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discriminant validity (Fornell and Larcker 1981). Finally, the phi coefficients were significantly
less than 1 (i.e., the confidence interval, plus or minus two standard errors, did not contain a
value of 1), which also offers support for the discriminant validity between the dimensions
(Anderson and Gerbing 1988).

Ancther method of addressing the discriminant validity of the proposed imagery processing
scale involved correlating the proposed communication-evoked imagery processing scale with
two scales that have been developed to measure an individual's style of procesélng. The
revised Style of Processing scale (SOP: Childers et al. 1985) was also collected in the third
administration of the scale. Following Ellen and Bone (1991), the SOP was correlated with
respondents’ summed scores on the proposed dimensions of imagery processing in an attempt
to show that the measure of communication-evoked imagery is not simply duplicating measures
of processing preference. As expected, the dimensions of imagery processing were positively
correlated with the measures of processing style, but only slightly so. The correlational results
are given in Table 3.10. The correlations among the imagery measures were stronger than the
measures' correlations with the preference measure. Thus, support is given to the contention
that the proposed imagery processing measure is tapping something different than one’s style of

processing.



Table 3.10
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CORRELATIONS AMONG IMAGERY PROCESSING DIMENS!IONS
AND PROCESSING PREFERENCE: FINAL EXPERIMENT STAGE

Quality
Quality 0.96*
Quantity 0.32
(p=.0001)
Elaboration 0.63
(p=.0001)
SOP 0.11
(p=.0768)

Quantity

0.76"

0.43
(p=.0001)

0.06
(p=.3842)

Elaboration sSOop

0.78"

0.20 0.72°
(p=.0020)

*Values on the diagonals represent reliabilities.



CHAPTER FOUR

HYPOTHESIS TESTS AND RESULTS

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, results of tests of hypotheses given in Chapter 3 are reported in the
following order: (1) relationships between imagery-eliciting strategies and consequence
variables and the moderating role of style of processing (Hypotheses 1a-8); (2) relationships
between imagery-eliciting strategies and dimensions of imagery processing and the moderating
role of style of processing (Hypotheses 9a-13); (3) relationships between dimensions of imagery
processing and consequence variables (Hypotheses 14a-16e); and (4) mediating effects of
imagery processing on relationships between imagery-eliciting strategies and consequence
variables (Hypothesis 17). Discussion of the results is given in Chapter Five of the dissertation.

Analyses followed moderator and mediational models given by Baron and Kenny (1986),
which are lllustrated in Figure 4.1. While a general overview is given here, specifics regarding
how hypotheses were tested are given within each section. According to Baron and Kenny
{1986}, If a postulated moderator is a continuous variable, independent variables are
multichotomous (i.e., Case 3, p. 1175), and an expected linear relationship exists, then tests for
moderation are performed by adding the product of the moderator and the multichotomous
independent variables to a regression equation. A moderator effect is indicated by a significant
product term. To test for mediation, the authars recommend estimating three regression
equations: (1) regressing mediators on independent variables (Path a); (2) regressing
consequence variables on independent variables (Path c); and (3) regressing consequence
variables on both the independent variables and on the mediator (Paths b and c). To establish

mediation, the following conditions must be met (p. 1177):

(1) the independent variables must affect the mediator in the first equation;
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Figure 4.1

MODERATOR AND MEDIATIONAL MODELS (BARON AND KENNY 1986)
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(2) the independent variables must be shown to affect the dependent variable in the
second equation; and
(3) the mediator must affect the dependent variable in the third equation.

If these conditions all hold in the predicted direction, then the effect of the independent

variables on the dependent variable must be less in the third equation than in the second.
The authors also point out that since multicollinearity may be a problem In the third equation,
absolute size of the coefficients be examined as well as their significance.

Analyses of variance were used to determine if independent variables influenced
consequence variables and dimensions of imagery processing. Multiple regression was used to
determine if dimensions of imagery processing influenced consequence variables. Finally,
multiple regression of consequence variables with manipulated independent variables along with
dimensions of imagery processing that were influenced by the independent variables included as
covariates was performed to test the mediational role of dimensions of imagery processing. A
cutoff of p<0.05 was used to determine significance of tests. Although no hypotheses predicted
an interaction effect between pictures and instructions to imagine, interactions were tested, and
no significant interactions between pictures and instructions to imagine resulted for any variable

tested. Thus, they are not reported.

IMAGERY-ELICITING STRATEGIES AND CONSEQUENCE VARIABLES
Hypotheses 1a-7e postulated effects of manipulated imagery-eliciting strategies on
consequence variables of memory, beliefs, attitude toward the brand, attitude toward the
advertisement, and intentions. These hypotheses were consistent with extant imagery studies in
that they examined relationships between stimulus and response variables without any
examination of imagery processing. While not all hypotheses were supported, many were, and
they are consistent with previous imagery studies. Furthermore, the hypotheses examined

expand the extant knowledge base of effects of different imagery-eliciting strategies by
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examining different picture conditions instead of simply pictures versus no pictures. Finally, the
dissertation also examined the effect of including instructions to imagine within message stimuli.

Since beliefs, attitudes, and intentions are related constructs in a hierarchy of effects, an
initial multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA option in the General Linear Model procedure in
SAS) was conducted, and results are reported in Table 4.1. Correlations among specific beliefs,
inferred beliefs, A, Ay, and intentions ranged from 0.17 to 0.62, and all were significant at the
p<0.05 level. Memory was analyzed separately from other consequence variables as the
relationship between memory and attitude is equivocal (Srull 1989) and beyond the scope of the
dissertation. Furthermore, only car-specific memory and ad-specific memory were significantly
correlated with car-specific beliefs and inferred beliefs, respectively. Correlations among the
memotry variables and the other dependent variables ranged from 0.01 to 0.29, and only the two
exceptions noted above were significant. Because overall effects of pictures (Wilks' A = 0.84,
F=3.58, p<0.0001) and instructions to imagine (Wilks’ A = 0.92, F=5.20, p <0.0005) were
significant, separate analyses of variance were conducted. Individual models were estimated
with the General Linear Mode! procedure in SAS with Bonferroni paired comparisons (alpha set
to 0.1) when necessary. The General Linear Model procedure was used instead of the ANOVA
procedure to account for differences in sample sizes when comparing different combinations of
pictures. Means for effects of pictures and instructions to imagine o consequence variables
discussed in this section and dimensions of imagery processing discussed in the next section
are given in Table 4.2, but significant differences are reported in {ater sections and tables in this
chapter.

Results are reported in order of consequence variables of memory, beliefs, attitude toward
the brand, attitude toward the advertisement, and intentions, respectively. When analyzing
effects of different picture conditions, three different models were estimated: (1) one in which
cells 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 (i.e., pictures) and cells 4 and 8 (i.e., no pictures) were collapsed to

examine effects of pictures versus no pictures (Hypothesis 1a-1e), (2) one in which celis 1, 2, 5,



Table 4.1

EFFECTS OF PICTURES AND INSTRUCTIONS TO IMAGINE
ON BELIEFS, Aq, Ayp AND INTENTIONS

ANOVA F-VALUES

MANOVA Specific Inferred
Source Wilks* A F-Value Beliefs Beliefs Ap A,p Intentions
Pictures .84 3.58* .57 .64 5.17" 4,.78* 1.72
Instructions
to Imagine .92 5.20" .16 4.01* 4.49* 20.21* 1.50

' p<.05

Lt



MEANS FOR EFFECTS OF PICTURES AND INSTRUCTIONS TO IMAGINE

Table 4.2

ON MEMORY, BELIEFS, ATTITUDES, INTENTIONS,

AND DIMENSIONS OF IMAGERY PROCESSING

Treatments
Pictures
Concrete/ Concrete/ No Instructions _te Imagine
Variables Interactive Noninteractive Concrete Abstract Picture Present Absent
Consequences:’
Memory:
Car 2.57 2.22 2.40 2.36 2.38 2.40 2.37
Ad 2.01 1.79 1.9 2.16 1.49 1.89 1.84
Beliefs:
Specific 42.46 42.23 42.35 41.56 41.37 42.05 an.aTr
Inferred 27.85 27.10 27.49 26.93 27.09 2r.77 26.72
Ay 43.25 42.06 42.67 39.64 38.46 41.87 39.83
Ap 24.60 22.95 3.3 21.16 22.25 24.24 21.25
Intentions 26.03 23.08 24.58 26.57 26.56 26.34 24.76
Mental Imagery:®
Quality ) 73.60 76.92 75.22 65.64 65.90 74.51 66.44
Elaboration 12.83 13.19 13.01 13.15 12.37 13.52 12.21
Quantity 12.38 11.92 12.15 12.25 11.32 12.54 11.37

*Refer to Chapter 3 for descriptions of scales used to measure each variable.

el
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and 6 (i.e., concrete pictures), cells 3 and 7 (i.e., abstract pictures), and cells 4 and 7 (no
pictures) were collapsed to examine effects of concrete versus abstract versus no pictures
(testing no specified hypothesis, but used for understanding), and (3) paired comparisons of all

four picture conditions were examined (Hypotheses 2a-7c).

Memory

As discussed In Chapter 3, memory was assessed through a written protocol in which
respondents were asked to write down everything they could recall about the brand advertised
and the advertisement itself. Two judges coded protocols by counting pieces of information
recalled about the brand and pieces of information recalled about the advertisement. These
values represent dependent variables of car-specific memory and ad-specific memory,
respectively. Thus, memory was divided into two dependent measures.

Car-specific memory was predicted with pictures and instructicns to imagine (Model
F,250=0.47, p<0.76). Main effects of pictures (F, ,;, =0.62, p<0.60) and instructions to imagine
(F, 250 =0.01, p<0.91) were not significant. Similarly, ad-specific memory was predicted with
pictures and instructions to imagine (Model F, ,;,=2.68, p<0.03). The main effect of pictures
was significant (F5 55, =3.53, p<0.02), but the main effect of Instructions to imagine was not
(F,.250=0.11, p<0.74). Since Hypothesis 7a predicted that including instructions to imagine
within the advertisement would lead to greater recall of brand and ad information, this
hypothesis was not supported. Hypotheses 1a and 2a-2¢ predicted a significant effect of
pictures on memory of car-specific and ad-specific information, and there was a significant
picture main effect for ad-specific information recalled. Thus, further analysis of effects of
different picture conditions was performed, and results are summatrized in Table 4.3.

Pictures versus No Pictures (H1a). Hypothesis 1a stated, “As compared to not including a
picture in an advertisement, including a picture will result in greater memory of ad information.”

Although this hypothesis was not supported for car-specific memory (F, ;5,=0.00, p<0.97), it



Table 4.3

EFFECTS OF PICTURE CONDITIONS ON MEMORY
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Picture condition compared n Mean® F
Car-8Specific Memory:

Model 1P .00
Picture 188 2.39
No Picture 63 2.38

Model 2°€ .02
Concrete 127 2.40
Abstract 61 2.36
No Picture 63 2.38

Model 3¢ .62
Concrete/Interactive 65 2.57
Concrete/Noninteractive 62 2.22
Abstract 61l 1.36
No Picture 63 2.38

Ad-Specific Memory:

Model 1P 7.73¢
Picture 188 1.99%

No Picture 63 1.49*

Model 2° 4.79°¢
Concrete 127 1.91
Abstract 61 2.16"

No Picture 63 1.49%

Model 3¢ 3.53°
Concrete/Interactive 65 2.01
Concrete/Noninteractive 62 1.79
Abstract 61 2.16*

No Picture 63 1.49%

"*Means within each model marked with matching capital letter superscripts represent significant

contrasts (p<.05) as indicated by Bonferroni paired comparisons.
®Model 1 tested pictures (cells 1, 2, 3, 5, 6,and 7) versus no pictures (cells 4 and 8).

“‘Model 2 tested concrete pictures {cells 1, 2, 5, and 6) versus abstract pictures (cells 3 and 7)

versus no pictures (cells 4 and 8).

“Model 3 tested concrete/interactive pictures (cells 1 and 5) versus concrete/noninteractive
pictures (cells 2 and 6) versus abstract pictures (cells 3 and 7) versus no pictures (cells 4 and

8).
“p<.05
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was supported for ad-specific memory (F, ,5,=7.73, p<0.006), with mean number of ad-specific
responses equal to 1.99 in the picture condition and 1.49 in the no picture condition. Thus,
including pictures in the advertisement resulted in greater recall of ad-specific information but
not car-specific information when compared to not including pictures in the advertisement.
These results indicate partial support for Hypothesis 1a.

Comparisons of Picture Conditions (H2a-2c). Hypothesls 2 predicted effects of different
picture conditions on memory of ad and brand information:

H2: Greater memory for ad information will result when an advertisement contains:

a. aconcrete/interactive picture versus a concrete/noninteractive picture

b. a concrete/interactive picture versus an abstract picture

c. a concrete/noninteractive picture versus an abstract picture
The test of Hypothesis 2 involved contrasts of different picture conditions for car-specific and ad-
specific memory. Thus, concrete/interactive picture conditions were compared to
concrete/noninteractive pictures and abstract pictures, respectively, and concrete/noninteractive
pictures were compared to abstract pictures. Again, only the dependent variable of ad-specific
memory was examined further because the main effect of pictures was insignificant for car-
specific memory. For ad-specific memory, Bonferroni paired comparisons revealed nho
significant differences at the p<0.05 level between concrete/interactive pictures (M=2.01) and
concrete/noninteractive pictures (M=1.79), between concrete/interactive pictures and abstract
pictures (M=2.16), or between concrete/noninteractive pictures and abstract pictures. Thus,
Hypothesis 2 was not supported. Abstract pictures, however, did result in greater ad-specific
memory than no pictures (M=1.49).

Although Hypotheses 2a-2c were tested and not supported, further analysis was performed
to understand what levels of pictures were significantly different to cause the significant picture
main effect on ad-specific memory. As can be seen from Table 4.3, when pictures were broken
down into concrete (i.e., interactive and noninteractive combined), abstract, and no picture

conditions, abstract pictures (M=2.16) resulted in greater recall of ad-specific information than
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no pictures (M=1.49). However, there was neither a significant difference between abstract and
concrete pictures nor between concrete and no pictures for ad-specific memory.

Instructions to Imagine (H7a). Hypothesis 7a stated, “As compared to not including
Instructions to imagine in an advertisement, including them will result in greater memory of ad
information." Since there was no significant main effect for instructions to imagine for either car-

specific memory or ad-specific memory, Hypothesis 7a was not supported.

Beliefs

As discussed in Chapter 3, two types of beliefs were measured and analyzed: specific
beliefs and inferred beliefs. Specific beliefs were tested with pictures and instructions to imagine
(Model F, ,,4=0.47, p<0.76). Main effects of pictures (F; ;40 =0.57, p<0.64) and instructions to
imagine (F, 5,5=0.16, p<0.69) were not significant. Similarly, inferred beliefs were tested with
pictures and instructions to imagine (Model F, ,5,=1.50, p<0.20). While the main effect of
pictures was not significant (F; ;55 =0.64, p<0.59), the main effect of instructions to imagine was
significant (F, .5, =4.01, p<0.046). Since the main effect of pictures was not significant for either
specific or inferred beliefs, further analysis was not necessary. However, for completeness, the
analyses were performed and results summarized in Table 4.4.

Pictures versus No Pictures (H1b). Hypothesis 1b stated, "As compared to not including a
picture in an advertisement, including a picture will result in stronger brand beliefs." Since there
was no main effect of pictures on either specific or inferred beliefs, Hypothesis 1b was not
supported.

Comparisons of Picture Conditions (H3a-3c). Hypothesis 3 predicted effects of different
picture conditions on brand beliefs:

H3:  Stronger brand beliefs will result when an advertisement contains:

a. a concrete/interactive picture versus a concrete/noninteractive picture

b. a concrete/interactive picture versus an abstract picture
c. a concrete/noninteractive picture versus an abstract picture
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Table 4.4

EFFECTS OF PICTURE CONDITIONS ON BELIEFS

Picture condition compared n Mean F

Specific Beliefs:

Model 1* .81
Picture 188 42.09
No Picture 62 41.37

Model 2° .83
Concrete 127 42.35
Abstract 61 41.56
No Picture 62 41.37

Model 3° <57
Concrete/Interactive 65 42,46
Concrete/Noninteractive 62 42,23
Abstract 61 41.56
No Picture 62 41.37

Inferred Beliefs:

Model 1* .13
Picture 188 27.31
No Picture 63 27.09

Model 2° .44
Concrete 127 27.49
Abstract 61 26.93
No Picture 63 27.09

Model 3°¢ .64
Concrete/Interactive 65 27.86
Concrete/Noninteractive 62 27.10
Abstract 61 26.93
No Picture 63 27.09

‘Model 1 tested pictures (cells 1, 2, 3, 5, 6,and 7) versus
no pictures (cells 4 and 8).

PModel 2 tested concrete pictures (cells 1, 2, 5, and 6)
versus abstract pictures (cells 3 and 7) versus no pictures
(cells 4 and 8).

‘Model 3 tested concrete/interactive pictures (cells 1 and
5) versus concrete/noninteractive pictures (cells 2 and 6)
versus abstract pictures (cells 3 and 7) versus no pictures
(cells 4 and 8).
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As with the test of Hypothesis 2, the test of Hypothesis 3 involved contrasts of different picture
conditions for brand beliefs. Thus, concrete/interactive pictures were compared to
concrete/noninteractive pictures and abstract pictures, respectively, and concrete/noninteract.ive
pictures were compared to abstract pictures. For specific beliefs, Bonferroni paired
comparisons revealed no significant differences at the p<0.05 level between concrete/Interactive
pictures (M=42.46) and concrete/noninteractive pictures (M=42.23), between
concrete/interactive pictures and abstract pictures (M=41.56), or between
concrete/noninteractive pictures and abstract pictures. Similarly, for inferred beliefs, no
significant differences emerged between concrete/interactive pictures (M=27.86) and
concrete/noninteractive pictures (M=27.10), between concrete/interactive pictures and abstract
pictures (M=26.93), or between concrete/noninteractive pictures and abstract pictures. Results
of the contrasts were not unexpected due to the insignificant picture main effect. Thus,
Hypothesis 3 was not supported.

Instructions to Imagine (H7b). Hypothesis 7b stated, "As compared to not including

instructions to imagine in an advertisement, including them will result in stronger brand beliefs.”

Since there was a significant main effect for instructions to imagine for inferred beliefs

(M structions=27.77 and M, nerruciions= 26.72, p<0.046), Hypothesis 7b was supported.

Atlitude Toward the Brand

Attitude toward the brand (A;) was tested with pictures and instructions to imagine (Model
F 4240 =4.99, p<0.001). Main effects of pictures (F;,,5=5.17, p<0.002) and instructions to
imagine (F, ;45 =4.49, p<0.04) were significant. Hypotheses 1c and 4a-4c predicted a significant
effect of pictures on Ag, and there was a significant picture main effect for Ag. Thus, further
analyses of the effects of different picture conditions were performed, and results are

summarized in Table 4.5.
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Table 4.5

EFFECTS OF PICTURE CONDITIONS ON A,

Picture condition compared n Mean® F

Model 1P 8.02°
Picture 187 41.68%

No Picture 63 38.46"

Model 2°€ 7.26%
Concrete 126 42,6718
Abstract 61 39.64*

No Picture 63 38.46 B

Model 3¢ 5.17¢
Concrete/Interactive 64 43,258
Concrete/Noninteractive 62 42.06 °©
Abstract 61 39.64 B
No Picture 63 38.46AC

®Means within each model marked with matching capital letter
superscripts represent significant contrasts (p<.05) as
indicated by Bonferroni paired comparisons.
bModel 1 tested pictures (cells 1, 2, 3, 5, 6,and 7) versus
no pictures (cells 4 and 8).
‘Model 2 tested concrete pictures (cells 1, 2, 5, and 6)
versus abstract pictures (cells 3 and 7) versus no pictures
%gells 4 and 8).

odel 3 tested concrete/interactive pictures (cells 1 and
5) versus concrete/noninteractive pictures (cells 2 and 6)
versus abstract pictures (cells 3 and 7) versus no pictures
(cells 4 and 8).
°p<.05



180
Pictures versus No Pictures (H1c). Hypothesis 1c stated, "As compared to not Including a
picture in an advertisement, including a picture will result in more positive brand attitudes.” This
hypothesis was supported (F, 5,5 =8.02, p<0.005), with the mean Ay equal to 41.68 in the picture
condition and 38.46 in the no picture condition. Thus, Hypothesis 1¢ was supported.
Comparisons of Picture Conditions (H4a-4c). Hypothesis 4 predicted effects of different
picture conditions on Ag:
H4: More positive brand attitudes will result when an advertisement contains:
a. a concrete/interactive picture versus a concrete/noninteractive picture
b. a concrete/interactive picture versus an abstract picture
c. a concrete/noninteractive picture versus an abstract picture
Bonferroni paired comparisons revealed no significant differences at the p<0.05 level between
concrete/interactive pictures (M=43.25) and concrete/noninteractive pictures (M=42.06) or
between concrete/noninteractive pictures and abstract pictures (M=39.64), but a significant
difference was found between concrete/interactive pictures and abstract pictures. Although not
specifically hypothesized, concrete/interactive pictures resulted in a significantly greater Ag than
no pictures (M=38.46). Thus, Hypothesis 4a and 4c were not supported, but Hypothesis 4b was
supported.
Further analysis was performed to analyze effects of concrete, abstract, and no pictures on
Ag. As can be seen from Table 4.5, when pictures were broken down into concrete (i.e.,
interactive and noninteractive combined), abstract, and no picture conditions (Model 2 in Table
4.5), concrete pictures (M=42.67) resulted in a more positive Ag than both abstract pictures
(M=39.64) and no pictures (M=38.46).
Instructions to Imagine (H7c). Hypothesis 7¢ stated, "As compared to not including
instructions to imagine in an advertisement, including them will result in more positive brand
attitudes.” Because the mean Ay score in the instructions condition (M=41.87) was significantly

different than (p <0.04) in the no instruction condition (M =39.83), Hypothesis 7c was supported.
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Attitude Toward the Advertisement

Attitude toward the advertisement (A,p) was tested with pictures and instructions to imagine
(Model F, 5,5 =8.74, p<0.0001). Main effects of pictures (F, ;4 =4.78, p<0.003) and instructions
to imagine (F, ;45 =20.21, p<0.0001) were significant. Hypotheses 1d and 5a-5c¢ predicted a
significant effect of pictures on A,,, and there was a significant picture main effect for A,p. Thus,
further analysis of effects of different levels of pictures was performed, and results are
summarized in Table 4.6.

Pictures versus No Pictures (H1d). Hypothesis 1d stated, "As compared to not including a
picture in an advertisement, including a picture will result in more positive attitudes toward the
advertisement.”" No significant difference between the two conditions was evident (F, ,,5 =0.74,
p<0.39), with the mean A, equal to 22.95 in the picture condition and 22.25 in the no picture
condition. Thus, Hypothesis 1d was not supported.

Comparisons of Picture Conditions (H5a-5c). Hypothesis 5 predicted effects of different
picture conditions on A,p:

HS: More positive attitudes toward the advertisement will result when an advertisement

contains:

a. a concrete/interactive picture versus a concrete/noninteractive picture

b. a concrete/interactive picture versus an abstract picture

c. a concrete/noninteractive picture versus an abstract picture
Bonferroni paired comparisons revealed no significant differences at the p<0.05 level between
concrete/interactive pictures (M=24.64) and concrete/noninteractive pictures (M=22.95) or
between concrete/noninteractive pictures and abstract pictures (M=21.16). However, there was
a significant difference between concrete/interactive pictures and abstract pictures. Thus,
Hypotheses 5a and 5¢c were not supporied, but 5b was supported. Furthermore,
concrete/interactive pictures resulted in a more positive A,g than no pictures.

Further analysis was performed to analyze effects of concrete, abstract, and no pictures on

Ao As can be seen from Table 4.6, when pictures were broken down into concrete (i.e.,

interactive and noninteractive combined), abstract, and no picture conditions, concrete pictures
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Table 4.6

EFFECTS OF PICTURE CONDITIONS ON A,;

Picture condition compared n Mean® F
Model 1° .74
Picture 187 22.95
No Picture 63 22.25
Model 2° 5.26°
Concrete 126 23.81*
Abstract 61 21.16*
No Picture 63 22.25
Model 3¢ 4.78°
Concrete/Interactive 64 24.64"8
Concrete/Noninteractive 62 22.95
Abstract 61 21.16*
No Picture 63 22.25 B

8Means within each model marked with matching capital letter
superscripts represent significant contrasts (p<.05) as
indicated by Bonferroni paired comparisons.
PModel 1 tested pictures (cells 1, 2, 3, 5, 6,and 7) versus
no pictures (cells 4 and 8).
®Model 2 tested concrete pictures (cells 1, 2, 5, and 6)
versus abstract pictures (cells 3 and 7) versus no pictures
%gells 4 and 8).

odel 3 tested concrete/interactive pictures (cells 1 and
5) versus concrete/noninteractive pictures (cells 2 and 6)
versus abstract pictures (cells 3 and 7) versus no pictures
(cells 4 and 8).
°p<.05
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(M=23.81) resulted in a more positive A, than abstract pictures (M=21.16) but not for the no
plcture condition (M=22.25).

Instructions to Imagine (H7d). Hypothesis 7d stated, "As compared to not including
instructions to imagine in an advertisement, including them will result in more positive attitudes
toward the advertisement.” The mean A,g score In the instructions condition (M=24.24) was
significantly different than (p<0.0001) in the no instruction condition (M=21.25). Thus,

Hypothesis 7d was supported.

intentions
Intentions were tested with pictures and instructions to imagine (Model F, 4 =1.67,
p<0.16). Main effects of pictures (F, .5 =1.72, p<0.16) and instructions to imagine (F, ;40 =1.50,
p <0.22) were not significant. Since the main effect of pictures was not significant for intentions,
further analyses was not necessary. However, for completeness, the analyses were performed
and the results summarized in Table 4.7.
Pictures versus No Pictures (H1e). Hypothesis 1e stated, "As compared to not including a
picture in an advertisement, including one will result in greater behavioral intentions.”
Since there was no main effect of pictures on intentions, Hypothesis 1e was not supported.
Comparisons of Picture Conditions (H6a-6¢c). Hypothesis 6 predicted the effects of different
levels of pictures on intentions:
H5:  Greater behavioral intentions will result when an advertisement contains:
a. a concrete/interactive picture versus a concrete/noninteractive picture
b. a concrete/interactive picture versus an abstract picture
c. a concrete/neninteractive picture versus an abstract picture
Bonferroni paired comparisons revealed no significant differences at the p<0.05 level between

concrete/interactive pictures (M=26.03) and concrete/noninteractive pictures (M=22.08},

between concrete/interactive pictures and abstract pictures (M=26.57), or between
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Table 4.7

EFFECTS OF PICTURE CONDITIONS ON INTENTIONS

Picture condition compared n Mean F
Model 1° .82
Picture 187 26.56
No Picture 63 25.23
Model 2P 1.22
Concrete 126 24 .58
Abstract 61 26.57
No Picture 63 26.56
Model 3°¢ 1.72
Concrete/Interactive 64 26.03
Concrete/Noninteractive 62 22.08
Abstract 61 26.57
No Picture 63 26.56

fModel 1 tested pictures (cells 1, 2, 3, 5, 6,and 7) versus
no pictures (cells 4 and 8).

bModel 2 tested concrete pictures (cells 1, 2, 5, and 6)
versus abstract pictures (cells 3 and 7) versus no pictures
(cells 4 and 8).

‘Model 3 tested concrete/interactive pictures (cells 1 and
5) versus concrete/noninteractive pictures (cells 2 and 6)
versus abstract pictures (cells 3 and 7) versus no pictures
(cells 4 and 8).
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concrete/noninteractive pictures and abstract pictures, which was not unexpected due to the
Insignificant picture main effect. Thus, Hypothesis 5 was not supported.

Instructions to Imagine (H7e). Hypothesis 7e stated, "As compared to not including
instructions te imagine in an advertisement, including them will result in greater behavioral
intentions." Since there was not a significant main effect for instructions to imagine on intentions

(Minstructions=26.34 and M, inaiructions= 24.76, p<0.16), Hypothesis 7e was not supported.

Moderating Role of Style of Processing (H8)
Hypothesis 8 stated that an individual's style of processing would moderate relationships
between imagery-eliciting strategies and consequence variables:

H8: Relationships given in Hypotheses 1a through 7e will be stronger as individuals
prefer a visual style of processing.

Style of processing's moderating role between manipulated imagery-eliciting strategies and
consequence variables was assessed by re-analyzing Hypotheses 1a-7e with style of processing
included. According to Baron and Kenny (1986), a significant interaction between
multichotomous independent variables and continuous moderating variables indicates a
moderating relationship. Analyses were performed for each consequence variable, and results
are reported in Table 4.8. As can be seen from Table 4.8, no significant interactions between
pictures and style of processing and between instructions to imagine and style of processing
emerged for any consequence variable. However, style of processing exhibited a significant
main effect on A,p.

Further analyses were performed in which the 20-item SOP scale was broken down into its
10-item visual and 10-item verbal components. Each subscale was dichotomized into high and
low based on a median split. The above analyses were performed again with two style of
processing variables: visual (high and low) and verbal (high and low). A significant interaction

between an independent variable and the proposed moderator would indicate a moderating



