studies have thus given support to what is termed the “what is
beautiful is good” stereotype, which refers to the association that is drawn between physical
attractiveness and perceived positive qualities ranging from intelligence to warmth and care
(Dion et al., 1972). As will be seen in the next section, this stereotype is one that is utilized
extensively in the advertising world.

2.2.2 Physical Attractiveness and Idealized Images in Advertising
Given the suggested power of the “what is beautiful is good” stereotype, it is no surprise that
physical attractiveness has become a popular component of media advertising. Advertising has
been called “a realm of beautiful people” (Gulas & McKeage, 2000), with models and endorsers
used in ads tending to be highly attractive and, in the case of female models, unrealistically thin
(Freedman, 1984; Snow & Harris, 1986). This preference for physical attractiveness is so strong
that advertisers have taken advantage of recent technological advancements, in the form of
Photoshop, for example, to define and create new beauty standards that are not only highly
unrealistic, but highly unattainable as well (Brown, 2015). As Brown (2015) put it, “[a] thirtyseven second YouTube video demonstrates that with Photoshop, it has become possible, with
relatively minimal time and effort, to completely alter a person’s appearance and size to create a
life-like Barbie.” This manipulation of images has not been limited to female models; rather, the
Barbie ideal finds its parallel in the G.I. Joe aesthetic for males.
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So what do these idealized images of men and women in the media look like? According to
Haboush, Warren & Benuto (2011), the ideal woman in mainstream North American media is
thin, youthful, and attractive. More specifically, the ideal woman is represented as having “a very
thin body, with long legs, light eyes, clear skin and no wrinkles.” (Haboush, Warren & Benuto,
2011; Davalos et al., 2007; Halliwell & Ditmar, 2003). Many studies have echoed this statement
by providing evidence that one of the key features of beauty ideals in the North American media
is extreme thinness, which, in many cases, “is well below the medically recommended weight for
women.” (Owen & Laurel-Seller, 2000; Spitzer, Henderson & Zivian, 1999; Wiseman et al.,
1992). Other mentioned key features are “flawless skin, well-styled hair and attractive features”
(Engeln-Maddox, 2006). Concerning male beauty and body ideals, it has been reported that
North American media displays a preference for lean, muscular males (Agliata & Tantleff-Dunn,
2004) and a study performed by Leit, Pope & Grey (2000) indeed found that male models in the
popular magazine, Playgirl, were becoming “increasingly dense and muscular.” In addition to
being lean and muscular, male models in the media are also usually facially attractive (Agliata &
Tantleff-Dunn, 2004).

Part of the obsession with physical attractiveness in advertising may stem from some of the
theoretical models that exist on endorser effectiveness; specifically, the source attractiveness and
source credibility models. These two models are some of the earliest models proposed on
endorser effectiveness, and are touched on briefly in the succeeding paragraphs:
The source attractiveness model emphasizes the role of an endorser’s appeal in the perceived
effectiveness of the endorser. Although this appeal does not constitute of physical attractiveness
alone, studies have shown that physical attractiveness does influence an endorser’s
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communication effectiveness. For example, physically attractive communicators have been
shown to be more effective in changing beliefs (Baker & Churchill, 1977) and in generating
purchase intentions (Petty & Cacioppo, 1980) when compared to communicators who are not
considered as attractive. In addition, other factors that constitute attractiveness and influence the
effectiveness of an endorser include similarity, which is defined as “a supposed resemblance
between the source and the receiver of a message”; familiarity, which is defined as “knowledge
of the source through exposure”; and likability, which is defined as “affection for the source as a
result of the source’s physical appearance and behavior” (Erdogan, 1999; McGuire, 1985). As
has been discussed in earlier sections, physically attractive individuals are more likely to be seen
as warm and likeable compared to physically unattractive individuals (Darby & Jeffers, 1988).
Thus, further significance is placed on physical attractiveness in this model.
The source credibility model, on the other hand, purports that an endorser’s effectiveness
depends on the perceived level of expertise and trustworthiness of him or her (Dholakia &
Sternthal, 1977). Trustworthiness is defined as “the honesty, integrity, and believability of an
endorser”, while expertise is defined as “the extent to which a communicator is perceived to be a
source of valid assertions” (Erdogan, 1999). Friedman et al. (1978) found that trustworthiness is
a major predictor of source credibility, and also found that likeability was an important
component of trust. Similarity has also been shown to be a component of trust (Desphande &
Stayman, 1994). These findings concerning likeability and similarity thus reveal possible links
between the source credibility and the source attractiveness models, and once again, given that
physically attractive individuals have been found to be perceived as more likeable and
trustworthy compared to moderately attractive and physically unattractive individuals (Darby &
Jeffers, 1988), it suggests that they are more likely to be perceived as more credible. Hence, the
12

source credibility model also assigns (however indirectly) some significance to physical
attractiveness, albeit not as much significance as the source attractiveness model.

Based on these findings, Baker and Churchill (1977) propose that advertisers expect the use
of physically attractive endorsers to increase the effectiveness of the ad either by increasing the
perceived credibility of the endorser or by extending the positive nature of the endorser’s looks
to the general nature and subsequent evaluations of the ad, in what is generally termed “the halo
effect”. In addition, it is suggested that the use of these physically attractive models in ads could
encourage a transfer of the positive affect towards them to the product they endorse, or at least
portray the models as aspirational reference points that the consumer can be closer to by
purchasing and using the product (Bearden & Etzel, 1982; Englis & Solomon, 1995).
Interestingly enough, although these expectations would predict a superiority of highly attractive
models over averagely attractive models in advertising, previous research has not always
supported this prediction, as will be discussed in the succeeding section.

2.3.1 Effects of the Use of Idealized Images on Advertising Effectiveness
Given the negative impact of idealized images on consumer well-being, the key question then is
whether or not there are any significant benefits for marketers in using highly attractive models
over averagely attractive models in advertising. In other words, does the use of idealized or
highly attractive models have a greater positive impact on advertising effectiveness compared to
the use of averagely attractive models? Previous research on the question has produced rather
mixed results. While some studies have found that highly attractive models are more effective in
positively influencing advertising effectiveness, other studies have reported no such effects, and
yet other studies have found that the relationship is moderated by one or more of several
13

variables. An overview of the findings of the existing studies is described in the succeeding
paragraphs.

Smith and Engel (1968) found in their study that the presence of a physically attractive
model affected evaluations of advertisements for automobiles. Compared to participants in the
no-model condition, participants rated the car as more youthful, appealing, lively, and better
designed, and in addition, perceived the car to be more expensive, faster, less safe and with a
higher horsepower. Polonsky & Kareklas (n.d.) found that thin models positively influenced
advertising effectiveness, which was measured by estimated price, willingness to pay, and
attitude towards the ad. In their study, 143 female participants were exposed to a print ad for
computers featuring either a thin model, an average-sized model or a plus-sized model. It was
found that participants in the thin model condition significantly estimated the price of the
computer to be higher, compared to participants in the other two conditions. In addition,
participants in the thin model condition were willing to pay more for the product compared to
participants in the other two conditions. Lastly, participants in the thin model condition reported
more favorable attitudes towards the ad compared to participants in the other two conditions. It is
worth noting, however, that purchase intentions for the thin model and average-sized model
conditions were not found to be statistically different. Martin & Xavier (2010) found that thin
models had positive effects on attitude towards the ad and purchase intentions. However, this
finding was only restricted to internals, defined as individuals who believe that events are
regulated by their actions, and thus who, with regard to weight, believe that they have control
over their body size. In the study, internals among 371 participants significantly rated ads
featuring thin models more favorably than ads featuring larger-sized models. In addition,
internals reported higher purchase intentions for the advertised product when the model was thin
14

compared to when the model was larger. For externals, however, defined as individuals who
believe that the nature of events are independent of their actions, and who thus, with regard to
weight, believe they have no control over their weight, it was found that model size had no
influence on ad effectiveness, both in terms of attitude towards the ad and purchase intentions.
Kim & Sohn (2016) found that thin models received more positive categorizations compared to
average-bodied models. In the study, which featured 235 participants, participants exposed to
thin models were more likely to associate the models with positive categorizations such as
“trendy flight attendant”, “hardworking businesswoman”, “kind college girl”, et cetera,
compared to participants who were exposed to average-sized models. These categorizations of
the featured model were found to mediate participants’ perceived quality of the advertised
products, with perceived product quality being significantly higher in the thin model condition
than the average-sized model condition.

While the aforementioned studies seem to support the case for highly attractive models, the
subsequent studies do not sing the same tune. Bower (2001) found that the use of highly
attractive models could generate negative affect in consumers, which could in turn, negatively
affect model spokesperson effectiveness, product arguments, product evaluations and
subsequently, purchase intentions. It was also found that the generation of negative affect was
more likely in comparers, that is, individuals high in social comparison orientation, versus
noncomparers, who are low in social comparison orientation. The study supported the previously
described predictions that individuals high in social comparison are not only more likely to
compare themselves to idealized images, but are more likely to experience negative emotional
and psychological outcomes from the comparison (Buunk & Djikstra, 2011; Richins, 1991).
Hence, the findings of the study suggested that the use of highly attractive models may
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sometimes have a negative impact on advertising effectiveness, and for that reason, may not
always be the best strategy. Although Sohn & Youn (2013) did not find any negative influence
of highly attractive models on advertising effectiveness, they found in their study that averagesized models had a more positive influence on brand attitudes and purchase intentions compared
to thin models and plus-size models. In addition, among 201 participants, participants in the
average-sized model condition also rated the model more highly in persuasion-related measures
such as ad believability and argument quality, while there were no differences in persuasionrelated measures between the thin and large-sized models. Diedrichs & Lee (2011) found that the
use of average-sized models increased positive body image and appeal among both male and
female consumers. In their study, 291 participants were exposed to ads of perfumes and lingerie
containing either a thin model, an average-size model or no models. It was found that
participants in the average-size model condition reported higher positive body image states
compared to participants in other conditions. This effect was particularly increased in
individuals, both male and female alike, who reported an average or high internalization of
cultural beauty ideals. The researchers also tested whether the reported improvement in body
image would have a positive influence on advertising effectiveness. Although the average-sized
model was not found to significantly improve advertising effectiveness, it was found that ad
effectiveness was rated equally across all three conditions, thus not reflecting any positive
influence of thin models either. Lokken & Peck (2005) also reported positive effects of the use of
larger sized models in advertising on adolescents. 82 female high school students were shown
ads containing either thin models or larger-sized models. Instructional framing was also
manipulated, so that some participants were shown instructions that implicitly encouraged
support for larger-sized models. It was found that larger models increased participant ratings’ of
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the larger-sized model’s attractiveness, participant self-attractiveness, and participant selfesteem, without any negative effects on the ratings of thin models. This effect was stronger when
participants were in the instructional framing condition that encouraged support for models
heavier than those normally used in advertising. The researchers, however, did not test whether
or not this improvement in perceived self-attractiveness and self-esteem translated to more
positive evaluations of the advertisements.

2.3.2 Moderators of the Impact of Model Attractiveness on Advertising Effectiveness
Other studies have found that the relationship between model size and advertising effectiveness
is moderated by several variables. Caballero & Solomon (1984) performed a study that, among
other objectives, investigated the impact of model attractiveness on sales response. Model
attractiveness was manipulated by the placement of in-store displays featuring one of several
pretested photographs of models, along with an advertised product. Sales response was measured
by the number of customers who walked down the particular aisle and placed the advertised
product in their shopping cart—this was recorded by disguised coders. The researchers found
that the level of product involvement played a moderating role on the extent to which model
attractiveness influenced sales response. Specifically, for high-involvement products, which in
the study was represented by beer, model attractiveness had no significant effect on sales
response, although the direction of the relationship was positive. However, for low-involvement
products, which in the study was represented by facial tissue, model attractiveness was found to
have a significant impact on sales response, with increased sales reported when the model was
physically attractive. This importance of product type and category was echoed in a rather
comprehensive study by Baker & Churchill (1977), in which the researchers sought to
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investigate various questions regarding the impact of physical attractiveness on advertisement
evaluations. The authors made four predictions: 1.) that the impact of a model will be greater
when the model was of the opposite sex in relation to the viewer; 2.) that the impact of a model
will be greater when the model was physically attractive; 3.) that the impact of model physical
attractiveness will be greater when the viewers were men compared to if they were women; and
4.) that the impact of physically attractive models will be greater if the advertised product
possessed romantic overtones (e.g. perfume). Note that the first and third hypotheses suggest
viewer sex as a moderator in the relationship. 96 participants were each exposed to two ads, one
featuring a same-sex model and the other featuring an opposite-sex model. Each participant also
saw an ad for perfume and another for coffee. After viewing the ads, participants made cognitive,
affective and conative evaluations of the ads. The researchers found that women rated ads as
more effective when a male model was used, and vice versa, and that the use of physically
attractive models had a significant impact on ad evaluation for both sexes of viewers. Thus, the
first two hypotheses were supported. An interesting observation, however, was that the impact of
physical attractiveness was reflected only in the affective evaluations of the ad, and not on the
cognitive evaluations, suggesting that physical attractiveness plays a bigger role on affect than on
cognition in the hierarchy-of-effects of advertising. Physical attractiveness also did not have an
impact on conative evaluations. While the third hypothesis was not supported, it was found that
the impact of physical attractiveness was greater when the product had romantic overtones
(perfume) compared to when it did not (coffee), thus supporting the fourth hypothesis.
Remarkably, male participants rated the coffee ads as more favorable when the model was
unattractive compared to when she was attractive. Thus, the study found support for the
moderating role of product category on the impact of model attractiveness on advertising
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effectiveness. Finally, Bower & Landreth (2001) provided further support for the moderating
role of product category in their much-cited study on the impact of highly attractive models on
advertising effectiveness. In their study, 291 female participants were asked to evaluate ads that
featured different types of attractiveness-relevant products and either a normally attractive model
or a highly attractive model. An important finding was that not only was the impact of model
physical attractiveness observed for attractiveness-relevant products, but that the nature of the
attractiveness-relevant products mattered; specifically, whether the products were problemsolving (e.g. an acne-prevention lotion) or enhancing in nature (e.g. lipstick). Precisely, the
researchers found that when the product was enhancing in nature, ads featuring highly attractive
models were evaluated more favorably than ads featuring normally attractive models. However,
when the product was problem-solving in nature, no preference was found across the two
conditions.

2.4. The Moderating Role of Brand Maturity
Brand maturity has been recently proposed and tested as a possible moderator of the impact of
model attractiveness on advertising effectiveness. In a study by Bian & Wang (2016), the
researchers investigated whether the perceived attractiveness of size-zero versus average-sized
models would vary depending on whether the advertised brand was a novel brand or a mature
brand. Females aged between 18 and 25 saw ads for four different brands; namely, Gucci or
Topshop (to represent a mature brand) and Comali or Aboty (to represent a novel or fictitious
brand). Each ad consisted of a photograph taken from the runway of a high-fashion catwalk
show, placed alongside the advertised brand, with no products featured. For the size-zero model
condition, the model in the photograph was left as is. For the average-sized model condition,
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however, following a popular procedure outlined by Halliwell & Ditmar (2004), the same model
from the size-zero condition was digitally altered with Photoshop, so that her size was increased,
but her facial attractiveness was left constant. The purpose of this procedure was to control for
facial attractiveness, and to test the impact of model size alone.

The authors predicted that for novel brands, average-sized models would be perceived as
more attractive than thin models. For established brands, however, it was predicted that thin
models will be perceived as more attractive than average-sized models. These predictions were
based on the processing fluency theory, as theorized by Reber & Schwarz (1999) and Reber et al.
(2004). The main idea in processing fluency theory is that individuals draw on processing
fluency, defined as “the subjective feelings of ease or difficulty that individuals experience while
processing information about an object” (Novemsky et al., 2007; Bian & Wang, 2016), when
making various types of judgment. The more fluently an individual can process an object, the
more positive are the individual’s evaluation of that object, with the condition that the
individual’s evaluation process is a function of his or her processing dynamics (Reber et al.,
2004). Relating to model size, the researchers predicted that for an established brand that has
always used a typical-sized (thin) model, consumers will have formed a mental association
between the brand and the typical-sized model. For that reason, consumers will process the brand
more fluently when a typical-sized model is used, leading to positive evaluations of the brand
when a typical-sized model is used. For novel brands, however, consumers will have had no
prior mental representations formed between the brand and a particular model size, and so will
rely on a standard size that they are already primed to. Given the lab settings in which the
experiment was to take place, the researchers predicted that this standard size will be the size of
fellow participants, who generally would be of average size. For that reason, the authors
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predicted that for novel brands, consumers will process average-sized models more fluently, and
hence will have more positive evaluations of the brand when an average-sized model is used.

It was found that for novel brands, average-sized models were rated as more attractive than
thin models, thus supporting the authors’ prediction. For established brands, however, there were
no observed differences between the perceived attractiveness of thin models and average-sized
models. In addition, when the researchers extended the impact of model size to product
evaluations, the same findings were reported, with the use of average-sized models resulting in
more positive evaluations for novel brands, and no differences in product evaluations observed
across the two model sizes in the case of established brands. Thus, the researchers found that
brand maturity did moderate the impact of model size on perceived model attractiveness and
product evaluations. No other measures of ad effectiveness were tested in the study.

CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH HYPOTHESES
3.1 Research Gap and Goals
Although the moderating role of brand maturity on the relationship between model attractiveness
and ad effectiveness has been proposed and examined, no study has fully investigated the nature
of this role. The research carried out by Bian & Wang (2016) examined the influence of brand
maturity on the perceived attractiveness of the featured model and on product evaluations.
Although product evaluation has been used as a measure of advertising effectiveness in previous
research (Baker & Churchill, 1977), it has usually been tested in conjunction with other measures
of advertising effectiveness, such as ad and brand attitudes (Sohn & Youn, 2013; Martin &
Xavier, 2010; Baker & Churchill, 1977). Thus, the study by Bian & Wang (2016) does not
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provide a complete analysis of the influence of brand maturity on the impact of model
attractiveness on advertising effectiveness. In addition, the ad samples used in the research by
Bian & Wang (2016) excluded a featured product, and consisted only of a model image and a
brand name. It should also be noted that the nonfictional brand name used in the study, “Gucci”,
is generally associated with attractiveness/status-related products such as perfume, makeup and
clothes. Given that product category has been found in many studies to have a moderating role
on the impact of model attractiveness on advertising effectiveness (Bower & Landreth, 2001;
Caballero & Solomon, 1984; Baker & Churchill, 1977), it would be worthwhile to investigate
how this role might interact with the proposed role of brand maturity. Specifically, will, and if
so, how will the role of brand maturity differ when the product is an attractiveness-relevant
product versus an attractiveness-irrelevant product? Hence, the goal of the current study is to
investigate the nature of the interaction that brand maturity could have with product category as a
moderator of the impact of model attractiveness on advertising effectiveness, and to extend the
measures of advertising effectiveness to ad/brand attitudes, as well as purchase intentions.

3.2 Research Hypotheses

The main goal of the current research is to investigate the moderating role of brand maturity on
the impact of model attractiveness on advertising effectiveness (measured by ad/brand attitudes
and purchase intentions), and to assess how this role might interact with the moderating role of
product category. Although brand maturity may be considered a continuum variable, for the sake
of simplicity, the current study will limit its scope to novel/unfamiliar brands and mature/familiar
brands. Novel or unfamiliar brands will be defined as brands that are new to the market, and for
which consumers have limited existing brand knowledge and brand attitudes. Mature or familiar
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brands, on the other hand, will be defined as brands that have been in the market long enough for
consumers to develop extensive brand knowledge and brand attitudes towards them (Derbaix,
1995).

Concerning the predicted role of brand maturity as a moderator of the impact of model
attractiveness on advertising effectiveness, research on affect reactions has found that the impact
of affect reactions (such as warmth and humor) on ad and brand attitudes is significantly greater
for novel brands compared to mature brands (Derbaix, 1995; Machleit & Sahni, 1992; Machleit
& Wilson, 1988). The proposed explanation for this finding lies in the influence of pre-existing
brand attitudes. Specifically, Derbaix (1995) explained that not only do pre-existing brand
attitudes limit the transfer of affect from attitude towards the ad to attitudes towards the brand
(the idea that viewers would like the brand if they like the ad), but that pre-existing brand
attitudes influence the initial attitude towards the ad in the first place. Given that the use of
highly attractive models usually targets consumers’ affective reactions towards ads (Gulas &
McKeage, 2000; Baker & Churchill, 1977), it therefore follows that the impact of model
attractiveness will be stronger for novel brands than for mature brands, the reason being that
consumers’ pre-existing attitudes towards mature brands, whether negative or positive, will
override their attitudes towards the choice of model, and thus negate the impact of model
attractiveness on their subsequent attitudes towards the ad and brand as well as their brand
purchase intentions. Hence, the following is hypothesized:

Hypothesis 1a: Regardless of product category, there will be no impact of model attractiveness
on ad/brand attitudes and brand purchase intentions for mature brands.
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Hypothesis 1b: For novel brands, however, there will be an impact of model attractiveness on
ad/brand attitudes and brand purchase intentions.

Hypothesis 1c: Pre-existing brand attitudes will mediate the moderating effect of brand
maturity.

Bian & Wang (2016) developed their predictions on the nature of the moderating role of brand
maturity using the processing fluency theory. Although the same theory will be used
subsequently as a basis for the prediction of the nature of the impact of model attractiveness for
novel brands across different product categories, it should be noted that the manner of
application of the theory in this study leads to predictions that are antithetical to those
hypothesized in the aforementioned study.

As was mentioned earlier, processing fluency theory posits that individuals draw on
processing fluency, or “the subjective feelings of ease or difficulty that individuals experience
while processing information about an object” (Novemsky et al., 2007; Bian & Wang, 2016),
when making various types of judgment, and that the more fluently an individual can process an
object, the more positive are the individual’s evaluation of that object, with the condition that the
individual’s evaluation process is a function of his or her processing dynamics (Reber et al.,
2004). Concerning the choice of model attractiveness for mature brands versus novel brands,
Bian & Wang (2016), in their paper, predicted that for mature brands, highly attractive models
(represented by models that are thin/typically-sized) would be perceived as more attractive than
averagely attractive models (represented by larger-sized models), which would lead to more
positive product evaluations when highly attractive models are used. The researchers based this
prediction on the expectation that, especially in the case of mature brands that have always used
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typical-sized models (thin models), consumers will have formed and stored a bound association
between the brand and the typical-sized model in their memory. Thus, when consumers come
across the brand’s advertisement in the future, the typical-sized model association with the brand
will be activated, which will lead to more fluent processing if a typical-sized model is used in the
current advertisement, and less fluent processing if a larger-sized model is used. This difference
in fluency will then be reflected in consumers’ evaluations of the product, with product
evaluations being more positive when processing of the model was more fluent. For novel
brands, however, for which no bound associations have been formed between the brand and a
particular type of model (highly attractive or averagely attractive) in the memories of consumers,
Bian & Wang (2016) predicted that consumers will look to an adaptation standard (the
colleagues around them) in evaluating the model in the ad and unconsciously use this
information as a basis for processing fluency. Given that the average weight of consumers leans
more towards the larger-sized models, the researchers predicted that larger-sized models will be
processed more fluently for novel brands.

Although we believe that processing fluency plays a role in the impact of model
attractiveness for novel brands, we believe that the adaptation standard consumers are more
likely to look to is not the attractiveness level of the individuals around them, but the
attractiveness level that is common/expected in advertisements for existing brands that are in the
same product category as that of the advertised product. This assumption is based on classic
adaptation-level theory proposed by Helson (1948 and 1964), which purports that individuals
will base their judgment of a particular stimulus on prior experiences with similar stimuli, as well
as recollections of how they evaluated similar stimuli in the past. For this reason, we predict that
the preferred level of model attractiveness for novel brands will depend on the product category
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of the advertised product. Specifically, for product categories for which consumers expect a
highly attractive model (for example, attractiveness-relevant product categories), it can be
predicted that consumers will process a novel brand’s advertisement more fluently when the
featured model is highly attractive as opposed to averagely attractive, resulting in more positive
evaluations of the ad and brand when highly attractive models are used. Conversely, for product
categories for which consumers expect an averagely attractive model (for example,
attractiveness-irrelevant product categories), it can be predicted that consumers will process a
novel brand’s advertisement more fluently when the featured model is averagely attractive,
resulting in more positive evaluations of the ad and brand when averagely attractive models are
used. Further rationale for these predictions stems from the Baker & Churchill (1977) study, in
which the researchers found that while an attractive model had a significantly more positive
impact on purchase intentions compared to an unattractive model when the product was
attractiveness-relevant (perfume), an unattractive model had a significantly more positive impact
on purchase intentions compared to an attractive model when the product was attractivenessirrelevant (coffee). Thus, the following are hypothesized:

Hypothesis 2a: For novel brands in attractiveness-relevant product categories, highly attractive
models will have a more positive impact on ad/brand attitudes and purchase intentions
compared to averagely attractive models.

Hypothesis 2b: For novel brands in attractiveness-irrelevant product categories, averagely
attractive models will have a more positive impact on ad/brand attitudes and purchase intentions
compared to highly attractive models.
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Hypothesis 2c: Processing fluency will mediate the moderating effect of product category on
that of brand maturity on the impact of model attractiveness on advertising effectiveness in the
case of novel brands (a moderated moderation).

Brand Maturity

Product category

Advertising
Effectiveness

Model
Attractiveness

Figure 1: Conceptual diagram of the moderating role of brand maturity and its interaction with product
category.

CHAPTER 4: METHODOLOGY
4.1 Pretest
A pretest (n = 25) was conducted prior to the designing and commencement of the main study.
The pretest was intended to achieve the following four main goals: 1.) to identify both a highly
attractive and an averagely attractive female model to be featured in the advertisements created
for the main study; 2.) to identify both a mature and a relatively unknown brand, also to be
featured in the advertisements created for the main study; 3.) to confirm the nature of perfume as
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an attractiveness-relevant product and the nature of coffee as an attractiveness-irrelevant product;
and, finally, 4.) to confirm the attractiveness level expected in an advertisement for perfume
compared to an advertisement for coffee. Note that the choice of perfume and coffee as
manipulations of product category was taken directly from Baker & Churchill (1977).

Twenty-five undergraduate students from the University of Guelph in Ontario, Canada,
participated in the pretest by completing an online survey. Of the participants, 64% (16 out of
25) identified themselves as females, and 36% (9 out of 25) as males. 72% (18 out of 25) of the
participants identified themselves as White/European, 1% as South-East Asian, 1% as Arab, 2%
as South Asian, 1% as Latin American, and 2% as West Asian. Participants were asked in the
first portion of the survey to rate seven ground coffee brands (Maxwell House, Nescafe, Tim
Horton’s, Folgers, Nabob, Starbucks and Lavazza) on their popularity (“On a scale of 1-7, how
popular do you consider the following ground coffee brands to be?”) and their likability (“How
strongly do you like or dislike the following ground coffee brands?”). Both scales were sevenpoint semantic differential scales. Of the seven ground coffee brands, Starbucks was rated as the
most popular brand, with 96% of participants giving it a popularity of “7” (“Everyone’s heard of
it”), while Lavazza was rated as the least popular brand, with 32% of participants giving it a
popularity of “1” (“No one’s heard of it”) and 48% of participants giving it a popularity of “2”.
Likewise, Starbucks was rated as the most well-liked brand, with 48% of participants indicating
they strongly liked the brand, much greater than the percentage of participants indicating the
same for any of the other brands. 76% of the participants meanwhile indicated that they had
never tried the brand Lavazza, a percentage higher than those for any of the other brands. Hence,
Starbucks was chosen as the mature/familiar brand, and Lavazza as the novel/unfamiliar brand,
to be featured in the coffee category. In the same manner, participants were asked to rate ten
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perfume brands on their popularity and likability, both on seven-point semantic differential
scales. Of the ten perfume brands, Chanel was rated as the second most popular brand, with 64%
of participants giving it a popularity of “7” (compared to Calvin Klein’s 68%). However, given
that Chanel was rated as the most well-liked brand, with 48% of participants indicating they
strongly liked the brand compared to Calvin Klein’s 32%, Chanel was chosen to be the
mature/familiar brand featured in the perfume category. Given that only 4% of participants (1 out
of 25) identified Bluemarine as a perfume brand, Bluemarine was automatically chosen to be the
novel/unfamiliar brand to be featured in the perfume category.

Participants were also asked to state the level of attractiveness expected of a model in a
coffee/perfume ad. In relation to a coffee ad, 68% of participants stated that they expected the
model to be “averagely attractive”, while 32% of participants stated that they expected the model
to be “attractive”. In relation to a perfume ad, 68% of participants stated that they expected the
model to be “extremely attractive”, while 32% of participants stated that they expected the model
to be “attractive”. Upon performing a cross-tabulation analysis, it was found that only one
participant stated an equal expected level of attractiveness for both a coffee and perfume ad. All
other participants expected a higher level of model attractiveness for perfume ads compared to
coffee ads (with “extremely attractive” in a perfume ad corresponding to “attractive” or
“averagely attractive” in a coffee ad, and “attractive” in a perfume ad corresponding to
“averagely attractive” in a coffee ad). Finally, participants were asked whether they considered
coffee/perfume to be an attractiveness-relevant product on a yes/no scale. 88% (22 out of 25) of
participants stated that they did not consider coffee to be an attractiveness-relevant product, with
the other 12% stating that they did. All 25 participants stated that they considered perfume to be
an attractiveness-relevant product.
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Next, participants were asked to rate 17 photographs of various regular (non-famous)
women. These photographs were obtained on a purchased license from Shutterstock, an online
photo market. The 17 photographs were selected based on a similarity in image background and
layout, with all of the photographs displaying a close up of a woman’s face against a “nature”
background. No ethnic models were selected, in order to reduce the potential confound of race
and/or skin color. The 17 photographs were displayed one after the other to participants, with
participants rating each model on a ten-point scale before being shown the next model. A total
score was compounded for each model by adding up the individual ratings of all 25 participants.
The model with the highest total score (216 out of 250 points) was selected to be featured as the
highly attractive model in the main study, while the model with the lowest score (105 out of 250
points) was selected to be featured as the averagely attractive model. The choice to use the model
with the lowest score as the representation of average attractiveness stems from the
understanding that a strong manipulation is needed in an area as subjective as physical
attractiveness, especially when it is considered that only 17 images were used in the pretest.

Hence, through the pretest, mature and novel brands for both perfume (Chanel, Bluemarine)
and coffee (Starbucks, Lavazza) were identified; perfume and coffee were confirmed as
attractiveness-relevant and -irrelevant products, respectively; expected levels of model
attractiveness were confirmed to be higher for perfume ads than for coffee ads; and both a highly
attractive and an averagely attractive model were identified for use in the main study.

30

4.2 Main Study

4.2.1 Participants
To ascertain the number of participants adequate for the study, the statistical software G-Power
was used to calculate an a priori sample size. The sample size was calculated based on a 0.80
power (the standard power for social sciences), an alpha level of p < .05 and for an effect size of
0.25 (medium effect). According to the software, a minimum of 128 participants were required
for the study. However, to further increase statistical power, as many participants as were
available were recruited for the study.

In total, 260 undergraduate students studying Marketing at the University of Guelph
participated in the study. Participants registered for the study through the university’s SONA
program and, for their participation, received two extra credits to be directed towards a
Marketing and Consumer Studies course of their choosing (MCS 1000 in-class/DE, MCS 2020
in-class/DE, and MCS 2600). Of the participants, 52% were males (N=135), 47% were females
(N=122), and three preferred not to disclose their gender. 97% of the participants fell within the
age group of 18-24 years, and 2% within the age group of 25-34 years. 68% of the participants
were of White/European descent, 21% of Asian descent, 4% of Black/African/Caribbean
descent, 2% of Arab descent, and 2% of Latin American descent.

4.2.2. Design
The primary design for the study was a 2 (Model Attractiveness) x 2 (Brand Maturity) x 2
(Product Category) between-subjects factorial design, resulting in eight conditions. The two
levels of model attractiveness are highly attractive and averagely attractive; the two levels of
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brand maturity are mature/familiar (brand) and novel/unfamiliar (brand); and the two levels of
product category are attractiveness-relevant (perfume) and attractiveness-irrelevant (coffee).
Participants were randomly assigned to one of the eight experimental conditions through the use
of the ‘Randomizer’ feature provided on Qualtrics, the software used for creating and
distributing the survey used in the study. All participants partook in the study by completing a
survey that varied slightly based on the experimental condition to which each participant was
assigned.

4.2.3. Stimuli
A total of nine advertisements were designed and created to be used as stimuli in the study. Of
the nine advertisements, eight were of relevance to the research question, while one (called “the
distractor ad” from this point forward) was created strictly for the purpose of distracting
participants from the main purpose of the study. The distractor ad was an advertisement of a 60%
discount on all stationery items of a fictional brand called “Sammy’s”. Four of the eight
experimental ads were advertisements for perfume, while four were advertisements for coffee.
Of the four advertisements for perfume, two ads featured a highly attractive model, while the
other two featured an averagely attractive model. Both models had been selected in the pretest.
In addition, of the four perfume advertisements, two of the ads featured the brand “Chanel”,
while the other two ads featured the brand “Bluemarine”. These two brands had also been
selected in the pretest. Hence, the four perfume advertisements were “Highly attractive_Chanel”,
“Averagely attractive_Chanel”, “Highly attractive_Bluemarine” and “Averagely
attractive_Bluemarine”. All four perfume ads had the exact same layout, with the image of the
model serving as the backdrop on which the perfume bottle and the brand name were

32

superimposed. Of the four advertisements for coffee, two ads featured a highly attractive model,
while the other two featured an averagely attractive model. The two models used were the same
as those used in the ads for perfume. In addition, two of the ads featured the brand “Starbucks”,
while the other two ads featured the brand “Lavazza” (both brands had been selected in the
pretest). Thus, the four coffee advertisements were “Highly attractive_Starbucks”, “Averagely
attractive_Starbucks”, “Highly attractive_Lavazza” and “Averagely attractive_Lavazza”. All
four coffee ads had the exact same layout, with the image of the model taking up only the top
two-thirds of the ad, leaving an off-white background at the bottom on which the coffee packs
and the brand name were superimposed, along with the tag line “Start your day off with a kick!”,
which appeared right underneath the brand name. (All nine advertisements can be seen under
Appendix A.)

4.2.4. Measures
All scales and questionnaires used to capture the dependent measures relevant to the current
study were gleaned from extant marketing literature. The details are provided below (see
Appendix B for the full questionnaire):

Ad attitudes
Ad attitudes were measured in the manner employed by Baker & Churchill (1977) in their study,
consisting of seven items measured individually on seven-point semantic-differential scales. The
seven items were “unappealing/appealing”, “unbelievable/believable”,
“unimpressive/impressive”, “unattractive/attractive”, “uninformative/informative”,
“confusing/clear” and “not eye-catching/eye-catching”. The items were designed to separately
capture both the cognitive and affective reactions to the advertisements, with the first four items
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targeting the affective responses to the ad, and the last three items targeting the cognitive
responses to the ad. The items unique to each of the two components (affective and cognitive)
were totaled separately in the data analysis stage. To capture the overall reaction to the
advertisement, the question “What is your overall reaction to the advertisement?” was included
in the questionnaire, to be answered on a “favorable/unfavorable” seven-point semanticdifferential scale.

Brand Attitudes
Given that brand attitudes was not a variable of interest in the Baker & Churchill (1977) study,
and for this reason, was not measured, a brand attitude scale was adopted from Spears & Singh
(2004). The scale consisted of five items measured on seven-point semantic-differential scales.
These five items were “unfavorable/favorable”, “unappealing/appealing”, “likeable/unlikeable”,
“good/bad”, and “pleasant/unpleasant”. The five items were totaled to obtain an overall measure
of attitude toward the brand.

Purchase Intentions
Measures for purchase intentions were again obtained from the Baker & Churchill (1977) study.
The scale consisted of three questions: “Would you like to try the advertised product?”, “Would
you buy this product if you happened to see it in the store?” and “Would you actively seek out
this product in a store in order to purchase it?”. All three questions were to be answered on a
“Definitely not/Certainly yes” seven-point semantic differential scale. As was the case for the
other dependent measures, the three items were totaled up to generate an overall measure of
purchase intentions.
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Other Measures

Processing Fluency
To test the possible mediating role of processing fluency, measures of processing fluency had to
be included in the study. Hence, both implicit and explicit measures were used to assess
processing fluency. To explicitly measure processing fluency, the two-item scale created by Lee
& Aaker (2004) and adopted by Bian & Wang (2016) in their study was used. The two items
were “ease of processing” and “comprehensibility”, to which responses were provided on
“difficult to process/easy to process” and “difficult to understand/easy to understand” sevenpoint semantic differential scales, respectively. Upon the observation that the phrasing of the two
items could prove too technical to be understood by some participants, a third explicit measure of
processing fluency was added, in the form of the question: “Based on your previous exposure to
ads, how does the second advertisement fit with what you would normally expect to see in an ad
for the advertised product?”, to which responses were provided on a “highly dissimilar/highly
similar” seven-point semantic differential scale. Finally, processing fluency was also measured
implicitly by recording ad viewing times of the participants. This was based on the general
understanding that advertisements that are more difficult to process would require deeper
processing, resulting in longer ad viewing times (Alwitt, 2000; Törn, 2012). Ad viewing times
were measured with the proxy of amount of time spent on the survey page on which the ad was
displayed. This was achieved using the in-built page timing feature available on Qualtrics.

Pre-existing Brand Attitudes
Pre-existing brand attitudes were also measured in order to test for the mediating effects of the
variable. This was achieved with the sole question “How well do you like the brand you saw in
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the ad?”, to which responses were provided on a “highly dislike/highly like” seven-point
semantic differential scale.

Manipulation Checks
Manipulation checks for both model attractiveness and brand maturity were included towards the
end of the questionnaire to confirm successful manipulations. The manipulation check for model
attractiveness was tested with the question “How attractive did you find the model in the ad?”, to
which responses were provided on a “highly unattractive/highly attractive” seven-point semantic
differential scale. The manipulation check for brand maturity was tested with the question “How
popular is the brand you saw in the ad?”, with responses provided on a “No one’s heard of
it/Everyone’s heard of it” seven-point semantic differential scale.

4.2.5. Procedure
All study sessions were conducted in a computer lab in a building on the University of Guelph
campus. Each session supported a maximum of fifteen participants, and participants were asked
to sit at least a seat away from each other, in order to reduce the risk of contamination arising
from a participant viewing an advertisement for an experimental condition different from
his/hers. Participants had been told in the recruitment ad that the purpose of the study was simply
to better understand consumer attitudes towards print advertisements. Upon arriving at the
computer lab, participants were asked to record their attendance, after which they were presented
with a copy of the consent form and a link to the online survey, which they were to type into an
internet browser. (Due to problems with the survey display on Internet Explorer, participants
were told to avoid that particular browser.) Participants were then assigned to a computer. From
this point forward, the study was carried out on a computer.
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Upon beginning the online survey, participants were presented with the consent form, to
which they had to state their agreement in order to proceed with the study. If the participant
refused consent, he or she was forwarded directly to the end of the survey, thanked and
dismissed from the session. Participants who consented to participate in the study were next
shown the instructions below (adapted from the Baker & Churchill (1977) study with a few
modifications):

Thank you for consenting to participate in this study. Now, you will be shown two print
advertisements, one at a time, and after each ad, you will be asked several questions
concerning your opinion of the ad as well as the particular product depicted in the ad.
You will also perform a short word completion task before you are presented with the
second ad. Before proceeding with the survey, there are three important points to note:

1. This is not a contest to see which ad is better, so please do not compare the two ads in
making your evaluations. Each ad should be judged in and of itself, without reference to
the other ad.

2. The ads you will see are test advertisements, and for this reason, they will still be in
rough draft form. We ask that you keep in mind that if these ads were to appear in a
magazine, they will first undergo further technical refinements. In addition, elements such
as brand logos and unique packaging will be included at that stage. Everything else,
however, would remain exactly as you see it.

3. It is possible that you will see one or more ads of products that are not applicable to
you due to either your age or gender. If this occurs, please imagine that you are interested
in purchasing such a product for someone you know of the appropriate age and/or gender,
and evaluate the ad accordingly.

You are now ready to begin. Please continue to complete the rest of the survey.
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Once they clicked to continue, participants were exposed to the distractor advertisement,
with neither a minimum or maximum limit placed on the amount of time they could spend
viewing the ad. On the next screen, participants were asked to complete the ad/brand attitudes
and purchase intentions questionnaire. The advertisement was still displayed to participants
during the evaluation process, permitting them to scroll up to view the ad again as they provided
their ratings and reactions. Next, participants were asked to perform a word completion task, in
which they saw the names of five Canadian cities with some of the letters taken out, and had to
figure out and type out in full the cities listed. The purpose of this task was two-fold. First, it was
hoped that the task would help clear participants’ short term memories and thus reduce the
likelihood of them comparing the distractor ad they had just seen with the experimental ad they
were about to see. Secondly, given that participants were college students who are prone to
rushing through surveys, the task was included as a means of forcing them to pause and think,
hence (hopefully) pushing them to be more attentive for the key portion of the survey that was
coming up next. Participants were given a minute on this task before they were automatically
moved on to the next portion of the survey.

On the next screen, each participant was exposed to one of the eight experimental ads
(depending on the condition they were placed in through the Randomizer feature on Qualtrics.)
The evaluation process for the experimental ad was identical to that of the distractor ad, with
participants still able to view the advertisement while they recorded their ad/brand attitudes and
purchase intentions. Once they were through with the evaluation, participants were then
presented with a questionnaire that included the measures of processing fluency and pre-existing
brand attitudes, as well as the two manipulation checks. At this stage, participants no longer had
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access to the advertisement. Next, participants were presented with a demographics
questionnaire collecting information on their age, gender, and ethnicity.

Finally, participants were presented with a debriefing form, in which they were informed of
the true purpose of the study and given the option to either re-consent and have their data
included in the analysis stage, or refuse consent and have their data discarded immediately (with
no penalty). Participants who refused consent were thanked and informed on-screen that their
data had been successfully deleted. Participants who re-consented were thanked on-screen for
their participation. The study links that were provided at the beginning of the session were then
retrieved from the participants, and the participants were thanked again by the researcher and
dismissed. On the whole, the survey took an average of six and a half minutes (390s) to
complete.

CHAPTER 5: RESULTS

5.1 Overview of Data Analysis
To test the hypotheses stated in the current study, both MANOVA (Multivariate Analysis of
Variance) and ANOVA (Analysis of Variance) tests were conducted. The purpose of the
MANOVA was to test for the interaction effects that were predicted among the three
independent variables (model attractiveness, brand maturity and product category), and for all
five dependent variables at once. Specifically, the MANOVA was used to test for the moderating
effect of brand maturity on the relationship between model attractiveness and advertising
effectiveness (represented by an interaction of model attractiveness and brand maturity), as well
as the moderating effect of product category on the (potential) moderating effect of brand
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maturity on the relationship between model attractiveness and advertising effectiveness (a
moderated moderation represented by an interaction of model attractiveness, brand maturity and
product category). An alpha level of .05 was used as a criterion of significance in the MANOVA
test. The ANOVA tests were used to further assess the findings of the MANOVA, specifically
with the use of pairwise comparisons that compared experimental conditions found on the same
levels of two independent variables but on different levels of a third independent variable, and in
pairs relevant to the hypotheses. As with the MANOVA test, an alpha level of .05 was used as a
criterion of significance in all the conducted ANOVA tests.

5.2 Manipulation Checks
Prior to hypothesis testing on the data, the results of the manipulation checks for both model
attractiveness and brand maturity were analyzed to confirm a successful manipulation of the two
variables. With regard to model attractiveness, participants in the highly attractive model
condition(s) rated the model they saw as significantly higher in attractiveness (M = 5.85, SE =
1.10) compared to participants in the averagely attractive model condition(s) (M = 3.64, SE =
1.42), t(241) = 13.96, p < .001. Given that Levene’s test for homogeneity was significant (F =
9.86, p < .05), indicating unequal variances between the groups, the statistics reported reflect the
adjusted degrees of freedom (from 258 to 241). With regard to brand maturity, in the perfume
category, participants in the Chanel condition rated the brand as significantly more popular (M =
6.09, SE = 1.58) compared to participants in the Bluemarine condition (M = 3.11, SE = 1.77),
t(127) = 10.19, p < .001. Levene’s test for homogeneity was nonsignificant (F = 3.85, p < .052),
indicating equal variances for both groups. Likewise, in the coffee category, participants in the
Starbucks condition rated the brand as significantly more popular (M = 6.62, SE = 1.01)
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compared to participants in the Lavazza condition (M = 2.75, SE = 1.38), t(115) = 18.13, p <
.001. Levene’s test for homogeneity was significant (F = 13.94, p < .05), so degrees of freedom
were adjusted from 127 to 115. Thus, the results show that both model attractiveness and brand
maturity were successfully manipulated.

p < .01

p < .01

p < .01

Figure 2: Successful manipulations of model attractiveness and brand maturity
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5.3 Scale Reliability
All scales used to measure the dependent variables in the current study were adopted from extant
literature; it was, thus, important to test each scale for internal consistency on the current sample.
It is generally accepted that a Cronbach’s alpha of .70 or greater is a reflection of good internal
consistency reliability in a scale (Nunnaly & Bernstein, 1994). Using this standard, the cognitive
ad evaluation scale (Cronbach’s α = .74), affective ad evaluation scale (Cronbach’s α = .93),
brand evaluation scale (Cronbach’s α = .96) and brand purchase intention scale (Cronbach’s α =
.93) all had adequate reliabilities. Further reliability analysis showed that any one item removed
from any one of the scales would have led to a reduction in Cronbach’s alpha for the relevant
scale, and so all scales were left exactly as adopted.

5.4 Hypothesis Testing
It was predicted in Hypothesis 1a that regardless of product category, there would be no impact
of model attractiveness on ad/brand attitudes and purchase intentions in the case of mature
brands, and in Hypothesis 1b that there would be an impact of model attractiveness on ad/brand
attitudes and purchase intentions in the case of novel brands. To test these two hypotheses, a
three-way (brand maturity x model attractiveness x product category) independent MANOVA
test was conducted with all the dependent variables. For both hypotheses to be supported, there
would need to be a significant interaction effect of model attractiveness and brand maturity for
all dependent variables, such that the impact of model attractiveness will vary significantly in the
novel brand condition, but not in the mature brand condition. Results of the MANOVA showed a
significant main effect of attractiveness, F (5, 248) = 19.53, p < .001, Wilk’s λ = .718; a
significant main effect of brand maturity, F (5, 248) = 6.53, p < .001, Wilk’s λ = .884; and a
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significant main effect of product category, F (5, 248) = 3.12, p < .01, Wilk’s λ = .941. However,
the brand maturity * attractiveness interaction effect was nonsignificant (p > .05), from which it
can be deduced that either Hypothesis 1a or 1b was not supported. Although the tradition with
regard to the MANOVA is to stop all analyses after insignificant results, it was relevant to the
hypotheses to identify the the specific nature of the above findings, and so further analyses were
conducted despite the insignificant interaction effect.

Next, univariate ANOVA tests were run for each dependent variable in order to test for the
research hypotheses using pairwise comparisons. Pairwise comparisons were attained with the
use of syntax coding on SPSS (please refer to Appendix D for relevant syntax). Attractiveness
was coded as “0” for the averagely attractive model condition, and coded as “1” for the highly
attractive model condition. Brand maturity was coded as “0” for the novel brand condition, and
coded as “1” for the mature brand condition. Finally, product category was coded as “0” for the
coffee condition, and coded as “1” for the perfume condition.

For the ANOVA tests to be considered reliable, several assumptions had to be met. These
are the assumptions of independence of observations, meaning that observations must be
measured independently across groups; homogeneity of variance, meaning that variances must
be equal in all experimental conditions; and normality, meaning that the distribution within
groups must be normally distributed. The randomization of participants into groups ensured that
the assumption of independence of observations was not violated. Levene’s test for homogeneity
of variances was nonsignificant for all the ANOVA tests conducted (p > .05), indicating that the
assumption of homogeneity of variances was not violated. Finally, Shapiro-Wilk’s test for
normality was conducted on the residuals of all the dependent variables. A nonsignificant result
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on the Shapiro-Wilk’s test indicates normality of within group distributions. Although the test
was nonsignificant in the ANOVAs for affective ad evaluations and brand evaluations (p > .05),
indicating normally distributed within group samples, the test was significant for the ANOVAs
on cognitive ad evaluations, overall ad evaluations and purchase intentions (p < .01), indicating
nonnormally distributed within group samples for these dependent variables. However, the
ANOVA test is known to be robust to violations of the normality assumption, particularly when
the groups sizes are relatively equal, and when there are at least 20 degrees of freedom (Lunney,
1970). Given that all experimental groups were 62-64 in size, and that there were 256 degrees of
freedom in each ANOVA test, it is safe to assume that all the F-tests were reliable despite the
nonnormality of the within group sample distributions in certain cases.

To further test for Hypothesis 1a, pairwise comparisons were conducted to analyze the
impact of model attractiveness on all dependent variables for the mature brand conditions in each
product category. Thus, comparisons were conducted between the highly attractive_Chanel and
averagely attractive_Chanel conditions in the perfume category, and the highly
attractive_Starbucks and averagely attractive_Starbucks conditions in the coffee category.
Contrary to what was predicted, the results of the pairwise comparisons showed a significant
impact of model attractiveness on affective ad evaluations (highly attractive: M = 20.82, SE =
.887; averagely attractive: M = 14.67, SE = .887, p < .001), overall ad evaluations (highly
attractive: M = 4.67, SE = .243; averagely attractive: M = 3.52, SE = .243, p < .01), and brand
evaluations (highly attractive: M = 25.27, SE = 1.10; averagely attractive: M = 20.15, SE = 1.10,
p < .01), but not on cognitive ad evaluations (highly attractive: M = 10.58, SE = .622; averagely
attractive: M = 10.42, SE = .622, p > .05) and purchase intentions (highly attractive: M = 11.06,
SE = .800; averagely attractive: M = 9.24, SE = .800, p > .05) for the Chanel perfume brand. For
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the Starbucks coffee brand, results showed a significant impact of model attractiveness on
cognitive ad evaluations (highly attractive: M = 11.33, SE = .622; averagely attractive: M = 8.97,
SE = .632, p < .01), affective ad evaluations (highly attractive: M = 19.09, SE = .887; averagely
attractive: M = 13.34, SE = .901, p < .001), overall ad evaluations (highly attractive: M = 4.52,
SE = .243; averagely attractive: M = 3.22, SE = .247, p < .001), and brand evaluations (highly
attractive: M = 23.76, SE = 1.10; averagely attractive: M = 19.69, SE = 1.12, p < .05), but not on
purchase intentions (highly attractive: M = 12.06, SE = .800; averagely attractive: M = 10.16, SE
= .813, p > .05). Hence, given that purchase intentions was the only variable for which model
attractiveness was not found to have a significant impact in the case of both mature brands,
Hypothesis 1a was only partially supported.

To further test for Hypothesis 1b, pairwise comparisons were next conducted to analyze the
impact of model attractiveness on all dependent variables for the novel brand conditions in each
product category. Hence, comparisons were conducted between the highly attractive_Bluemarine
and averagely attractive_Bluemarine conditions in the perfume category, and the highly
attractive_Lavazza and averagely attractive_Lavazza conditions in the coffee category. Results
of the pairwise comparisons showed a significant impact of model attractiveness on affective ad
evaluations (highly attractive: M = 20.85, SE = .887; averagely attractive: M = 15.50, SE = .901,
p < .001), overall ad evaluations (highly attractive: M = 4.76, SE = .243; averagely attractive: M
= 3.56, SE = .247, p < .01), brand evaluations (highly attractive: M = 23.91, SE = 1.10; averagely
attractive: M = 18.88, SE = 1.12, p < .01), and purchase intentions (highly attractive: M = 10.64,
SE = .800; averagely attractive: M = 7.94, SE = .813, p < .05), but not on cognitive evaluations
(highly attractive: M = 12.18, SE = .622; averagely attractive: M = 10.97, SE = .632, p > .05), for
the Bluemarine perfume brand. For the Lavazza coffee brand, results showed a significant
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impact of model attractiveness on affective ad evaluations (highly attractive: M = 19.84, SE =
.901; averagely attractive: M = 14.72, SE = .901, p < .001), overall ad evaluations (highly
attractive: M = 4.31, SE = .247; averagely attractive: M = 3.38, SE = .247, p < .01), and brand
evaluations (highly attractive: M = 22.44, SE = 1.12; averagely attractive: M = 17.66, SE = 1.12,
p < .01), but not on cognitive ad evaluations (highly attractive: M = 11.34, SE = .632; averagely
attractive: M = 10.16, SE = .632, p > .05) and purchase intentions (highly attractive: M = 10.41,
SE = .813; averagely attractive: M = 9.28, SE = .813, p > .05). Thus, Hypothesis 1b was partially
supported.

Hypothesis 1c predicted that pre-existing brand attitudes would mediate the moderating
effect of brand maturity. Given that no moderating effect of brand maturity was identified in the
MANOVA, as indicated by the nonsignificant brand maturity * model attractiveness interaction
effects for all dependent variables, Hypothesis 1c was automatically not supported.

Hypothesis 2a states that for a novel brand in an attractiveness-relevant product category
(perfume), a highly attractive model will have a more positive impact on ad/brand attitudes and
purchase intentions compared to an averagely attractive model. Results of pairwise comparisons
showed that ratings on affective ad evaluations (highly attractive: M = 20.85, SE = .887;
averagely attractive: M = 15.50, SE = .901), overall ad evaluations (highly attractive: M = 4.76,
SE = .243; averagely attractive: M = 3.56, SE = .247), brand evaluations (highly attractive: M =
23.91, SE = 1.10; averagely attractive: M = 18.88, SE = 1.12), and purchase intentions (highly
attractive: M = 10.64, SE = .800; averagely attractive: M = 7.94, SE = .813) were significantly
more positive when a highly attractive model was featured compared to when an averagely
attractive model was featured (p < .05). Ratings on cognitive ad evaluations also followed this
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trend (highly attractive: M = 12.18, SE = .622; averagely attractive: M = 10.97, SE = .632),
although the effect was not statistically significant (p > .05). Thus, Hypothesis 2a was generally
supported.

Hypothesis 2b states that for a novel brand in an attractiveness-irrelevant product category
(coffee), an averagely attractive model will have a more positive impact on ad/brand attitudes
and purchase intentions compared to a highly attractive model. Results of pairwise comparisons
showed that ratings on affective ad evaluations (highly attractive: M = 19.84, SE = .901;
averagely attractive: M = 14.72, SE = .901), overall ad evaluations (highly attractive: M = 4.31,
SE = .247; averagely attractive: M = 3.38, SE = .247), and brand evaluations (highly attractive: M
= 22.44, SE = 1.12; averagely attractive: M = 17.66, SE = 1.12) were significantly more positive
when a highly attractive model was featured compared to when an averagely attractive model
was featured (p < .05). Ratings on cognitive ad evaluations (highly attractive: M = 11.34, SE =
.632; averagely attractive: M = 10.16, SE = .632) and purchase intentions (highly attractive: M =
10.41, SE = .813; averagely attractive: M = 9.28, SE = .813) again also followed this trend,
although neither effect was statistically significant (p > .05). Hence, Hypothesis 2b was not
supported.

Hypothesis 2c predicted that processing fluency will mediate the moderated moderating
effect of product category on brand maturity in the case of novel brands. Given that the
MANOVA test did not identify any moderated moderating effects of product category on brand
maturity, as indicated by the nonsignificant model attractiveness * brand maturity * product
category interaction effects for all dependent variables (p > .05), Hypothesis 2c was
automatically not supported.
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p = ns

p < .05

Figure 3: Purchase intentions for perfume brands.
p = ns
p = ns

Figure 4: Purchase intentions for coffee brands.
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Additional analyses were performed on several other aspects of the data. All MANOVA and
ANOVA tests conducted were repeated with gender entered in as a covariate, but no significant
differences in results were observed. There were also no significant gender differences in
attractiveness ratings of both models (p > .05), although the means for males were higher in both
model conditions. Although the prediction of a mediating effect of processing fluency was
rendered void by the lack of significant results in the preceding hypotheses, tests were conducted
on the processing fluency measures to assess for any significant differences. As expected, neither
the implicit nor explicit measures of processing fluency revealed any significant differences
across groups paired by brand maturity and/or product category (p > .05). All in all, the
advertisements were processed with equal levels of fluency regardless of whether a highly
attractive or averagely attractive model was used, and regardless of brand maturity or product
category condition.

A rather interesting finding was observed in the measure of pre-existing brand attitudes,
which, again, was assessed with the question “How well do you like the brand you saw in the
ad?”, to which responses were provided on a “highly dislike/highly like” seven-point semantic
differential scale. Pairwise comparisons conducted on the measure revealed that there were no
significant differences in ratings between the two model conditions for the mature perfume
brand, Chanel (p > .05). However, for the novel perfume brand (Bluemarine), it was found that
ratings were significantly different between the two model conditions (highly attractive: M =
3.94, SE = .239; averagely attractive: M = 3.03, SE = .243, p < .01), such that ratings were
significantly more positive when the highly attractive model was featured. No significant
differences were found in ratings between the two model conditions for both the mature
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(Starbucks) and novel (Lavazza) coffee brands (p > .05). The importance of this findings stems
from the fact that the trend perfectly mimics that observed in purchase intentions, for which the
impact of attractiveness was also absent for the Chanel brand, present for the Bluemarine brand
(with the highly attractive model inducing more positive values) and absent for both the
Starbucks and Lavazza coffee brands. The findings for these two variables also fit more with the
stated hypotheses than any of the other dependent variables, given that it was predicted that
model attractiveness would have no impact for both mature brands, an impact for the novel
perfume brand (with the highly attractive model inducing more positive values), and an impact
for the novel coffee brand (with the averagely attractive model inducing more positive values).
While the prediction for the novel coffee brand was not supported, all other predictions did in
fact find support. As the findings cannot be made sense of in relation to pre-existing brand
attitudes, a possible explanation is that the measure in fact represented post-ad brand
attitudes/brand liking, an assumption that is encouraged by the fact that participants provided
ratings on the measure after, rather than prior, to ad exposure. Hence, the results suggest that
although a highly attractive model did have a more positive impact on affective ad evaluations
and brand evaluations compared to an averagely attractive model, this positive impact did not
extend to brand liking and purchase intentions in the case of mature brands; and in fact, in the
case of novel brands, this extension of impact occurred only for the novel perfume brand, and not
for the novel coffee brand (presumably due to the former’s attractiveness-relevant nature).
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p = ns
p < .01

Figure 5: Brand liking for perfume brands.

p = ns

p = ns

Figure 6: Brand liking for coffee brands.
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Perfume
Mature

Coffee
Novel

Mature

Novel

Cognitive Ad
Evaluations





**




Affective Ad
Evaluations

***


***


***


***


Overall Ad
Evaluations

**


**


***


**


Brand
Evaluations

**


**


*


**




**








*






Brand
Liking

Purchase
Intentions

Impact of model attractiveness:  means significant,  means nonsignificant
*** = significant at the .001 level.
** = significant at the .01 level.
* = significant at the .05 level.
Table 1: Table summarizing the impact of model attractiveness on all dependent variables and on all
levels of brand maturity and product category.
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION
The current research investigated the role of brand maturity in the impact of model physical
attractiveness on measures of advertising effectiveness, and also investigated how this role
interacts with that of product category. The main measures of advertising effectiveness tested
were ad/brand attitudes and purchase intentions. It was predicted that, regardless of product
category, there will be no impact of model attractiveness on advertising effectiveness when the
brand was a mature brand. When the brand was a novel brand, however, it was predicted that
there will be an observed impact of model attractiveness on advertising effectiveness, and that
the nature of this impact would vary depending on product category. Specifically, it was
predicted that when the product was an attractiveness-relevant product, i.e. perfume, a highly
attractive model would have a more positive impact on advertising effectiveness compared to an
averagely attractive model. However, when the product was an attractive-irrelevant product, i.e.
coffee, it was predicted that an averagely attractive model would have a more positive impact on
advertising effectiveness compared to a highly attractive model. It was also predicted that preexisting brand attitudes will mediate the moderating role of brand maturity, and that processing
fluency will mediate the moderating role of product category in the case of novel brands.

Results showed that although brand maturity had an effect on the relationship between
model attractiveness and advertising effectiveness, this effect was not precise and varied between
several measures of advertising effectiveness. Precisely, it was found that for mature brands,
although a highly attractive model did have a more positive effect on affective ad evaluations,
overall ad evaluations, and brand evaluations compared to an averagely attractive model, there
was no observed impact of model attractiveness on brand liking and purchase intentions. This
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was the case for both the mature perfume brand (Chanel) and the mature coffee brand
(Starbucks). In the case of novel brands, it was found that for the novel perfume brand
(Bluemarine), a highly attractive model had a more positive impact on affective ad evaluations,
overall ad evaluations, brand evaluations, brand liking, and purchase intentions compared to an
averagely attractive model. For the novel coffee brand, however, the results followed the trend
for the mature brands, such that although a highly attractive model had a more positive impact on
affective ad evaluations, overall ad evaluations, and brand evaluations, there was no impact of
model attractiveness on brand liking and purchase intentions. Overall, cognitive evaluations were
not affected by model attractiveness, except in the case for the mature coffee brand, in which
ratings were significantly more positive in the highly attractive model condition. Given that
neither the moderating effect of brand maturity nor that of product category were significant, the
mediating roles of pre-existing brand attitudes and processing fluency were automatically
disconfirmed, and results suggested that the measure of pre-existing brand attitudes may actually
have captured post-ad brand liking. Additional analyses performed on both the implicit and
explicit measures of processing fluency showed that there were no significant differences
between conditions compared by brand maturity and/or product category. Finally, no significant
gender differences were found.

The results of the study thus provided support for some of the hypotheses stated in the
current thesis, as well as confirmed findings that were reported in previous research conducted in
the area. The finding that model attractiveness mostly did not have an impact on cognitive ad
evaluations fits well with the findings reported by Baker & Churchill (1977), who found that
model attractiveness had an impact only on affective ad evaluations. It is hence rather
inexplicable as to why a significantly strong effect of model attractiveness was found on
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cognitive ad evaluations for the mature coffee brand. Further analysis indicated that a majority of
the variance came from the “believable” component of the cognitive ad evaluation scale. While
this component was significantly different across the two model conditions, the “clear” and
“informative” components were statistically rated the same in both conditions. As to why then
the Starbucks advertisement was rated as more believable when a highly attractive model was
featured, this is up for debate.

The consistently significant and positive impact of the highly attractive model on affective
ad attitudes and overall ad attitudes across all levels of both brand maturity and product category
is not surprising. As has been stated, Baker & Churchill (1977) found in their study that a highly
attractive model consistently had a more positive impact on these measures of advertising
effectiveness compared to an unattractive model. Perhaps this is encouraged by the fact that the
affective ad evaluation scale consists of components such as “attractive”, “appealing”, and “eyecatching”, which are all terms that are associated more with highly attractive individuals than
with averagely attractive and physically unattractive individuals (Miller, 1970; Dion et al., 1972).
Concerning the overall ad attitudes, given that the components of the advertisements were
limited to an image of the model, an image of the product, and a brand name, with a short text in
the case of the coffee ads, it can be assumed that evaluations of the advertisement were
influenced only by the model manipulation, with no such elements like humor or information to
offset these judgments. It is for this reason unsurprising that the overall ad attitudes were
consistently rated more positively when the highly attractive model was featured compared to
when the averagely attractive model was featured.
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For brand evaluations, however, the unfailingly significant and positive impact of the highly
attractive model was somewhat surprising, given that it was expected that pre-existing brand
attitudes will offset whatever impact that model attractiveness may have naturally had on the
evaluations. Similarly to the affective ad evaluation scale, however, the brand evaluation scale
used consisted of components such as “appealing”, “pleasant”, and “likeable”, phrases that again
are associated more with highly attractive individuals than averagely attractive or unattractive
individuals (Miller, 1970; Dion et al., 1972).

The findings of most significance, however, pertain to the observed trend in the impact of
model attractiveness on post-ad brand liking and purchase intentions. Specifically, the
observation that model attractiveness did not have an impact on either variable for both of the
mature brands supports what is arguably the main hypothesis of this thesis. Of peculiar interest is
the fact that despite the more positive impact of the highly attractive model on brand evaluations
for all the brand maturity/product category levels, brand liking and subsequent purchase
intentions for the mature brands did not significantly vary across the two model conditions. This
is of significance because it confirms the broader suggestion pushed in the thesis that averagely
attractive models can be just as effective as highly attractive models in certain contexts, and
specifically in the context of mature brands. Thus, even though a highly attractive model may
increase the overall appreciation towards a mature brand’s advertisements, the findings suggest
that this appreciation does not extend to the more key variables of brand liking and purchase
intentions, and that in, fact, the same effects can be achieved by using an averagely attractive
model. In addition, this holds not just for attractiveness-irrelevant products but for attractivenessrelevant products as well. Considering the extra costs involved in procuring extremely attractive
models and touching them up further with expensive programs and services, this finding is of
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immense relevance to companies, as it implies that these extra costs can be avoided without any
subsequent loss in advertising effectiveness.

Lastly, the finding that a highly attractive model had a significantly more positive effect on
brand liking and purchase intentions in the case of the novel perfume brand did also support the
prediction made earlier in the thesis. The results thus suggest that for a novel brand, especially
one in an attractiveness-relevant product category, advertisements would be more effective if a
highly attractive model was featured, because the absence of pre-existing brand attitudes will
allow the positive effect of the highly attractive model to set the tone for consumers’ reactions
towards the ad and brand, as well as their purchase intentions. Although the prediction that an
averagely attractive model would be more effective for a novel brand in an attractivenessirrelevant product category was not supported, the results pertaining to the novel coffee brand
suggest that an averagely attractive model would be just as effective as a highly attractive model
for such a brand, given that the positive effects of the highly attractive model on ad and brand
evaluations did not extend to brand liking and purchase intentions. This lack of extension of
impact arguably is due to the attractiveness-irrelevant nature of the product category, hence
supporting the findings reported in previous research that the impact of model attractiveness is
weaker in attractiveness-irrelevant product categories (Bower & Landreth, 2001; Baker &
Churchill, 1977).

Comparing the findings of this study to those reported in the Bian & Wang (2016) study, it
is evident that while some findings were confirmed, a few others were disconfirmed.
Specifically, the finding of no impact of model attractiveness on brand liking and purchase
intentions for mature brands aligns with the findings of the authors of a lack of impact of model
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attractiveness on product evaluations in the case of mature brands. However, unlike the findings
in their study, the averagely attractive model was not found to have a more positive impact than
the highly attractive model on any of the dependent variables and across any of the brand
maturity and/or product category levels. Finally, unlike their study, the current study found no
significant differences in processing fluency for any of the comparisons performed.

Finally, it may be questioned as to why there were differences in trends in the results for
brand evaluations and those for brand liking; after all, these two concepts ought to be highly
similar in nature. A possible explanation for this is that the fact that brand evaluations occurred
immediately after ad evaluations resulted in some carry-over effects from the preceding ad
evaluations. It is also possible that the wording of the brand evaluation question (“how do you
feel about the brand advertised?”) pushed participants to evaluate the brand in light of the overall
advertisement, compared to the brand liking question, which was asked independently of the
advertisement (“how well do you like the brand?”) and after the main evaluations had taken
place (due to its original nature as a mediating measure).

CHAPTER 7: CONTRIBUTIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

7.1 Theoretical Contributions
This thesis contributes to the literature by investigating brand maturity as a variable that can
impact the effectiveness of model attractiveness in advertising. The findings of this thesis can be
applied to areas such as endorser effectiveness and celebrity endorsements, to identify boundary
conditions on the positive impact of attractiveness and to hence predict when an averagely
attractive endorser or celebrity may work just as well as a highly attractive one. This thesis also
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contributes to the literature by investigating the manner in which brand maturity and product
category interact to influence the impact of model attractiveness on measures of advertising
effectiveness. Finally, considering that this study draws heavily from both the Baker & Churchill
(1977) and Bian & Wang (2016) studies, this thesis contributes to the literature by replicating
aspects of both of these studies. Various researchers have highlighted the value of replication in
evaluating the reliability, validity and generalizability of empirical findings (Hubbard &
Armstrong, 1994; Easley et al., 2000). Indeed, although some of the findings in the previous
studies were confirmed in this study, a few others failed to be replicated.

7.2 Substantive Contributions
This thesis also makes some substantive contributions, both managerial-wise and to society as a
whole. Concerning managerial implications, the finding that highly attractive models do not have
an increased positive impact on brand liking and purchase intentions compared to averagely
attractive models in the case of mature brands implies that companies managing mature brands
need not always go through the extra costs of procuring and touching up highly attractive models
to be featured in their advertising campaigns. Although it was found that a highly attractive
model positively influenced ad evaluations more so than an averagely attractive model, it can be
argued that the active choice of a company using averagely attractive and untouched models,
especially when it is clear that it is for the sake of consumers, would increase popularity and
liking towards the ad campaign, and perhaps more so than the use of highly attractive models.
The findings of this thesis also have implications for the advertising strategy of companies
managing novel brands, suggesting that a highly attractive model would be more effective if the
product is attractiveness-relevant in nature, while an averagely attractive model would be just as
effective if the product is attractiveness-irrelevant in nature.
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Finally, the findings of this thesis also benefit society at large. The identification of contexts
in which averagely attractive models can be just as effective as highly attractive models can
result in an increase in the display of normal and attainable levels of attractiveness in the media,
which could be an effective way of combatting the increasing prevalence of eating, body and
psychological disorders in society.

7.3 Limitations and Future Research
Although care was taken to ensure that the current research was as rigorous as possible, there
were a few limitations that could not be avoided due to monetary and time constraints. The first
is that this study made use of convenient sampling, and for this reason, used college students
mostly between the age of 18 and 24 as participants. It can be presumed that beauty would play a
bigger role for a sample comprised mostly of this age group more so than if it had been a sample
inclusive of upper age groups. Although it is possible that the same results would have been
attained even with an older sample, perhaps the differences between ratings in the two model
conditions would not have been so strongly significant as was the case whenever the highly
attractive model was shown preference. Future research can hence repeat this study with an older
sample to observe if there are any differences in the nature of the impact of model attractiveness
in such a sample.

Another limitation of the study pertains to gender. Only female models were used in the
current study, meaning that the effects of male models were not investigated. It would have been
worthwhile to examine the effects of both genders of models on viewers of different sexes; for
example, would an attractive male model be more effective than an attractive female model for
women, and in what cases? In addition, the use of only female models in the perfume ads would
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have suggested that the product was female-oriented, making it hard for male participants to
evaluate purchase intentions for such a product. That said, Baker & Churchill (1977) did not find
significant differences in male and female responses to aftershave lotion in their study, and
participants in the current study were prompted prior to viewing the ads to assume they were
purchasing the product for someone of the appropriate gender. Nevertheless, future research can
attempt to separately assess the impact of gender, both from the viewer and model perspective.

A third limitation of the study is that the impact of model attractiveness was tested only on
attitude-related measures of advertising effectiveness. Rossiter and Percy in their 1985 paper
(Rossiter & Percy, 1985) proposed five basic communication effects of advertising. Among these
five effects, the authors labeled brand awareness and brand attitudes as the two necessary
communication effects. Research on the impact of model attractiveness on advertising
effectiveness has generally been restricted to the testing of effects on ad/brand attitudes and, less
frequently, brand purchase intentions. Unfortunately, the current study did not deviate from that
norm, and the impact of model attractiveness on attitude non-related measures of advertising
effectiveness such as brand recall and recognition was not investigated. It would indeed be
worthwhile to ascertain the nature of the effects of model attractiveness on memory-related
measures in consumers, and perhaps this could be another goal of future research.

Finally, the current study made use of only print advertisements. Future research can extend
the study to television advertisements, which can allow for a more complete portrayal of all the
features that make up physical attractiveness, such as body weight in addition to facial
attractiveness. These television advertisements can also be fit within segments of a show to
increase ecological validity, as consumers are usually exposed to advertisements in the middle of
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watching other programs. Finally, future research can identify other boundary conditions of the
positive effects of highly attractive models, as well as identify how other features of
advertisements such as humor and nature of advertising appeal might influence the impact of
model attractiveness on advertising effectiveness.

7.4 Conclusion
This thesis investigated the over-arching prediction that averagely attractive models can be just
as effective as highly attractive models in certain contexts in advertising. The motivation for this
interest stems from the finding that the use of highly and unrealistically attractive models in
advertising has a severe negative impact on self-esteem and body satisfaction in consumers.
Brand maturity was tested as a factor that could, along with product category, define some of
these contexts. Specifically, it was predicted that for mature brands, there would be no impact of
model attractiveness on advertising effectiveness, such that a highly attractive model would not
have an increased positive effect on measures of advertising effectiveness compared to an
averagely attractive model. It was also predicted that for novel brands, a highly attractive model
would be more effective if the product was attractiveness-relevant (perfume), while an averagely
attractive model would be more effective if the product was attractiveness-irrelevant (coffee).

A 2 (model attractiveness) x 2 (brand maturity) x 2 (product category) between-subjects
study was conducted to assess the impact of these three independent variables on several
measures of advertising effectiveness. It was found that for mature brands, highly attractive
models indeed did not have an increased positive effect on crucial variables such as brand liking
and purchase intentions compared to averagely attractive models. In fact, this greater impact of
highly attractive models occurred only for the novel brand in the attractiveness-relevant product
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category. It behooves companies, thus, to use averagely attractive models in these contexts where
they are found to be just as effective, as it not only saves costs, but reduces the display of highly
unrealistic and unattainable standards of beauty that result in low self esteem, body
dissatisfaction, and a variety of psychological and body disorders in both male and female
consumers. Limitations of the study include the use of only female models, and only print ads.
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Appendix B: Sample Questionnaire

Questionnaire

On each of the scales below, please circle the number which you feel best describes the ad you just
saw.
Unappealing

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Appealing

Unbelievable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Believable

Impressive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Unimpressive

Attractive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Unattractive

Uninformative

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Informative

Clear

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Confusing

Eye-catching

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Not Eye-catching

5

6

7

Unfavorable

What is your overall reaction to the advertisement?
Favorable

1

2

3

4

What is your attitude toward the brand advertised?
Favorable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Unfavorable

Appealing

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Unappealing

Likeable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Unlikeable

Good

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Bad

Pleasant

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Unpleasant

4

5

6

7

Certainly yes

7

Certainly yes

Would you like to try the product advertised?
Definitely not

1

2

3

Would you buy this product if you happened to see it in a store?
Definitely not

1

2

3

4

5

6

Would you actively seek out this product in a store in order to purchase it?
Definitely not

1

2

3

4

5
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6

7

Certainly yes

On a scale of 1-7, how popular is the brand you saw in the ad?
No one’s heard of it

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Everyone’s heard of it

On a scale of 1-7, how well do you like the brand you saw in the ad?
Highly dislike

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Highly like

On a scale of 1-7, how attractive did you find the model you saw in the ad?
Highly unattractive

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Highly attractive

6

7

Easy to process

6

7

On a scale of 1-7, please rate the ad you saw on its ease of processing.
Difficult to process

1

2

3

4

5

On a scale of 1-7, please rate the ad you saw on its comprehensibility.
Difficult to understand

1

2

3

4

5

Easy to understand

On a scale of 1-7, based on your previous exposure to ads, how does the ad fit with what you would
normally expect to see in an ad for the advertised product?
Highly dissimilar

1

2

3

4
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5

6

7

Highly similar

APPENDIX C: Means Summary for Dependent Variables

Ad Model
Average

Average

Average

Average

Average

Dependent variable: Cognitive Ad Evaluation
Std.
Ad
Mean
Error
Model
Brand
10.16
0.63 Attractive Lavazza

Brand
Lavazza

Category
Coffee

Bluemarine

Perfume

Starbucks

Coffee

Chanel

Perfume

Lavazza

Coffee

Bluemarine

Perfume

15.50

0.90

Starbucks

Coffee

13.34

Chanel

Perfume

14.67

Lavazza

Coffee

Bluemarine

Perfume

3.56

0.25

Starbucks

Coffee

3.22

0.25

Chanel

Perfume

3.52

0.24

Lavazza

Coffee

Bluemarine

Perfume

18.88

1.12

Bluemarine

Starbucks

Coffee

19.69

1.12

Chanel

Perfume

20.15

1.10

Lavazza

Coffee

Bluemarine

Perfume

Starbucks

Coffee

Chanel

Perfume

Category
Coffee

Mean
11.34

Std.
Error
0.63

10.97

0.63

Bluemarine

Perfume

12.18

0.62

8.97

0.63

Starbucks

Coffee

11.33

0.62

10.42

0.62

Chanel

Perfume

10.58

0.62

Coffee

19.84

0.90

Bluemarine

Perfume

20.85

0.89

0.90

Starbucks

Coffee

19.09

0.89

0.89

Chanel

Perfume

20.82

0.89

Coffee

4.31

0.25

Bluemarine

Perfume

4.76

0.24

Starbucks

Coffee

4.52

0.24

Chanel

Perfume

4.67

0.24

Coffee

22.44

1.12

Perfume

23.91

1.10

Starbucks

Coffee

23.76

1.10

Chanel

Perfume

25.27

1.10

Coffee

10.41

0.81

Dependent variable: Affective Ad Evaluation
14.72
0.90 Attractive Lavazza

Dependent variable: Overall Ad Evaluation
3.38
0.25 Attractive Lavazza

Dependent variable: Brand Evaluation
17.66
1.12 Attractive Lavazza

Dependent variable: Likelihood of purchase
9.28
0.81 Attractive Lavazza
7.94

0.81

Bluemarine

Perfume

10.64

0.80

10.16

0.81

Starbucks

Coffee

12.06

0.80

9.24

0.80

Chanel

Perfume

11.06

0.80

APPENDIX D: MANOVA and ANOVA Output

Multivariate Testsa

Effect
Intercept

Pillai's Trace
Wilks' Lambda
Hotelling's Trace
Roy's Largest Root

Value
0.936

F
720.631b

Hypothesis
df
5.000

Error df
248.000

Sig.
0.000

0.064

720.631b

5.000

248.000

0.000

14.529

720.631b

5.000

248.000

0.000

14.529

b

5.000

248.000

0.000

720.631
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Attract

Pillai's Trace

0.282

19.525b

5.000

248.000

0.000

Wilks' Lambda

0.718

19.525b

5.000

248.000

0.000

0.394

b

5.000

248.000

0.000

b

5.000

248.000

0.000

b

5.000

248.000

0.000

b

5.000

248.000

0.000

b

5.000

248.000

0.000

b

Hotelling's Trace
Roy's Largest Root
Brand Maturity

0.394

Pillai's Trace

0.132

6.532

5.000

248.000

0.000

Pillai's Trace

0.059

3.120b

5.000

248.000

0.009

Wilks' Lambda

0.941

3.120b

5.000

248.000

0.009

0.063

b

5.000

248.000

0.009

b

5.000

248.000

0.009

b

5.000

248.000

0.946

b

5.000

248.000

0.946

b

5.000

248.000

0.946

b

3.120

0.063

Pillai's Trace

3.120

0.005

Wilks' Lambda

.237

0.995

Hotelling's Trace

.237

0.005

.237

Roy's Largest Root

0.005

.237

5.000

248.000

0.946

Pillai's Trace

0.020

1.009b

5.000

248.000

0.413

Wilks' Lambda

0.980

1.009b

5.000

248.000

0.413

0.020

b

5.000

248.000

0.413

b

5.000

248.000

0.413

b

5.000

248.000

0.731

b

5.000

248.000

0.731

b

5.000

248.000

0.731

b

Hotelling's Trace
Roy's Largest Root

1.009

0.020

Pillai's Trace

1.009

0.011

Wilks' Lambda

.559

0.989

Hotelling's Trace

Attract * Brand
Maturity *
Product
Category

6.532

Roy's Largest Root

Roy's Largest Root

Brand Maturity *
Product
Category

6.532

0.132

Hotelling's Trace

Attract * Product
Category

6.532

0.884

Hotelling's Trace

Attract * Brand
Maturity

19.525

0.116

Wilks' Lambda

Product
Category

19.525

.559

0.011

.559

Roy's Largest Root

0.011

.559

5.000

248.000

0.731

Pillai's Trace

0.023

1.193b

5.000

248.000

0.313

Wilks' Lambda

0.977

1.193b

5.000

248.000

0.313

0.024

b

5.000

248.000

0.313

b

5.000

248.000

0.313

F

Sig.

Hotelling's Trace
Roy's Largest Root

1.193

0.024

1.193

b. Exact statistic

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: Cognitive_Ad_Evaluations
Type III Sum of
Source

Squares

df

Mean Square

a

209.011

7

29.859

2.336

.025

30006.071

1

30006.071

2347.034

.000

Brand_Maturity_Condition

45.539

1

45.539

3.562

.060

Attractiveness_Condition

98.182

1

98.182

7.680

.006

Corrected Model
Intercept
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Product_Category_Condition

22.401

1

22.401

1.752

.187

.054

1

.054

.004

.948

3.686

1

3.686

.288

.592

19.435

1

19.435

1.520

.219

20.354

1

20.354

1.592

.208

Error

3221.739

252

12.785

Total

33477.000

260

3430.750

259

Brand_Maturity_Condition *
Attractiveness_Condition
Brand_Maturity_Condition *
Product_Category_Condition
Attractiveness_Condition *
Product_Category_Condition
Brand_Maturity_Condition *
Attractiveness_Condition *
Product_Category_Condition

Corrected Total

a. R Squared = .061 (Adjusted R Squared = .035)

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: Affective_Ad_Evaluations
Type III Sum of
Source

Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Corrected Model

a

2181.943

7

311.706

12.001

.000

Intercept

78281.709

1

78281.709

3014.001

.000

36.346

1

36.346

1.399

.238

2032.855

1

2032.855

78.269

.000

94.994

1

94.994

3.657

.057

8.250

1

8.250

.318

.574

6.491

1

6.491

.250

.618

1.601

1

1.601

.062

.804

.133

1

.133

.005

.943

Error

6545.118

252

25.973

Total

87236.000

260

8727.062

259

Brand_Maturity_Condition
Attractiveness_Condition
Product_Category_Condition
Brand_Maturity_Condition *
Attractiveness_Condition
Brand_Maturity_Condition *
Product_Category_Condition
Attractiveness_Condition *
Product_Category_Condition
Brand_Maturity_Condition *
Attractiveness_Condition *
Product_Category_Condition

Corrected Total

a. R Squared = .250 (Adjusted R Squared = .229)
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Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: Q25_1 (Overall_Ad_Evaluations)
Type III Sum of
Source

Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

a

91.399

7

13.057

6.693

.000

4139.101

1

4139.101

2121.763

.000

.034

1

.034

.018

.895

85.215

1

85.215

43.682

.000

4.742

1

4.742

2.431

.120

.404

1

.404

.207

.649

.138

1

.138

.071

.790

.052

1

.052

.026

.871

.658

1

.658

.337

.562

Error

491.598

252

1.951

Total

4735.000

260

582.996

259

Corrected Model
Intercept
Brand_Maturity_Condition
Attractiveness_Condition
Product_Category_Condition
Brand_Maturity_Condition *
Attractiveness_Condition
Brand_Maturity_Condition *
Product_Category_Condition
Attractiveness_Condition *
Product_Category_Condition
Brand_Maturity_Condition *
Attractiveness_Condition *
Product_Category_Condition

Corrected Total

a. R Squared = .157 (Adjusted R Squared = .133)

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: Brand Evaluations
Type III Sum of
Source

Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

1715.952a

7

245.136

6.098

.000

119803.552

1

119803.552

2979.998

.000

Brand_Maturity_Condition

145.800

1

145.800

3.627

.058

Attractiveness_Condition

1467.239

1

1467.239

36.496

.000

88.559

1

88.559

2.203

.139

1.582

1

1.582

.039

.843

Corrected Model
Intercept

Product_Category_Condition
Brand_Maturity_Condition *
Attractiveness_Condition
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Brand_Maturity_Condition *

2.054

1

2.054

.051

.821

6.906

1

6.906

.172

.679

2.588

1

2.588

.064

.800

Error

10131.045

252

40.203

Total

131989.000

260

11846.996

259

Product_Category_Condition
Attractiveness_Condition *
Product_Category_Condition
Brand_Maturity_Condition *
Attractiveness_Condition *
Product_Category_Condition

Corrected Total

a. R Squared = .145 (Adjusted R Squared = .121)

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Dependent Variable: Purchase Intentions
Type III Sum of
Source

Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

365.249a

7

52.178

2.468

.018

26504.017

1

26504.017

1253.631

.000

Brand_Maturity_Condition

73.656

1

73.656

3.484

.063

Attractiveness_Condition

231.297

1

231.297

10.940

.001

37.226

1

37.226

1.761

.186

.042

1

.042

.002

.965

2.601

1

2.601

.123

.726

8.989

1

8.989

.425

.515

11.192

1

11.192

.529

.468

Error

5327.736

252

21.142

Total

32256.000

260

5692.985

259

Corrected Model
Intercept

Product_Category_Condition
Brand_Maturity_Condition *
Attractiveness_Condition
Brand_Maturity_Condition *
Product_Category_Condition
Attractiveness_Condition *
Product_Category_Condition
Brand_Maturity_Condition *
Attractiveness_Condition *
Product_Category_Condition

Corrected Total

a. R Squared = .064 (Adjusted R Squared = .038)

78

APPENDIX E : Pairwise Comparisons Syntax and Output

Syntax
UNIANOVA Cognitive_Ad_Evaluations BY Attract BMaturity_Con PCategory_Con
/METHOD=SSTYPE(3)
/INTERCEPT=INCLUDE
/EMMEANS=TABLES(Attract*BMaturity_Con)
/EMMEANS=TABLES(Attract*BMaturity_Con*PCategory_Con) COMPARE(attract) ADJ(LSD)
/CRITERIA=ALPHA(.05)
/DESIGN=Attract BMaturity_Con PCategory_Con Attract*BMaturity_Con Attract*PCategory_Con
BMaturity_Con*PCategory_Con Attract*BMaturity_Con*PCategory_Con.
UNIANOVA Affective_Ad_Evaluations BY Attract BMaturity_Con PCategory_Con
/METHOD=SSTYPE(3)
/INTERCEPT=INCLUDE
/EMMEANS=TABLES(Attract*BMaturity_Con*PCategory_Con) COMPARE(attract) ADJ(LSD)
/CRITERIA=ALPHA(.05)
/DESIGN=Attract BMaturity_Con PCategory_Con Attract*BMaturity_Con Attract*PCategory_Con
BMaturity_Con*PCategory_Con Attract*BMaturity_Con*PCategory_Con.
UNIANOVA Q25_1Overall_Ad_Evaluations BY Attract BMaturity_Con PCategory_Con
/METHOD=SSTYPE(3)
/INTERCEPT=INCLUDE
/EMMEANS=TABLES(Attract*BMaturity_Con*PCategory_Con) COMPARE(attract) ADJ(LSD)
/CRITERIA=ALPHA(.05)
/DESIGN=Attract BMaturity_Con PCategory_Con Attract*BMaturity_Con Attract*PCategory_Con
BMaturity_Con*PCategory_Con Attract*BMaturity_Con*PCategory_Con.
UNIANOVA Brand_Evaluations BY Attract BMaturity_Con PCategory_Con
/METHOD=SSTYPE(3)
/INTERCEPT=INCLUDE
/EMMEANS=TABLES(Attract*BMaturity_Con*PCategory_Con) COMPARE(attract) ADJ(LSD)
/CRITERIA=ALPHA(.05)
/DESIGN=Attract BMaturity_Con PCategory_Con Attract*BMaturity_Con Attract*PCategory_Con
BMaturity_Con*PCategory_Con Attract*BMaturity_Con*PCategory_Con.
UNIANOVA Purchase BY Attract BMaturity_Con PCategory_Con
/METHOD=SSTYPE(3)
/INTERCEPT=INCLUDE
/EMMEANS=TABLES(Attract*BMaturity_Con*PCategory_Con) COMPARE(attract) ADJ(LSD)
/CRITERIA=ALPHA(.05)
/DESIGN=Attract BMaturity_Con PCategory_Con Attract*BMaturity_Con Attract*PCategory_Con
BMaturity_Con*PCategory_Con Attract*BMaturity_Con*PCategory_Con.
UNIANOVA Liking BY Attract BMaturity_Con PCategory_Con
/METHOD=SSTYPE(3)
/INTERCEPT=INCLUDE
/EMMEANS=TABLES(Attract*BMaturity_Con*PCategory_Con) COMPARE(attract) ADJ(LSD)
/CRITERIA=ALPHA(.05)
/DESIGN=Attract BMaturity_Con PCategory_Con Attract*BMaturity_Con Attract*PCategory_Con
BMaturity_Con*PCategory_Con Attract*BMaturity_Con*PCategory_Con.
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Cognitive Ad Evaluations

Estimates
Dependent Variable: Cognitive_Ad_Evaluations
95% Confidence Interval
Attract

BMaturity_Con

PCategory_Con

0

0

0

10.156

.632

8.911

11.401

1

10.969

.632

9.724

12.214

0

8.969

.632

7.724

10.214

1

10.424

.622

9.198

11.650

0

11.344

.632

10.099

12.589

1

12.182

.622

10.956

13.408

0

11.333

.622

10.108

12.559

1

10.576

.622

9.350

11.802

1

1

0

1

Mean

Std. Error

Lower Bound

Upper Bound

Pairwise Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Cognitive_Ad_Evaluations
Mean Difference
BMaturity_Con

PCategory_Con

(I) Attract

(J) Attract

0

0

0

1

-1.188

.894

.185

1

0

1.188

.894

.185

0

1

-1.213

.887

.173

1

0

1.213

.887

.173

0

1

*

-2.365

.887

.008

1

0

2.365*

.887

.008

0

1

-.152

.880

.863

1

0

.152

.880

.863

1

1

0

1

(I-J)

Std. Error

Sig.

Based on estimated marginal means
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

Affective Ad Evaluations

Estimates
Dependent Variable: Affective_Ad_Evaluations
95% Confidence Interval
Attract

BMaturity_Con

PCategory_Con

Mean
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Std. Error

Lower Bound

Upper Bound

0

0

1

1

0

1

0

14.719

.901

12.944

16.493

1

15.500

.901

13.726

17.274

0

13.344

.901

11.569

15.118

1

14.667

.887

12.919

16.414

0

19.844

.901

18.069

21.618

1

20.848

.887

19.101

22.596

0

19.091

.887

17.344

20.838

1

20.818

.887

19.071

22.565

Pairwise Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Affective_Ad_Evaluations
Mean Difference
BMaturity_Con
0

PCategory_Con
0

0

1

1

(I) Attract

0

(I-J)

1

Std. Error

Sig.

*

1.274

.000

*

-5.125

1

0

5.125

1.274

.000

0

1

-5.348*

1.264

.000

1

0

5.348*

1.264

.000

1

*

1.264

.000

*

0

1

(J) Attract

-5.747

1

0

5.747

1.264

.000

0

1

-6.152*

1.255

.000

1

0

6.152*

1.255

.000

Based on estimated marginal means
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

Overall Ad Evaluations

Estimates
Dependent Variable: Q25_1Overall_Ad_Evaluations
95% Confidence Interval
Attract

BMaturity_Con

PCategory_Con

0

0

0

3.375

.247

2.889

3.861

1

3.563

.247

3.076

4.049

0

3.219

.247

2.732

3.705

1

3.515

.243

3.036

3.994

0

4.313

.247

3.826

4.799

1

1

0

Mean

81

Std. Error

Lower Bound

Upper Bound

1

1

4.758

.243

4.279

5.236

0

4.515

.243

4.036

4.994

1

4.667

.243

4.188

5.146

Pairwise Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Q25_1Overall_Ad_Evaluations
Mean Difference
BMaturity_Con

PCategory_Con

(I) Attract

(J) Attract

0

0

0

1

-.938*

.349

.008

1

0

*

.938

.349

.008

0

1

-1.195*

.347

.001

1

0

1.195*

.347

.001

1

*

.347

.000

*

1

1

0

0

1

(I-J)

Std. Error

-1.296

Sig.

1

0

1.296

.347

.000

0

1

-1.152*

.344

.001

1

0

1.152*

.344

.001

Based on estimated marginal means
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

Brand Evaluations

Estimates
Dependent Variable: Brand_Evaluations
95% Confidence Interval
Attract

BMaturity_Con

PCategory_Con

0

0

0

17.656

1.121

15.449

19.864

1

18.875

1.121

16.668

21.082

0

19.688

1.121

17.480

21.895

1

20.152

1.104

17.978

22.325

0

22.438

1.121

20.230

24.645

1

23.909

1.104

21.735

26.083

0

23.758

1.104

21.584

25.931

1

25.273

1.104

23.099

27.446

1

1

0

1

Mean

Std. Error

Pairwise Comparisons
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Lower Bound

Upper Bound

Dependent Variable: Brand_Evaluations
Mean Difference
BMaturity_Con

PCategory_Con

(I) Attract

(J) Attract

0

0

0

1

-4.781*

1.585

.003

1

0

4.781*

1.585

.003

1

*

1.573

.002

*

1

1

0

0

1

(I-J)

Std. Error

-5.034

Sig.

1

0

5.034

1.573

.002

0

1

-4.070*

1.573

.010

1

0

4.070*

1.573

.010

1

*

1.561

.001

*

1.561

.001

0
1

-5.121

0

5.121

Based on estimated marginal means
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

Purchase Intentions

Estimates
Dependent Variable: Purchase
95% Confidence Interval
Attract

BMaturity_Con

PCategory_Con

0

0

0

9.281

.813

7.680

10.882

1

7.938

.813

6.337

9.538

0

10.156

.813

8.555

11.757

1

9.242

.800

7.666

10.819

0

10.406

.813

8.805

12.007

1

10.636

.800

9.060

12.213

0

12.061

.800

10.484

13.637

1

11.061

.800

9.484

12.637

1

1

0

1

Mean

Std. Error

Lower Bound

Upper Bound

Pairwise Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Purchase
Mean Difference
BMaturity_Con

PCategory_Con

(I) Attract

(J) Attract

0

0

0

1

(I-J)

Std. Error
-1.125
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1.150

Sig.
.329

1

1

0

1

1

0

1.125

1.150

.329

0

1

-2.699*

1.141

.019

1

0

*

2.699

1.141

.019

0

1

-1.904

1.141

.096

1

0

1.904

1.141

.096

0

1

-1.818

1.132

.109

1

0

1.818

1.132

.109

Based on estimated marginal means
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

Brand Liking

Estimates
Dependent Variable: Liking
95% Confidence Interval
Attract

BMaturity_Con

PCategory_Con

0

0

0

3.313

.243

2.834

3.791

1

3.031

.243

2.553

3.509

0

5.156

.243

4.678

5.634

1

4.515

.239

4.044

4.986

0

3.781

.243

3.303

4.259

1

3.939

.239

3.469

4.410

0

4.818

.239

4.347

5.289

1

4.727

.239

4.257

5.198

1

1

0

1

Mean

Std. Error

Lower Bound

Upper Bound

Pairwise Comparisons
Dependent Variable: Liking
Mean Difference
BMaturity_Con

PCategory_Con

(I) Attract

(J) Attract

0

0

0

1

-.469

.343

.173

1

0

.469

.343

.173

0

1

*

-.908

.341

.008

1

0

.908*

.341

.008

0

1

.338

.341

.322

1

0

-.338

.341

.322

0

1

-.212

.338

.531

1

1

0

1

84

(I-J)

Std. Error

Sig.

1

0

.212

.338

.531

Based on estimated marginal means
*. The mean difference is significant at the .05 level.

APPENDIX F: Manipulation Checks Output

Manipulation Checks (Model Attractiveness)

Independent Samples Test
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances

F
Q34_1ModelAttractiveness Equal variances

t-test for Equality of Means

Sig.

9.857

t

.002

assumed

df
-

Sig. (2-

Mean

Std. Error

tailed)

Difference

Difference

258

.000

-2.204

.158

- 240.634

.000

-2.204

.158

13.984

Equal variances not
assumed

13.956

Manipulation Checks (Brand Popularity- Perfume)

Independent Samples Test
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances

F
Q32_1Brandpopularity Equal variances

Sig.

3.847

t-test for Equality of Means

t

.052 10.195

df

Sig. (2-

Mean

Std. Error

tailed)

Difference

Difference

129

.000

2.983

.293

10.186 126.850

.000

2.983

.293

assumed
Equal variances not
assumed
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Manipulation Checks (Brand Popularity- Coffee)

Independent Samples Test
Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances

F
Q32_1Brandpopularity Equal variances

Sig.

13.943

t-test for Equality of Means

t

.000 18.168

df

Sig. (2-

Mean

Std. Error

tailed)

Difference

Difference

127

.000

3.865

.213

18.125 115.424

.000

3.865

.213

assumed
Equal variances not
assumed

86

