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Marketers and advertisers have long searched for new and more powerful ways to 

measure the effectiveness of advertising.  One data source that has proven useful is 

consumers’ moment-to-moment affective responses to advertisements.  The first essay of 

my dissertation examines consumers’ moment-to-moment evaluations of advertisements 

and presents an application of principal components analysis that allows researchers to 

understand divergence in consumer response and link this divergence to specific elements 

of the ad’s storyline.  While traditional research has focused on the aggregate peak, final 

moment and linear trend of consumers’ affect traces in predicting overall evaluations of 

the advertisement, this application provides better predictions of holdout evaluations.  

Additionally, I find these traditional measures do not provide insight into consumers’ 
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credibility assessments of the advertisement and illustrate that these evaluations are 

determined much earlier in the advertisement. 

The second essay of my dissertation examines how important consumer 

characteristics (receiver factors), such as prior brand attitude and product category 

involvement, impact consumers’ moment-to-moment affective responses to 

advertisements.  I also examine how these consumer characteristics moderate the 

relationship between consumers’ affect traces and important downstream variables such 

as attitude toward the ad, attitude toward the brand and likelihood to purchase the 

product.  I demonstrate that consumers form biased evaluations based on their prior brand 

attitude and category involvement and illustrate how advertisers can reduce these biases 

resulting in greater attitude change in consumers less positively predisposed to the 

product. 
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ESSAY 1: USING PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS ANALYSIS TO 

UNDERSTAND MOMENT-TO-MOMENT AFFECTIVE 

RESPONSES TO ADVERTISEMENTS 

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 

Advertising spending has reached $144 billion per year in the United States (TNS 

Media Intelligence 2007) and $385 billion per year worldwide (Price Waterhouse 

Coopers 2007).  In 2006, Proctor and Gamble spent $4.9 billion and AT&T and General 

Motors each spent $3.3 billion on advertising (Advertising Age Datacenter 2007 

Marketer Profiles Yearbook).  For these particular advertisers, and many others, these 

expenditures represent anywhere from 13 to 16 percent of the company’s prior year 

profits (Proctor and Gamble 2007; AT&T 2007; General Motors 2007).   It is no surprise 

then that a big question for today’s marketers is how they can best gauge the 

effectiveness of these huge advertising investments. 

Traditionally, advertisers have measured the effectiveness of a particular ad in 

terms of its ability to enhance brand recall, change brand attitudes or influence consumers 

to purchase a brand (Poels and Dewitte 2006).  Typically, these effectiveness measures 

are constructed by asking consumers attitudinal questions after viewing the advertisement 

(Poels and Dewitte 2006).  However, these static assessments of attitude collected after 

the viewing of an ad do not address the question of what elements of the marketing 

communication influenced consumers’ brand attitudes.  This poses an important question 

for advertisers wanting to design effective communications, especially given that prior 
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research has shown that the moods and emotions consumers experience during the 

advertisement are a strong antecedent of attitude toward the ad, which ultimately 

influences consumers’ attitudes toward the brand and purchase intentions (Batra and Ray 

1986). More recently, a technique involving “moment-to-moment” evaluations has been 

created to track the development of a consumer’s attitude as that consumer watches the 

ad.  This dynamic attitude measure, collected electronically, provides continuous reports 

of the consumer’s level of positive or negative affect while watching the ad.  The output 

of such measurement can be reported in a graph that depicts the level of affect a 

consumer experienced at every moment of the advertisement:  that consumer’s “affect 

trace”.   

In recent years, researchers and practitioners have drawn insight into advertising 

effectiveness from consumers’ moment-to-moment affective responses to advertisements.  

From a practical perspective, examining consumers’ moment-to-moment affective 

responses to an advertisement reveals the moments of the ad that have the greatest impact 

on viewers.  Such analysis provides practitioners guidance on what elements of the 

advertising execution are creating a desirable versus undesirable effect on consumers.  

However, practitioners typically use eyeball assessments of a graph depicting the average 

affect trace for all consumers to identify such insights.  This research provides an 

objective and mathematical approach for identifying the aspects of the advertisement that 

have the greatest impact on consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces and provides a 

way to examine consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces at the individual level, 

rather than at the aggregate level.   
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From a theoretical perspective, prior research using moment-to-moment 

evaluations of advertisements has typically used this methodology to link key aspects of 

the affect trace to retrospective evaluations of the advertisement (e.g. Baumgartner, Sujan 

and Padgett 1997) and to understand the timing and sequence of events that lead to higher 

overall ratings of humor (Woltman Elpers, Mukherjee and Hoyer 2004) or greater 

likelihood of stopping to watch an advertisement (Woltman Elpers, Wedel and Pieters 

2003).  Published examples of advertising evaluation using moment-to-moment data take 

the ad as the unit of analysis and average responses across all evaluating consumers to 

produce a single affect trace for the ad.  It is the peak, final moment and linear trend of 

this average affect trace with which researchers have worked.  In their study comparing 

the predictive power of “peak, final moment and linear trend” to the predictive power of 

the “sum or average of all moments”, Baumgartner, Sujan and Padgett (1997) aggregated 

consumers’ evaluations to the level of the ad because of precedent in prior “warmth 

monitor” research and a high degree of consistency among individuals’ moment-to-

moment ratings in their small sample.   

In their investigation of the forces that incline consumers to stop watching an ad, 

Woltman-Elpers, Wedel and Pieters (2003) aggregated consumers’ evaluations to the 

level of the ad because they were comparing moment-to-moment ratings of one 

experimental group with the actual zipping and zapping behaviors of another 

experimental group.  Therefore, they were not interested in individual differences in 

consumers’ moment-to-moment ratings of entertainment and information value but, 

rather, formed a single trace for each ad that could be compared with another set of 
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individuals’ inclinations to stop viewing an advertisement.  In their study of the 

relationship between “peak, final moment and linear trend” and advertising humor, 

Woltman-Elpers, Mukherjee and Hoyer (2004) aggregated consumers’ evaluations to the 

level of the ad because of prior research precedent and interest in studying the differences 

between advertisements rather than individuals.  In this paper, I show that managerially 

valuable and theoretically information about differences in consumers’ responses is 

masked by this aggregation. 

While it is true that practitioners sometimes disaggregate consumers’ responses to 

contrast the average affect trace for groups whose response patterns are expected to differ 

(e.g. men versus women), in this paper I go beyond such a priori, intuition-driven 

groupings of consumers and allow principal components analysis to define logical 

response aggregates for study.  Additional managerial and theoretical insight provided by 

this approach includes three key aspects.  

First, the application of principal components analysis I present groups together 

those moments in the ad during which consumers’ reactions follow a consistent pattern.  I 

interpret each identified principal component as a “force” driving divergence in 

consumers’ affective evaluations.  Therefore, I provide a systematic way of identifying 

actual executions of the advertisement that are creating more positive affective responses 

for some consumers and less positive affective responses for other consumers.  This 

technique also allows for the production of graphs depicting the influence of this force on 

consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces.  Second, the principal components model 

makes better predictions of hold out evaluations than does the aggregate “peak, final 
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moment and linear trend” model from the literature.  While prior research derives the 

peak, final moment and linear trend from affect traces depicting the average affective 

response consumers have at each segment of the advertisement, I find that the individual-

level peak, final moment and linear trend provides better predictions than does the 

aggregate model.  

A third managerial implication of theoretical interest concerns the model’s ability 

to predict both ratings of the ads’ credibility, as well as ratings of consumers’ overall 

affective response.  Research on primacy and recency effects (e.g. Deese and Kaufman 

1957; and Murdock 1962) suggests that information presented at the beginning and end 

of an advertisement will have greater impacts on consumers’ overall ad evaluations than 

information presented in the middle.  Prior research has also shown that judgments of an 

ad’s credibility are often based on the appearance and appropriateness of the 

spokesperson (Preister and Petty 2003; McCracken 1989), graphics and production 

quality (Lohse and Rosen 2001), thematic congruence between story and product 

(Howard and Barry 1994) and perceived manipulative intent of the advertiser (Campbell 

1995; Friestad and Wright 1994).  These are all judgments that can be made quickly as 

the storyline of the commercial is introduced and these judgments will then influence 

future processing of the message creating acceptance if the advertisement is perceived as 

credible and resistance if the ad is perceived as not credible (Cotte, Coulter and Moore 

2005; Petty and Cacioppo 1986).  Because the principal components model accounts for 

consumers’ reactions throughout the ad (vs. the “peak, final moment and linear trend” 

model which focuses on consumers’ reactions at the end of the ad), I expect differences 
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in the models’ predictive abilities.  In particular, I predict that the principal components 

model will be more effective than the “peak, final moment and linear trend” model at 

predicting evaluations of the ad’s credibility (driven by reactions to the beginning of the 

ad).   

 After reviewing the literature, I illustrate principal components analysis of 

consumers’ moment-to-moment evaluations for a specific ad and then present results of 

applying that procedure to 34,679 consumers’ evaluations of 46 brand Super Bowl 

advertisements.  Using a holdout sample of 8,574 consumers, I compare the performance 

of the proposed principal components method to the performance of the “peak, final 

moment and linear trend” model.  I then look at the effectiveness of both models’ 

predictions of advertisements’ credibility, such as how informative, persuasive and 

believable the advertisement is versus more affective assessments such as ratings of 

appeal, uniqueness, ability to identify with the ad, and likelihood to purchase the product.  

I end with a discussion of my findings and their implications. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Moment-to-moment research began with Redelmeier and Kahneman (1996) and 

Kahneman et al.’s (1993) studies examining patients’ moment-to-moment evaluations of 

pain experienced during both colonoscopy and lithotripsy medical procedures and linked 

these evaluations to patients’ retrospective accounts of the level of pain experienced.  

Unlike the moment-to-moment applications in the marketing literature, this moment-to-

moment application was conducted at the individual level and responses were not 

aggregated across subjects to form an average affect trace.  They found that patients’ 

judgments of total pain experienced were strongly correlated with the peak intensity of 

the pain and with the amount of pain recorded in the last 3 minutes of the procedure.   

Baumgartner, Sujan and Padgett (1997) demonstrated a similar phenomenon 

using moment-to-moment affective evaluations of advertisements.  They discovered that 

the relationship between retrospective evaluations and the peak and final moment of 

consumers’ average affect traces was stronger than the relationship between retrospective 

evaluations and the sum or average of all moment-to-moment evaluations in the average 

affect trace.  Baumgartner, Sujan and Padgett (1997) also showed that the linear trend of 

the average affect trace and the number of moments before the peak of the average affect 

trace are also related to average retrospective evaluations of ads.  These findings are 

influential because they educate advertisers on the optimal timing of affect generation in 

ads.  They suggest that advertisers should strive to build a steep increase in affect 

throughout the ad that builds to a high peak level occurring at the end of the 
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advertisement.   

Other research has considered the relationship between average moment-to-

moment responses and ratings of overall humor (Woltman Elpers, Mukherjee and Hoyer, 

2004) and how likely consumers are to stop watching an ad (Woltman Elpers, Wedel and 

Pieters, 2003).  It is interesting to note that when the moment-to-moment investigations 

of the peak-final moment rule (Kahneman et al. 1993; Redelmeier and Kahneman 1996) 

moved into the marketing realm, researchers began aggregating consumer’s moment-to-

moment responses together to form an average affect trace for each ad, which served as 

the unit of analysis.  The decision to use the advertisement, rather than the individual, as 

the unit of analysis in marketing realm was driven by prior precedent in the “warmth 

monitor” literature (e.g. Vanden Abeel and MacLachlan 1994), a reported consistency 

amongst moment-to-moment ratings collected from small samples, as well as the nature 

of the hypotheses that were more focused on differences between advertisements than 

individuals.  However, as I will discuss later, the correlations between the peak, final 

moment and linear trend are so large that essentially they seem to be measuring the same 

underlying phenomenon.  One thing to note about this stream of research is that these 

studies typically deal with the three constructs as three separate hypotheses.  Because of 

the high correlation among the three constructs, if one of the hypotheses turned out to be 

true, then it was very likely that hypotheses based on the other two measures would 

illustrate the same effects. 

I extend this stream of moment-to-moment research by moving beyond the 

consideration of average response to explore differences in individual consumers’ 
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responses to a given advertisement.  There are three main research questions I address in 

this study.  First, to what extent do consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces differ 

and how can researchers capture divergence in consumer response to better understand 

consumers’ overall ad evaluations?  Second, does the application of principal components 

analysis to consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces help predict individual ad 

evaluations better than the traditional measures of the aggregate peak, final moment and 

linear trend used in prior research?  Finally, what segments of consumers’ moment-to-

moment affect traces are better at predicting consumers’ overall affective evaluations of 

the advertisement and what segments of the affect trace are better at predicting 

consumers’ overall credibility assessments of the advertisement? 

To answer these research questions, I follow Bradlow’s (2002) application of 

principal components analysis to repeated measures data.   In this case, the repeated 

measures are consumers’ repeated reports of experienced affect while watching an 

advertisement.  Similar to Bradlow (2002), who analyzed repeated measures of 

cumulative penetration rates for durable products and identified the forces driving these 

trends, I analyze repeated measures of consumers’ evaluations of an advertisement and 

identify factors that drive those evaluations.  Just as Bradlow identified the “feature” of 

his durable products sales data represented by an estimated principal component by 

noting the moments that load most highly on that principal component, I identify the 

“force” shaping ad response represented by an estimated principal component by noting 

the moments that load most highly on that principal component.  
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CHAPTER 3: METHOD 

 

In traditional applications of principal components analysis, one summarizes a 

large number of variables with a smaller number of underlying principal components.  

Bradlow’s (2002) application differs in that his approach summarizes one variable 

measured a large number of times (e.g., a consumer’s evaluation of an ad measured at 

every moment of the ad) with a smaller number of underlying components.  Looking 

across consumers, principal components analysis will group together those moments 

during which consumers’ reactions follow a consistent pattern.  I interpret each identified 

principal component as a “force” acting on consumers’ affective evaluations to an ad.  By 

focusing on those moments in which that “force” is most powerful (i.e. those moments 

with the highest loadings on a particular principal component), I identify the elements of 

the ad that power this force.   

Using the method described above, I ran principal components analysis with 

varimax rotation separately for consumers’ evaluations of 46 Super Bowl 

advertisements1. For each advertisement, the input matrix contained moment-to-moment 

responses for each consumer who evaluated the advertisement, with rows representing 

consumers and columns representing moments.  For the advertisements in this study 

                                                 
1 Movie trailers and public service announcements were not included in this study. 
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advertisements, I retained all principal components with eigenvalues greater than 1 

(Kaiser 1960).2   

Using the factor score coefficient matrix, one is able to assign each consumer in 

the sample a score on each principal component.  An individual consumer’s score on a 

particular principal component represents the extent to which that consumer’s moment-

to-moment affective rating was positively (indicated by a positive principal component 

score) or negatively (indicated by a negative principal component score) impacted by that 

principal component or force.  As suggested by Bradlow’s (2002) work, I plot the 

average affect trace for the consumers with the highest scores on a principal component 

to get a sense of how the principal component or force impacted consumers’ affect traces 

positively.  Likewise, by plotting an average affect trace for the consumers with the 

lowest scores on that principal component, I get a sense of how the principal component 

or force impacted consumers’ affect traces negatively.  When plotted, these visual 

depictions allow the researcher to pinpoint the moment in the advertisement when 

consumers’ responses begin to diverge in reaction to the force identified by that particular 

principal component.   

Consumers’ principal component scores can also be used to understand what 

types of consumers responded most positively and negatively to these forces, as well as 

to predict retrospective evaluations of the advertisement.  A model of consumers’ 

                                                 
2 Kaiser’s eigenvalue greater than 1 rule was consistent with a review of each scree plot (as suggested by 
Cattell 1966; Stevens 2002), where the point where there is a significant drop off in the amount of variance 
explained was the same point as where the eigenvalue was greater than 1.  Additionally, our sample size 
(average of 930 per ad) and high principal component loadings are consistent with the work by Guadagnoli 
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retrospective evaluations of an advertisement with that consumers’ principal component 

scores as predictor variables tells us how the forces represented by the principal 

components impact those retrospective evaluations.  A model of consumers’ scores on a 

particular principal component using consumers’ demographic descriptions as predictor 

variables gives insight into the kinds of consumers who react strongly to a principal 

component. 

                                                                                                                                                 
and Velicer (1988) that showed that the eigenvalue greater than 1 rule was robust in cases where the sample 
size is greater than 150 and where more than four principal component loadings are greater than 0.60.   
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CHAPTER 4: DATA 

 

The data utilized in this study was collected by a marketing research firm in the 

two week period after the 2004 Super Bowl starting on February 2nd and ending on 

February 16th.  Consumers (recruited via search engines and portals such as Yahoo and 

Google) visited the website of the marketing research firm and provided evaluations for a 

sample of Super Bowl advertisements.  It is important to note that each consumer 

evaluated a different sample of advertisements.  Consumers answered demographic 

questions (gender, age, ethnicity, education, income, and number of people in the 

household) and then read detailed instructions that explained the process by which they 

would evaluate the advertisements.   

The method of collecting moment-to-moment evaluations in this study is similar 

to that used in earlier moment-to-moment research (e.g. Baumgartner, Sujan and Padgett 

1997; Woltman Elpers, Wedel and Pieters 2003; and Woltman Elpers, Mukherjee and 

Hoyer 2004).  After indicating that s/he understood the instructions, the consumer viewed 

an advertisement on his/her computer screen and concurrently used a mouse to guide a 

slider located on the screen beneath the advertisement that indicated how appealing s/he 

thought the advertisement was at each moment.  The slider scale contained 11 values that 

ranged from 0 to 10.  Consumers were instructed to begin at the midpoint of the scale 

(level 5), which represented neutral appeal (neither appealing nor unappealing).  From 

there, consumers were instructed to move the slider continuously while viewing the 
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commercial to reflect how appealing (values greater than 5) or unappealing (values less 

than 5) the advertisement was at each moment.  The computer recorded the position of 

the slider on the 11 point scale at one second intervals throughout the advertisement.  For 

a 30 second ad, this resulted in 30 measures of positive or negative affect. 

A total of 11,759 consumers each viewed an average of slightly under five 

advertisements, yielding approximately 977 consumers for each of the 46 ads studied.  

After viewing an advertisement, a consumer was asked for his/her retrospective 

evaluation of that advertisement on the following eight dimensions: 1) overall appeal of 

the ad, 2) overall information value of the ad, 3) overall persuasiveness of the ad, 4) 

overall uniqueness of the ad, 5) overall ability to identify with the ad, 6) overall 

believability of the ad, 7) overall likelihood to purchase the product, and 8) overall 

attitude toward the brand.  These evaluations, measured on a seven point scale, were 

highly correlated at the individual level for each of the advertisements (0.81 < α  < 0.94).   < 0.94).  

Therefore, I created a composite measure (for each consumer, for each ad) called “overall 

ad rating”, by adding together that consumer’s rating of that ad on all eight dimensions.  

Table 1 reports all inter-item correlations and correlations with the composite variable for 

one advertisement.   

 



 15 

CHAPTER 5: ILLUSTRATION OF PROPOSED TECHNIQUE 

 

I present principal components analysis of moment-to-moment affect data for one 

of the ads in this study.  With this illustration I hope to clarify the analysis process and 

also demonstrate the value of the insights the process produces.  To protect the identity of 

the advertiser, I will discuss the advertisement generically at the level of the product 

category. 

Snack Product Ad:  The Elderly Couple and a Bag of Snacks 

This snack product ad begins with a 40-something year old man kissing his 

elderly parents goodbye while eating the last snack product from the bowl they were 

sharing.  The son takes the brand new bag of snacks sitting next to the bowl with him 

when he leaves the room.   Upon his exit, the son unknowingly drops the bag of snacks 

and his elderly parents begin a race to capture the brand new bag of snacks.  First, the 

elderly husband trips his elderly wife with his cane and she falls.  The elderly husband 

then passes his fallen wife on the ground and stabs her in the back with his cane to keep 

her down.  The elderly wife reaches ahead and unsuccessfully tries to trip her husband 

and he wins the race to claim the fallen bag of snacks.  The elderly husband flashes a sign 

of victory and the camera switches back to his fallen wife who brandishes his dentures 

that she somehow managed to pilfer so he is unable to eat the snack product.  The elderly 

husband looks frustrated and the advertisement then switches to a product shot and an 
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invisible announcer announces the product claims.  The advertisement ends with the son 

returning to collect his missing bag of snacks. 

Principal Components Analysis of the Snack Product Ad 

A total of 978 consumers viewed and provided moment-to-moment ratings for 

this advertisement.   Principal components analysis of these ratings yielded five principal 

components with eigenvalues greater than one, accounting for 88% of the variance in 

moment-to-moment ratings across consumers (see Table 2).  Table 3 shows the rotated 

component matrix, which illustrates how each moment of the ad loads on the five 

retained principal components.  The five principal components represent five forces that 

drive heterogeneity in consumers’ moment-to-moment ratings of the advertisement and 

the principal component loadings allow us to identify exactly when these identified forces 

have their strongest effect.  For the first six seconds of the advertisement, there seem to 

be two calibration periods accounting for 9% and 8% of the variance in consumers’ 

responses respectively.  These two principal components may correspond to 

idiosyncrasies in the starting positions of consumers’ evaluation sliders or similar 

“noise”. 

Moments 7 through 13, which load on the “set-up component” (principal 

component 3), correspond to the set-up of the storyline, beginning with Spanish music 

when the elderly couple start their race to the fallen bag of snack product and ending 

when the elderly husband trips his elderly wife.  Plots of average affect traces for 

consumers with principal component scores in the top and bottom deciles for this 
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component are shown in Figure 1.  Affect seems to split at moment 4, when the son grabs 

the last of the snack product.  Consumers that respond favorably to the set-up component 

reach a peak at the moment when the elderly husband trips his wife.  Consumers that 

respond negatively to the set-up component experience a decline in affect until moment 

10 when it is evident that the elderly husband and his wife are going to race for the bag of 

snack product. The regression explaining the set-up components’ scores with consumers’ 

demographics was not statistically significant (F = 1.73, p = n.s., see Table 4), indicating 

that there is no obvious demographic correlate of consumers’ positive or negative 

reaction to the set up of this ad. 

Moments 14 through 22, which load on the “development component” (principal 

component 1), correspond to the storyline development, where the violence against the 

elderly wife continues, the elderly husband wins the race, but the wife flashes his 

dentures signaling that he will be unable to eat the bag of snacks.  Average affect traces 

for consumers that scored in the top and bottom deciles of this component are shown in 

Figure 2.  The initial split in average affect traces for the development component occurs 

at moment 11, the first act of violence against the elderly wife.  For consumers that 

responded favorably to the storyline development, there is a steep increase in affect 

through both violent episodes that reaches a high plateau at moment 17, when the elderly 

husband apparently wins the race.  Consumers that responded negatively to the storyline 

development experienced a decrease in affect through the violent episodes reaching a low 

point at moment 17, when the elderly husband apparently wins the race.  There is a mild 

increase in affect when the elderly wife flashes her husband’s dentures possibly reflecting 
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amusement at the turn of events where the woman gets the final word.  As shown in 

Table 4, the regression with scores on the development component (principal component 

1) as the dependent variable indicates that consumers that responded favorably to the 

storyline development tended to be young (β  =  = - 0.17, p < 0.01), male (β  = 0.07, p < 0.01)  = 0.07, p < 0.01) 

and white (β  = 0.10, p < 0.01) (F = 9.239, p < 0.001).  Not surprisingly, consumers that  = 0.10, p < 0.01) (F = 9.239, p < 0.001).  Not surprisingly, consumers that 

responded unfavorably to the storyline development tended to be older, female and 

minority.  

Moments 23 through 30, corresponding to the storyline conclusion and transition 

into brand claims, load most heavily on the “conclusion component” (principal 

component 2).  Average affect traces for consumers scoring on the opposite extremes of 

the conclusion component are depicted in Figure 3.  The initial split in affect seems to 

occur at moment 14, where the elderly husband stabs the fallen elderly wife with his cane 

to keep her down.  From here, affect steadily increases for consumers that responded 

favorably to the conclusion and brand claims and reaches a peak at the last few moments 

of the advertisement when the son returns home to claim the dropped bag of snack 

product.  In almost a mirror image, the consumers that responded negatively to the 

conclusion and brand claims reach a low point toward the conclusion of the story when 

the son returns home to claim the bag of snack product.  Interestingly, consumers that had 

positive (negative) reactions to the conclusion of the storyline continued to exhibit an 

increase (decrease) in affect though the brand claims.  Again, the regression explaining 

the conclusion component (principal component 2) scores as a function of demographic 

variables was not significant (F = 1.64, p = n.s., Table 4). 
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Table 5 reports regressions explaining retrospective advertising evaluations as a 

function of principal component scores for the snack product ad.  Note that in the 

regression with the retrospective “overall ad rating” as the dependent variable, the 

conclusion/brand claims portion of the ad had the strongest impact (β  = 0.41, p<.01),  = 0.41, p<.01), 

followed by storyline development (β  = 0.28, p < 0.01) and storyline set = 0.28, p < 0.01) and storyline set-up (β  = 0.08, p <  = 0.08, p < 

0.01) (adjusted R
2
 = 0.25).  Therefore, the application of principal components analysis 

identifies segments of the storyline driving divergence in consumer response.  Principal 

component scores, reflecting the extent to which consumers responded positively or 

negatively to each segment of the storyline, can be used to effectively predict consumers’ 

overall evaluations of the advertisement.  Generally, consumers’ reaction to the storyline 

conclusion is the strongest predictor of consumers’ overall ad evaluations, followed by 

their reactions to the storyline development and storyline set-up.    

It is interesting to compare the observations about the snack product ad based on 

the principal components model to what one can infer about the ad from the aggregate 

affect trace.  Figure 4 presents the overall average trace for the snack product ad with the 

solid line.  I see a steadily increasing affect trace that reaches a high peak at the very last 

moment of the advertisement.  However, what I do not see here is divergence in 

consumer response occurring at different segments of the storyline (which I did see in 

Figures 1-3).  I also do not observe that some consumers did not like introduction of the 

storyline featuring an older couple and their son sharing a bag of snack product on a 

beautiful Mediterranean veranda or that some consumers did not like the development of 

the storyline that featured a few violent episodes between the elderly husband and his 
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wife.  I also do not see that some consumers responded very favorably to the conclusion 

of the storyline and other consumers did not.  The average affect trace provides no real 

insight as to which executional elements of the advertisement are influencing consumers’ 

moment-to-moment evaluations.  The dashed and dotted lines in Figure 4 depict the 

average affect trace for men (dashed line) and for women (dotted line).  Notice that there 

is a slight difference between the average affect trace between men and women at the 

moment the elderly husband trips his elderly wife and this small gap remains until the 

conclusion of the advertisement.  However, comparing the affect trace between these two 

groups may mislead advertisers, because both are steadily increasing in positive affect 

and the average affect trace does not capture the extent to which certain consumers 

reacted negatively to different segments of the storyline, nor does it capture the window 

during which this divergence in consumer response occurs. 

In summary, using principal components analysis to understand consumers’ 

moment-to-moment affect traces provides practitioners with a managerially important 

diagnostic tool to understand how executional elements of the advertisement impact 

consumers’ moment-to-moment ratings of that advertisement.  While prior research has 

focused on the importance of building to a high peak and final moment, I uncover three 

storyline elements (storyline set-up, storyline development and storyline conclusion) that 

each explain incremental variance when trying to predict consumers’ retrospective 

evaluations of this advertisement.  Therefore, advertisers would be best advised to 

monitor consumers’ reaction to each segment of the storyline to ensure that they are 

obtaining the highest possible overall ad evaluations. Additionally, prior moment-to-
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moment research has aggregated consumers’ moment-to-moment affective responses and 

used the average affect trace for each advertisement as the unit of analysis.  This 

application shows that meaningful differences between consumers’ moment-to-moment 

responses are masked by examining the average affect trace.  In this demonstration, I 

reveal three storyline segments that resulted in measurable divergence in consumer 

response.  Further, by regressing consumers’ demographic characteristics against the 

principal component scores reflecting consumers’ reactions to each segment of the 

storyline, I found that older consumers, women and minorities reacted negatively to the 

violence against the elderly wife in the advertisement.  The responses of this particular 

segment were not evident by examining the average affect trace for all consumers.  

Therefore, managers and researchers can ensure that each storyline element is effectively 

reaching their target audience by employing this application of principal components 

analysis. 
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CHAPTER 6: FINDINGS ACROSS ALL ADVERTISEMENTS 

 

Estimating the Proposed Principal Component Model  

I repeated the above described procedure for each of the 46 advertisements in the 

sample.  Principal components analysis with varimax rotation was applied to moment-to-

moment responses for each ad.  Principal components with eigenvalues greater than 1 

were retained (per Kaiser 1960). Scree plots were examined (as suggested by Cattell 

1966; Stevens 2002).  Moments were associated with the component on which they had 

the highest loading.  In 43 of the 46 cases3, the components corresponding to the set-up, 

development and conclusion/brand claims segments of the storyline explained more 

variance than other retained components.  As in the snack product example, principal 

components analysis of the other ads identified additional components associated with 

                                                 

3 The three advertisements that did not have the three principal component structure (set up, 
development, conclusion and brand claim) differed by including an additional storyline component 
corresponding to a twist in the storyline development.  In Anheuser Busch (Budweiser) ad number 19, they 
told the story of a donkey trying to satisfy his life dream of becoming one of the Budweiser Clydesdales.  
The storyline was introduced and concluded with the donkey being accepted as one of the Clydesdales.  
However, there were two development sections in between that corresponded to the donkey preparing to 
become a Clydesdale and an actual interview for becoming a Clydesdale.   It is important to note that this 
was a 60 second advertisement, so there was more time in this advertisement to incorporate an additional 
storyline element.  In Sierra Mist ad number 16, there is an additional development period of 2 seconds 
depicting a bagpiper enjoying air being blown up his skirt as he stood over a manhole cover that generated 
extreme responses.  In Charmin ad number 25, two levels of suspense corresponded to two separate 
components of the storyline development.  First, there is suspense created because nobody understands why 
the quarterback in the ad is feeling Charmin right before the snap.  The second level of suspense is created 
when a delay of game is called and people don’t know who swapped the quarterbacks towel for a roll of 
Charmin to ruin the game for the team.  In other words, the two advertisements that did not follow the three 
principal component structure differed by including an additional storyline development component 
corresponding to an extra twist in the storyline.  The overall average evaluation of these three ads (M = 
25.9), was not statistically significantly different from the overall average evaluation for the other 43 ads 
(M = 27.9) (F = 1.606, p = n.s.), so it seems that the added plot twist neither enhanced nor detracted from 
the ad’s appeal.   
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the earliest moments of the ad (typically related to calibration or noise) that accounted for 

an average of 8.8% of the variance in consumers’ moment-to-moment ratings.  Graphs of 

these affect traces were generally not theoretically meaningful, except for a few instances 

where they influenced ad evaluations for reasons that were specific to certain ads and not 

generalizable4, and were dropped from further analyses. 

To get a feel for the power of these three identified components to explain 

variation in consumers’ reactions to advertisements, Table 6 reports eignevalues and the 

percent of variance explained by each component for each ad.  I summarize by reporting 

that, on average, the set-up component had an eigenvalue of 5.7 and explained 17% of the 

variance in consumers’ responses.  The development and conclusion components had an 

average eigenvalue of 8.3 and 11.0 respectively and explained 25% and 32% of the 

variance in moment-to-moment ratings respectively. 

 Table 7 reports the results of regressions with “overall ad evaluation” as the 

dependent variable and scores on the three identified principal components as predictor 

variables.  The second through fourth columns report the standardized betas for each 

                                                 
4 I examined the ability of the calibration components to predict overall retrospective evaluations of the 
advertisement and found significant coefficients in 11 out of 46 advertisements.  Advertisements had either 
one or two calibration periods.  The first calibration period was negatively related to overall evaluations in 
8 out of 46 advertisements and positively related to overall evaluations in 1 out of 46 advertisements.  
These principal components explained an average of 9.5% of the variation in moment-to-moment 
evaluations.  Graphs of these affect traces associated with the first few seconds of the advertisement, seem 
to be related to calibration error with two sets of consumers starting at slightly different starting points on 
the affect scale.  A second calibration period was shown to be positively related to overall evaluations in 4 
out of the 46 advertisements.  There principal components explained an average of 8.4% of the variation in 
moment-to-moment evaluations.  Graphs of these affect traces indicated something grabbing consumers’ 
attention in the early phases of the advertisement guiding a slice-of-life impression (e.g. an exchange 
student’s accent in Sony ad 37 and a child with soap in his mouth in Chevrolet ad 31).  As these significant 
calibration periods account for less than 12% of the variance in consumers’ moment-to-moment ratings and 
explanations seem to be ad specific, they will not be discussed further.   
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principal component score as a predictors of “overall ad evaluation” for the advertisement 

listed in the first column.  Starred coefficient estimates are statistically significant.  

Adjusted R-squared for each regression is reported in the fifth column.  It is useful to 

note that the set-up of the storyline had a significant influence on retrospective 

evaluations of the advertisement for 37 of the 46 ads; development of the storyline had a 

significant relationship for 43 of the 46 advertisements; and conclusion of the storyline 

had a significant relationship for all of the 46 studied advertisements.  This analysis 

suggests that it is not just consumers’ reactions at the end of an ad (as suggested by 

previous research focused on “peak” and “final moment”) that influence consumers’ 

retrospective evaluations.  Rather, consumers’ reactions to the set-up and to the 

development of the storyline also influence overall retrospective ad evaluations. 

Therefore, advertisers that want to attain the highest overall retrospective evaluations of 

an ad should pay attention to more than just the level of affect occurring at the peak and 

final moment of the advertisement, but should also be monitoring the levels of affect 

created during the storyline set-up and development segments of the ad.  Attaining higher 

levels of affect during these storyline segments would contribute to higher overall ad 

evaluations.  Plus, it is important to remember that these principal components are 

uncovering storyline driven sources of divergence in consumer response that is often 

masked by examining the average affect trace.  Understanding these story-driven sources 

of divergence can help advertisers adjust the storyline to create more of a unanimous 

appeal, raising overall ratings. 
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 I forego reporting the results of regression using demographic variables to predict 

principal component scores for each advertisement, though those results provide useful 

managerial insight analogous to the finding that the snack product ad alienated elderly 

women and minorities.  The interpretation of those regressions would require discussion 

of each of the 45 remaining ads and that is a task beyond the scope of this paper.  

Relative Predictive Ability of Principal Component Score Model versus “Peak, Final 
Moment and Linear Trend” Model 
 

 To cleanly test the relative predictive ability of the principal component score 

model versus the “peak, final moment and linear trend” model, I estimate those models 

with 36,308 ad evaluations (81% of all evaluations) and use the two models to predict 

evaluations for a randomly selected holdout sample of 8,574 ad evaluations (19% of all 

evaluations). 

 I estimate the “peak, final moment and linear trend” model following published 

methods (Baumgartner, Sujan and Padgett 1997; Woltman Elpers, Mukherjee and Hoyer 

2004).  Using the 36,308 ad evaluations in the estimation sample, I calculate, for each 

advertisement (indexed by j), an average peak, P
j
, an average value for the final moment, 

F
j
 and the estimated linear trend, L

j
.  Letting OAE

ij
 represent consumer i’s retrospective, 

overall evaluation of the j
th
 advertisement, I estimate the following model:   

OAE
ij
 = α

0 
+ α

1
P

j 
+ α

2
F

j
 + α

3
L

j
 + error 
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To predict a holdout consumer’s overall evaluation of the ad using the aggregate “peak, 

final moment and linear trend” model, estimated 0 1 2 3
ˆ ˆ ˆˆ, , ,aα α α  are combined with that 

holdout consumer’s observed peak, final moment and linear trend.   

 Using the procedure described earlier, with the 36,308 ad evaluations in the 

estimation sample, I estimate a principal component score model for each of the 46 ads.  

Letting Setup
ij
 = consumer i’s score on the storyline set-up component for advertisement 

j, Develop
ij
 = consumer i’s score on the storyline development component for 

advertisement j, and Concl
ij
 = consumer i’s score on the conclusion and brand claim 

component for advertisement j, I estimate the following models (one for each ad): 

OAE
ij
 = β

0j 
+ β

j1
* Setup

ij 
+ β

j2
Develop

ij
 + β

j3
Concl

ij
 + error,    j=1,2,…,46 

To predict advertising evaluations using the principal component score model, I 

first estimate expected principal component scores for each holdout observation.  Letting 

m index moments of the ad, for a particular ad, j, to estimate holdout consumer i’s score 

on a particular component, I sum the product of the holdout consumer’s standardized 

level of affect for each moment (Zaffect
mij

) and the estimated component score 

coefficients for each moment, where those coefficients for the three components are:  

FSCSetup
mj

, FSCDevelop
mj

, or FSCConcl
mj

.  This gives us: 

Consumer i’s expected “setup” component score for ad j =  

                                         FSSetup
ij
 = mj

adofmomentsm

mij FSCSetupZaffect *
..

∑
∈

  

Consumer i’s expected “development” component score for ad j  =  
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                                          FSDevelop
ij
 = ∑

∈ adofmomentsm

mjmij FSCDevelopZaffect
..

*  

  Consumer i’s expected “conclusion and brand claim” component score for ad j =  

                                          FSConcl
ij 
= ∑

∈ adofmomentsm

mjmij FSCConclZaffect
..

*   

 

I then combine expected component scores with estimated parameters 3210
ˆ,ˆ,ˆ,ˆ

jjjj ββββ  to 

predict the retrospective advertising evaluations for holdout consumers using the 

component model. 

 For both prediction systems, I compute the accuracy of predictions by squaring 

the difference between the true retrospective evaluation and the predicted retrospective 

evaluation and let pfl

ijSE = the squared error for the holdout evaluation of ad j by 

consumer i using the “peak, final moment and linear trend” model and let component

ijSE  = 

the squared error for the holdout evaluation of ad j by consumer i using the principal 

component score model.  I compare the models’ predictions by comparing their squared 

errors and find that: 

( , ). . .

( )pfl component

ij ij

i j in holdout sample

SE SE−∑ = 10.67 

This difference is statistically significant (t = 17.13, p < 0.001).  A consumer’s 

retrospective advertising evaluation is better predicted by the individual level principal 

component score model than by the aggregate “peak, final moment and linear trend” 

model.  



 28 

 I also estimate the “peak, final moment and linear trend” model using the 

individual, rather than the advertisement, as the unit of analysis on the calibration sample 

of 36,308 evaluations and use this estimated model to predict evaluations for the 8,574 

evaluations in the holdout sample.  Using the evaluations in the calibration sample, I 

calculate the peak level of affect each individual experiences during each advertisement, 

P
ij
, the level of affect each individual experiences at the final moment of each 

advertisement, F
ij
, and the linear trend of each individual’s affect trace for each 

advertisement, L
ij.
 I estimate the following model for each advertisement, letting OAE

ij 

represent consumer i’s retrospective, overall evaluation of the jth advertisement: 

OAE
ij
 = α

0 
+ α

1
P

ij 
+ α

2
F

ij
 + α

3
L

ij
 + error 

I then combine the holdout consumer’s observed peak, final moment, and linear trend 

with estimated parameters 0 1 2 3
ˆ ˆ ˆˆ, , ,aα α α  to predict a holdout consumer’s overall 

evaluation of the ad. 

 I compare the predictive accuracy of the individual level “peak, final moment and 

linear trend” model with the individual-level principal component score model described 

earlier by comparing pfl

ijSE  and component

ijSE and find that: 

( , ). . .

( )pfl component

ij ij

i j in holdout sample

SE SE−∑ = 0.32 
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This difference is not statistically significant (t = 0.98, p = n.s.), indicating that the 

individual-level principal component score model performs just as well as an individual 

“peak, final moment and linear trend” model.   

Interestingly, an individual-level peak, final moment and linear trend model offers 

better predictions of individuals’ overall evaluations of the advertisement than using the 

traditional aggregate measures of peak, final moment, and overall linear trend.  The 

individual-level principal component model also offers equally good predictions.  

However, since each principal component corresponds to divergence in consumer 

response occurring at different segments of the storyline, my data suggests that large 

sample sizes do not produce the homogeneity in consumer responses that has caused 

previous researchers to aggregate their data.  Instead, an application of this technique 

across a large sample of individuals reveals a great deal of heterogeneity in consumer 

response: heterogeneity that advertisers should strive to understand so that they can 

ensure that they are successfully delivering a positive message to their target audiences. 

Relative Ability of Principal Components Model to Predict Measures of Affect and 
Credibility versus Traditional Measures of Peak, Final Moment and Linear Trend  

This section will begin with a discussion of the dependent variables used in this 

study, as well as theoretical reasoning as to why I believe that consumers’ credibility and 

affective evaluations of the advertisement would be determined at different segments of 

consumers’ affect traces.  Then I will discuss the analyses and findings pertaining to 

consumers’ affective evaluations of the advertisement, followed by the analyses and 

findings pertaining to consumers’ credibility assessments of the advertisement. 
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Credibility and Affective Evaluations of the Advertisement 

As we have seen, looking across consumers within a particular ad, retrospective 

evaluations of an ad on a collection of dimensions (both credibility-related and affective) 

yields highly correlated responses (see Table 1).  This may pertain to a halo effect where 

positive feelings about an object on a particular attribute may influence subsequent 

evaluations of that object on independent and unrelated attributes (Beckwith and 

Lehmann 1975; Beckwith and Lehmann 1976; Thorndike 1920) or reflect that attitude 

toward the advertisement is widely accepted to be comprised of both affective and 

cognitive components (Miniard, Bhatla and Rose 1990; Lutz 1981) and that these 

components may be highly correlated at the individual level.  In this case, consumers who 

like the ad give the ad higher ratings on all dimensions.  Consumers who do not like the 

ad give the ad lower ratings on all dimensions.   

In contrast, when I consider evaluations across advertisements, I would expect 

credibility-related and affective dimensions to move differently depending on the type of 

appeal used by the advertiser.  Some ads contain a more cognitive appeal that emphasizes 

product relevant information and conveys strong brand claims and are likely to generate 

higher ratings of how informative, believable and persuasive consumers think the ad is 

(Miniard, Bhatla and Rose 1990).  Other ads use a more affective appeal, using peripheral 

cues such as setting, sounds, characters and storyline to generate positive affect about the 

brand by portraying the brand in a humorous, warm, or exciting context (Miniard, Bhatla 

and Rose 1990).  An affective appeal is more likely to result in higher evaluations of 

appeal (attitude toward the ad), uniqueness and ability to identify with the ad, which is 
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also expected to lead to greater attitude toward the brand and likelihood to purchase the 

brand under low involvement conditions (MacKenzie, Lutz and Belch 1986).   

Indeed, I do find that these two dimensions move separately with credibility 

measures such as information value, persuasiveness and believability all being highly 

correlated (r > 0.59) and affective measures such as appeal, uniqueness, ability to identify 

with the ad, attitude toward the brand and likelihood to purchase the brand, all being 

highly correlated (r > 0.51) (see Table 8 for correlation matrix).  A principal components 

analysis on the retrospective evaluations confirmed these two main dimensions (see 

Table 9).  Component 1, the affective component, accounted for 52% of the variance in 

the average retrospective evaluations and loaded highly on overall appeal (loading = 

0.94), uniqueness (loading = 0.83), ability to identify with the ad (loading = 0.94), 

attitude toward the brand (loading = 0.81) and likelihood to purchase the product (loading 

= 0.81).  The second principal component, the credibility component, accounted for 32% 

of the variance in retrospective evaluations and loaded highly on dimensions such as 

information value (loading = 0.91), persuasiveness (loading = 0.73) and believability 

(loading = 0.92).   

Each ad was assigned a component score that reflects the extent to which it scored 

positively or negatively on both the credibility and affective components.  I then 

compared the ability of both the principal component model and the traditional measures 

of the peak, final moment and linear trend to predict the overall credibility and affective 

ratings for each of the advertisements.  In my prior analyses at the individual level, I used 

each individual’s principal component score to predict overall evaluations.  However, 
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since principal component scores are standardized measures, the average principal 

component score for each ad is zero.  Instead, for each ad, I calculated a difference 

variable reflecting the level of divergence in consumer response at each segment of the 

storyline by subtracting the level of affect experienced by people that scored in the upper 

decile of that component from the level of affect from those that scored in the lowest 

decile.  I also calculated the average level of affect experienced by individuals during 

each segment of the storyline for each advertisement.   

In this analysis, I use divergence in consumer response as the predictor of 

credibility ratings, since prior research has suggested that consumers use a non-

compensatory, heuristic approach to generating credibility judgments.  For example, 

research has shown that consumers often form quick judgments of an ad’s credibility 

based on the appearance and appropriateness of the spokesperson (Preister and Petty 

2003; McCracken 1989), graphics and production quality (Lohse and Rosen 2001), 

thematic congruence between story and product (Howard and Barry 1994) and perceived 

manipulative intent of the advertiser (Campbell 1995; Friestad and Wright 1994).  In 

conditions of low involvement, credibility assessments of an advertisement can be based 

more on a consumers’ liking of an endorser, which will cause consumers’ to be more 

receptacle to the endorser’s claims (Petty, Cacioppo and Schumann 1983).  Credibility 

assessments are based more on quick impressions generated during the set-up of the 

advertisement rather than a detailed, weighted integration of numerous advertising 

attributes.  These quick judgments can also influence future processing of the message, 
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creating acceptance if the advertisement is perceived as credible and resistance if the ad is 

perceived as not credible (Cotte, Coulter and Moore 2005; Petty and Cacioppo 1986).   

My results show that initial levels of reported affect reflect this instant impression 

about an ad’s credibility, which is consistent with a large body of literature that supports 

that cognitions lead to affect (e.g. Burke and Edell 1989; Batra and Ray 1986) as well as 

more current literature that suggest that this relationship works both ways (e.g. 

MacKenzie, Lutz and Belch 2001; Vakratsas and Ambler 1999 ).  However, lower levels 

of affect experienced during the set-up of the advertisement are indicative of much lower 

levels of credibility.   

Prior research suggests that consumers tend to weigh negative inputs more 

heavily in their judgments than equally valenced positive information (Birnbaum, 1972; 

Feldman, 1966; Fiske, 1980; Hodges, 1974).  Therefore, consumers that experience low 

levels of affect during the set-up segment, reflecting their assessments of the ad’s 

credibility, will have a greater impact on bringing down the average credibility ratings of 

the advertisement than consumers experiencing high levels of affect during the storyline 

set-up.  Examining the average level of affect consumers experience at the set-up of the 

advertisement does not capture the disproportionate influence that consumers with 

negative affect have on overall credibility ratings.  Therefore, I examine the divergence in 

the levels of affect consumers’ experience at the set-up of the advertisement and link this 

divergence to consumers’ overall credibility assessments of the ad.  However, I use the 

average level of affect at each segment of the storyline to predict affective evaluations, 

since my results suggest that consumers are integrating affective information at each 
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segment of the storyline to form their overall evaluations in a more compensatory manner 

(i.e. positive and negative levels of affect have similar influences on consumers affective 

evaluations of the advertisement).  A correlation matrix examining the correlations 

between all independent variables used in this analysis is contained in Table 10. 

Predicting Consumers’ Affective Ad Evaluations 

First, I examine the predictive ability of the average level of affect experienced 

during each segment of the storyline in predicting overall average affective evaluations.  

Table 11 shows the regression equations with average affect during the set-up, 

development and conclusion as predictors and regressions with the traditional measures 

of the peak, final moment and linear trend as predictors.  You will see that both 

approaches yield statistically significant models (F = 99.063, p < 0.0001 for the principal 

components model and F = 76.778, p < 0.0001 for the peak, final moment and linear 

trend model) and that both fit well (R
2
 = 0.87 and 0.84 for the principal components 

model and peak, final moment and linear trend model respectively).   

As shown in Table 10, there was a high degree of correlation between the 

independent variables making the coefficients shown in Table 11 difficult to interpret.  

To deal with the multicollinearity issue, I ran a series of step-wise regressions (per 

Stevens 2002), first allowing the average level of affect consumers experience during the 

set-up to explain variance in the average affective rating of each advertisement, then 

permitting the average level of affect during the development to explain the residuals, and 

finally letting the average level of affect during the conclusion to explain the remaining 
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residuals.  I then compared these regressions against the best performing permutation of 

the peak, final moment and linear trend5.  The stepwise regressions (see Table 12) 

showed that the average level of affect consumers experience at each segment of the 

storyline has a positive and incremental impact on overall affective evaluations of the 

advertisement (t = 4.72, p < 0.001 for the set-up, t = 3.30, p < 0.002 for the development 

and t = 2.403, p < 0.021 for the conclusion).  However, the stepwise regressions also 

showed that the entire predictive ability of the peak, final moment and linear trend model 

is captured by the final moment (t = 15.36, p < 0.0001).  Neither the peak nor linear trend 

explained anything about overall affective evaluations that was not already captured by 

the final moment.   

Predicting Consumers’ Ad Credibility Evaluations 

Next, I examined the predictive ability of divergence in consumer response at 

each segment of the storyline in predicting credibility evaluations in comparison with the 

traditional measures of peak, final moment and overall linear trend (see Table 13).  An 

examination of these models reveals that divergence in consumer response at each 

segment of the storyline does predict overall credibility evaluations (F = 2.815, p < 0.05) 

and demonstrates a moderate degree of fit (adjusted R
2 
= 0.108).  However, these models 

also reveal that peak, final moment and linear trend do not predict consumers’ 

evaluations of the advertisements’ credibility (F = 0.238, p = n.s.).  Thus, while prior 

research has established a link between peak, final moment and linear trend and overall 

                                                 
5 An examination of the stepwise regressions for all permutations of peak, final moment and overall linear 
trend is available from the author upon request. 
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affective evaluations of advertisement, these measures do not capture assessments such as 

how informative, persuasive or believable an advertisement is.  Instead, these measures 

are captured by divergence in consumer response at each element of the storyline, 

especially during the storyline set-up. 

 Once again, multicollinearity drives counter-intuitive coefficients in Table 13 

(e.g. negative coefficient for the final moment implying that higher levels of affect at the 

final moment are associated with lower affective evaluations).  I again try to produce 

more informative coefficients using stepwise regression.  These stepwise regressions are 

shown in Table 14 and once again show that peak (t = -0.55, p = n.s.), final moment (t = 

0.01, p = n.s.) and linear trend (t = -0.78, p = n.s.) do not predict consumers’ overall 

credibility assessments of ads.  Interestingly, these regressions show that divergence in 

consumer response during the set-up of the advertisement explains individuals’ 

credibility assessments of the ad (t = -2.34, p < 0.05, adjusted R
2
 = 0.09).  Therefore, 

people are quickly forming an impression of how informative, persuasive and believable 

an advertisement is in the set-up phase of the advertisement and these perceptions then 

remain locked throughout the advertisement.  Lower credibility evaluations are reflected 

in lower levels of affect experienced during the set-up of the advertisements because 

consumers are not happy about having to listen to an advertising pitch from someone they 

deem as not credible.  This is an instance, as documented in prior literature (e.g. 

MacKenzie, Lutz and Belch 2001; Vakratsas and Ambler 1999), of consumers’ 

cognitions having an impact on consumer affect.  Additionally, since consumers weigh 

negative inputs more strongly in their judgments than equally valenced positive inputs, 
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consumers experiencing low levels of affect during the storyline set-up are bringing down 

the overall average assessments of the advertisement on credibility measures.  The reason 

that consumers are forming these judgments in the set-up phase of the advertisement is 

because many of the cues consumers’ use, such as the appearance and appropriateness of 

the spokesperson (Preister and Petty 2003; McCracken 1989), graphics and production 

quality (Lohse and Rosen 2001), thematic congruence between story and product 

(Howard and Barry 1994) and perceived manipulative intent of the advertiser (Campbell 

1995; Friestad and Wright 1994), are often introduced in the set-up phase of the 

advertisement and drive this divergence in consumer response I witness.  Prior research 

also suggests that these credibility judgments can influence further processing of the 

advertisement (Cotte, Coulter and Moore 2005; Petty and Cacioppo1986).  The greater 

this divergence (caused by consumers crossing the credibility threshold), the lower the 

credibility ratings of the ad will be.  This dynamic going on in consumers’ moment-to-

moment processing of advertisements is NOT captured using traditional assessment 

measures such as the peak, final moment and overall linear trend. 

 In summary, the traditional measures of the peak, final moment and overall linear 

trend fail to capture an important dynamic going on in the storyline set-up segment of the 

advertisement where consumers form their overall assessments of how informative, 

persuasive and believable an advertisement is.  These assessments are formed in the 

beginning of the advertisement and remain static throughout the advertisement.  

Measures of affect, on the other hand, vary throughout the advertisement and principal 

components analysis provides a way to link levels of affect with actual aspects of the 
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storyline providing important managerial insight.   Understanding how affect evolves 

through the advertisement provides a richer picture of how advertisers build to a high 

level of affect at the end by effectively managing consumers’ emotion through the 

evolution of the storyline.   
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CHAPTER 7: GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 

The primary objective of this research is to show that in analyzing moment-to-

moment response data, moving beyond aggregate “peak, final moment and linear trend” 

models to consider individual-level principal component models adds managerial insight.  

Aggregate plots of consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces mask divergence in 

consumer response by simply showing the average level of affect consumers experience 

during each segment of the storyline.  However, in reality, some consumers are reacting 

positively and other consumers are reacting negatively to specific elements of the 

storyline and it is important for advertisers to understand the source and magnitude of this 

divergence.  My application of principal components analysis allows researchers to do 

just that.  I apply this technique to 46 Super Bowl advertisements and find a consistent 

principal component structure across most of the advertisements, indicating that variation 

in consumers’ moment-to-moment responses is driven by three elements of the storyline 

– the storyline set-up, storyline development and storyline conclusion.  This technique 

identifies the specific moments of the advertisement during which storyline-driven 

divergence in consumer response occurs, allowing advertisers to understand which 

executional elements of the advertisement are driving this divergence.  By examining the 

shape, duration and size of this divergence, advertisers can then adjust the storyline to 

reduce divergence for overall appeal or to ensure that their target consumers are having 

the most positive reactions to each element of the storyline.  This technique also yields a 

principal component score for each individual that reflects the extent to which each 
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individual was positively (or negatively) impacted by each element of the storyline.  In 

my application, I show that these principal component scores can be regressed against 

demographic characteristics to see which consumers are responding positively or 

negatively to each storyline segment.  Additionally, I show that these principal 

component scores are also effective predictors of consumers’ retrospective evaluations of 

the advertisement. 

Another contribution of this research is that I find that an individual-level 

principal component model better predicts evaluations of a holdout sample than the 

aggregate “peak, final moment and linear trend” models used in prior research.  While 

prior research derives the peak, final moment and linear trend from affect traces depicting 

the average affective response consumers have at each segment of the advertisement, I 

find that even the individual-level peak, final moment and linear trend provide better 

predictions than the aggregate model.   One problem with using the peak, final moment 

and linear trend to understand consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces is that these 

three measures are so highly correlated that most of the predictive ability lies in only one 

of the variables.  An inherent advantage of using a principal components model is that all 

of the identified components that explain variation in consumers’ moment-to-moment 

ratings are uncorrelated by the nature and mathematics of this approach. 

A final contribution of this research is at the ad level, “peak, final moment and 

linear trend” predict affective evaluations of the advertisement just as well as the 

principal components model.  However, the “peak, final moment and linear trend” model 

is less effective than the principal component model in predicting consumers’ evaluations 
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of how informative, believable and persuasive the advertisement is.  Because the 

principal components model accounts for consumers’ reactions throughout the ad (versus 

the “peak final moment and linear trend” model which focuses on consumers’ reactions 

at the end of the ad), I show that consumers’ evaluations of an ad’s credibility are driven 

by reactions occurring during the storyline set-up.  Consumers appear to be using cues 

(e.g. attractiveness and appropriateness of the spokesperson and product usage setting) in 

the storyline set-up to form quick impressions of how credible they believe the ad is and 

these quick impressions remain static throughout the ad.   

  There are a number of important implications for advertisers from this research.  

First of all, it appears that Super Bowl advertisers are using a special formula in creating 

and delivering messages to their target audience.  Super Bowl advertisements seem to 

begin with an attention getting set-up of the storyline that draws consumers in by creating 

an appealing premise for the storyline, introducing characters and creating an appealing 

setting in which the message will be conveyed.  It is important for advertisers to 

understand and reduce divergence in consumer response at this stage of the advertisement 

because consumers are deciding whether or not they think this advertisement is 

informative, believable and persuasive.  Once consumers decide that an advertisement is 

informative, believable and persuasive, they will continue to process the advertisement at 

higher levels and be more susceptible to product messages.  Super Bowl advertisements 

also have a development of the storyline, where advertisers introduce a twist to the 

storyline or create some kind of incongruity that needs resolution (similar to Alden, 

Mukherjee and Hoyer 2000) and builds consumers’ anticipation for the conclusion of the 
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storyline and brand claims.  The conclusion of the storyline normally contains resolution 

of the incongruity introduced in the development phase of the advertisement and ends 

with a punch line and transition into brand claims (similar to Alden, Mukherjee and 

Hoyer 2000; Woltman-Elpers, Mukherjee and Hoyer 2004).  It is important for 

advertisers to understand and reduce divergence in consumer response to ensure high 

evaluations on a number of affective dimensions including overall appeal, uniqueness, 

ability to identify with the ad, attitude toward the brand and likelihood to purchase the 

product.  Perhaps the most important implication of this research is that this technique 

allows advertisers to understand and identify sources of divergence in consumer response 

so they can take a proactive response in creating interesting and appropriate messages for 

their target audiences. 
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CHAPTER 8: LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

 

As with any research, this study is not without limitations or possibilities for 

extension.  First of all, this study was conducted on the internet and ratings were not 

obtained in the context of television programming or household distractions that typically 

accompany advertising viewership.  However, this is not a serious limitation of this study 

as its primary objective was to show that using principal components analysis to 

understand moment-to-moment affect traces outperforms the traditional applications of 

using the aggregate peak, final moment and linear trend.  I have no reason to believe that 

the test environment biases toward one approach or the other. 

An interesting extension of this research would be to collect additional 

information about respondents prior to their exposure to the advertisement.  For example, 

prior brand attitude, prior brand relationship, level of involvement with the product 

category and perceptions of similarity in the product category are all likely to influence 

consumers’ moment-to-moment responses to ads.  With such measures, I can not only 

relate moment-to-moment patterns of response to the ability of an advertisement to 

change attitudes, but I can capture psychographic and experiential factors that are likely 

to have a greater impact on ad judgments than the demographic variables collected for 

this study.  For example, the quick types of credibility assessments made in the set-up 

phase of an advertisement will likely impact overall evaluations even more for consumers 

that are highly involved with a product category and already have a positive perception of 

the advertised brand.  For these types of consumers, divergence in affective response 
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during the set-up of the advertisement will likely indicate a violation of norms and 

expectations and consumers with negative reactions are likely to remain at low levels of 

affect through the course of the advertisement.  

It is also possible that the level of affect consumers experience during the 

development and conclusion segments of the advertisement would have a greater impact 

on consumers’ assessments of the advertisement when consumers have weaker brand 

relationships, negative brand attitudes and low levels of involvement in the product 

category since these consumers are likely using peripheral route processing (Petty and 

Cacioppo 1980; 1981; 1986), where affective cues in the advertisement are a bigger 

determinant of their overall assessments of the advertisement than the product-specific 

content and brand claims.  Future research should examine how individual-difference 

variables (such as prior attitude and involvement) influence moment-to-moment affect 

traces and how these influences are ultimately translated into brand attitudes and 

purchase intentions. 
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ESSAY 2: THE IMPACT OF PRIOR BRAND ATTITUDE AND 

PRODUCT CATEGORY INVOLVEMENT ON CONSUMERS’ 

MOMENT-TO-MOMENT AFFECT TRACES:  HOW THESE 

INFLUENCES SHAPE ATTITUDE TOWARD THE AD, ATTITUDE 

TOWARD THE BRAND AND PURCHASE INTENTIONS 

CHAPTER 9:  INTRODUCTION 

 
In recent years, researchers and practitioners have found great value in using the 

latest technology to measure consumers’ moment-to-moment affective responses to ads 

to gauge advertising effectiveness.  Typically measured electronically, this technology 

provides continuous reports of the consumer’s level of positive or negative affect while 

watching an ad.  The output of such measurement can be reported in a graph that depicts 

the level of affect a consumer experiences at every moment of the ad:  that consumer’s 

“affect trace”.   

 From a practical perspective, examining consumers’ moment-to-moment 

affective responses to an ad reveals the moments of the ad that have the greatest impact 

on viewers.  Such analysis provides practitioners guidance on what elements of the 

advertising execution are creating a desirable versus undesirable effect on consumers.  

From a theoretical perspective, this methodology has been used to link key aspects of the 

affect trace to retrospective evaluations of the ad (e.g. Baumgartner, Sujan and Padgett 

1997) and to understand the timing and sequence of events that lead to higher overall 

ratings of humor (Woltman Elpers, Mukherjee and Hoyer 2004) or greater likelihood of 

stopping to watch an ad (Woltman Elpers, Wedel and Pieters 2003).    
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This stream of research has provided many useful findings that help guide the 

design and execution of ads today.  First, Baumgartner, Sujan and Padgett (1997) 

discovered that consumers’ retrospective evaluations of ads were most influenced by 

three key aspects of the affect trace: the peak level of affect, the level of affect 

experienced at the final moment, and the overall linear trend of affective evaluations.  

Second, Woltman Elpers, Mukherjee and Hoyer (2004) found that ads that were rated 

most humorous were those where the peak of moment-to-moment surprise preceded the 

peak of moment-to-moment humor.  Third, Woltman Elpers, Wedel and Pieters (2003) 

found that ads with high levels and positive velocities of information value increased 

consumers’ likelihood to stop watching an ad.  In contrast, they also discovered that high 

levels and positive velocities of entertainment value reduced consumers’ likelihood to 

stop viewing an ad.   

These findings are important because they educate advertisers and academic 

researchers on the optimal timing and sequence of affect generation in ads.  These 

findings suggest that advertisers should strive to build a steep increase in affect 

throughout the ad and gradually build to a high peak level of affect occurring at the end 

of the ad.  For academic researchers, these findings have been important because of the 

ability of moment-to-moment process measures to validate theoretical models such as 

Alden, Mukherjee and Hoyer’s (2000) incongruity resolution model of humor.  Woltman 

Elpers, Mukherjee and Hoyer (2004) used moment-to-moment process measures to 

establish surprise and incongruity as key antecedents of humor.  Their research suggests 

that the elements of surprise and incongruity should be introduced in the middle of the ad 



 47 

building anticipation of the ultimate punchline that should occur at the end of an ad.  

Finally, Woltman Elpers, Wedel and Pieters (2003) found that ads that emphasize 

entertainment versus information are less likely to be zipped or zapped.  Their findings 

are also theoretically relevant because they showed that ads that created high levels of 

both entertainment and information value were the least successful, a very counter-

intuitive finding. 

More recent moment-to-moment research uses the individual consumer as the unit 

of analysis, as opposed to the average affect trace for an ad, and has illustrated that 

consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces vary widely.  Young, McAlister and Hoyer 

(2008) introduced an application of principal components analysis on consumers’ 

moment-to-moment affect traces to better understand this heterogeneity.  An application 

of this technique found that most of the variation in consumers’ moment-to-moment 

evaluations is driven by divergence in consumer response occurring during three 

segments of the storyline:  the storyline set-up, storyline development, and storyline 

conclusion.  This technique identifies the exact moments of the ad during which this 

divergence in consumer response occurs.  A consistent principal component structure 

across most ads suggests that this divergence in consumer response occurs during these 

three sequential segments of the storyline.  This technique also yields principal 

component scores for each consumer reflecting the extent to which each consumer 

responded positively or negatively to each segment of the storyline.  Young, McAlister 

and Hoyer’s (2008) research illustrated that these principal component scores provided 
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better predictions of overall ad evaluations of a holdout sample than the traditional 

measures of the aggregate peak, final moment and overall linear trend. 

The current study also uses the individual consumer as the unit of analysis and 

examines the extent to which important consumer characteristics (or receiver factors), 

such as prior brand attitude and product category involvement, influence consumers’ 

moment-to-moment affect traces.  Prior research has focused on how certain aspects of 

consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces impact downstream ad evaluations, but has 

not addressed how individual consumer characteristics impact the strength and valence of 

the level of affect consumers experience while watching an ad.  Understanding the 

influence of prior brand attitude and product category involvement on consumers’ 

moment-to-moment affect traces can help advertisers understand how their ad works 

from a dynamic perspective and how these variables tend to augment or detract from 

consumers’ moment-to-moment ratings.  These issues are also important because 

advertisers will want to know how to ultimately achieve high ad evaluations from 

consumers’ that are both low and high on these individual variables.  I examine whether 

or not consumers with positive brand attitudes and high levels of product category 

involvement exhibit a positivity bias, a tendency to provide higher than average moment-

to-moment evaluations of an ad in a manner that is consistent with their prior brand and 

product category liking.  Likewise, I examine whether or not consumers with negative 

prior brand attitudes and low levels of product category involvement will exhibit a 

negativity bias, a tendency to provide lower than average moment-to-moment evaluations 

of an ad in a manner consistent with their prior brand and category liking.  If these 
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tendencies indeed exist, this raises an important issue for advertisers interested in gauging 

the success of their advertising campaign.  Do positive moment-to-moment evaluations 

mean that the advertiser is “preaching to the choir” and simply reinforcing brand attitudes 

for consumers already positively predisposed to the product?  What can advertisers do to 

help mitigate the negativity bias and successfully generate positive levels of attitude 

change in consumers that are not as highly predisposed to the product? 

This research specifically examines ads’ abilities at generating positive and 

negative affect during key segments of the storyline and examines the differential impact 

of these executions on consumers’ with positive (versus negative) prior brand attitudes 

and higher (versus lower) levels of involvement with the product category.  Therefore, it 

is not only possible that prior brand attitude and product category involvement influence 

consumers’ moment-to-moment evaluations of an ad, but it is also very likely that these 

consumer characteristics moderate the relationship between the levels of affect 

experienced during the ad and important downstream variables including attitude toward 

the ad, attitude toward the brand and likelihood to purchase the advertised product.  Prior 

research suggests that consumers that have positive prior brand attitudes tend to 

accentuate the positive aspects of any brand communication, whereas consumers that 

have negative prior brand attitudes tend to accentuate the negative aspects of brand 

communications in forming their overall judgments (Cacioppo and Petty 1979).  These 

findings have been established using thought listing tasks, but in this study, this 

relationship is established using purely affective measures reflecting the strength and 

valence of consumers’ affective evaluations of the ad.  Affective reactions to stimuli are a 
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very important input in consumers’ judgments and evaluations and prior research has 

primarily focused on how prior knowledge influences cognitive components of brand 

attitude, but very little attention has been paid to how these personal characteristics 

influence affective components of attitude.   

Product category involvement has also been shown to influence consumers’ 

processing of messages in terms of the amount of attention paid to an ad (Celsi and Olson 

1988), overall comprehension of the ad (Celsi and Olson 1988), as well as the role of 

affect versus cognition in determining brand attitudes (MacInnis and Jaworski 1989; 

Petty and Cacioppo 1980, 1981, 1986).  One again, prior studies have examined how 

involvement influences cognitive processing of ads, whereas I investigate how 

involvement relates to affective processing of ads.  If indeed these consumer 

characteristics have an influence on consumers’ moment-to-moment affective responses 

to ads and moderate the relationship between the level of affect consumers experience 

during an ad and downstream evaluations, we can understand the extent to which 

advertising is effective at changing brand attitudes or simply reinforcing consumers’ 

existing attitudes.  As changing brand attitudes and reinforcing brand attitudes are two 

distinct advertising goals or objectives, it is important to better understand the role of 

affect in accomplishing these two separate objectives. 

Finally, this research examines the extent to which consumers transfer the level of 

positive affect they experience during the ad to the advertised brand itself equally across 

the best performing and worst performing Super Bowl ads.  Likewise, this study 

examines whether or not consumers’ transfer the level of negative affect they experience 
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during the ad to the brand itself equally across the best performing ads and the worst 

performing ads.  In other words, I examine whether or not understanding consumers’ 

positive reactions to ads or negative reactions have a greater impact on differentiating the 

best performing ads from the worst performing ads.  Currently, researchers and 

practitioners typically focus on the most positive aspects of the affect trace such as the 

peak, final moment and overall linear trend to diagnose the effectiveness of their ads.  

However, if the extent to which consumers transfer the negative affect they experience 

during the ad to their overall assessments of the advertised brand is what differentiates 

the best performing from the worst performing ads, advertisers should be more focused 

on understanding the troughs of affect traces for the poorly performing ads. 

 The main contribution of this research is that it seeks to understand how 

individual consumer characteristics such as prior brand attitude and product category 

involvement impact the shape of consumers’ affect traces and level of affect consumers 

experience throughout the course of watching an ad, something never before examined in 

consumer research.  While prior research typically examines how the constructs of prior 

brand attitude and involvement impact cognitive processing of ad content, this research 

examines how these consumer characteristics influence affective processing of ads.  This 

research also examines how these consumer characteristics mediate the relationship 

between the level of affect consumers experience during the ad and overall consumer 

evaluations.  A better understanding of this phenomenon can help advertisers gauge the 

extent to which their ad is changing brand attitudes or simply reinforcing existing brand 

attitudes.  Additionally, prior moment-to-moment research has linked specific elements 
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of consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces to absolute measures of ad and brand 

attitude.  This current research is the first piece of research that links consumers’ affect 

traces to actual changes in brand attitude and purchase intentions.  One again, examining 

the influence of moment-to-moment affect traces on consumers’ levels of attitude change 

provides a more in depth understanding of how affect generation in ads can change 

attitudes in consumers less positively predisposed to the brand, as opposed to reinforce 

consumers’ existing brand attitudes. 

 This research will begin with a discussion of the theories regarding prior brand 

attitude and product category involvement on consumer processing of messages 

contained in ads.  Embedded in this theoretical development, I hypothesize the 

directionality of the impact of prior brand attitude and product category involvement on 

key aspects of consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces, as well as the moderating 

role these constructs will play in linking key aspects of the affect trace to downstream 

variables such as affective evaluations of the ad, change in attitude toward the brand and 

change in likelihood to purchase the advertised product.  After presenting the theoretical 

development and hypotheses, I will then discuss the methodology used to test these 

hypotheses and present the results.  Finally, I will summarize the conclusions and 

implications of this research and discuss future directions for this stream of research. 
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CHAPTER 10: THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT 

 

In this section, I discuss the theoretical basis for the hypotheses.  First, I will 

present the theoretical reasoning behind the hypotheses that prior brand attitude and 

product category involvement will have a positive influence on key aspects of 

consumers’ affect traces, including the peak, final moment, linear trend, as well as the 

level of affect consumers experience during the storyline set-up, development and 

conclusion.  Next, I examine the theory behind the proposed moderating role of prior 

brand attitude and product category involvement on the relationship between consumers’ 

affect traces and attitude toward the ad, change in attitude toward the brand and change in 

likelihood to purchase the product.  Finally, I present the theoretical development for the 

final research question that examines whether consumers are more likely to transfer the 

positive or negative affect they experience during the conclusion of the ad to the 

advertised brand itself in the best performing Super Bowl ads and the worst performing 

Super Bowl ads. 

Effects of Prior Brand Attitude and Product Category Involvement on Consumers’ 
Moment-to-Moment Affect Traces 

As mentioned previously, prior research has focused on three key aspects of the 

affect trace that are of crucial importance in determining consumers’ retrospective 

evaluations of an ad:  the peak level of affect, the level of affect consumers experience at 

the final moment of the ad, and overall linear trend of the affect trace.  In this study, I 
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first examine the extent to which prior brand attitude and product category involvement 

impact these three aspects of consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces. 

Prior brand attitudes are widely recognized in the advertising literature as being 

an important determinant of the directionality of consumers’ evaluations of the content 

presented in an ad (e.g. Cacioppo and Petty 1979; Machleit and Wilson 1988; Messmer 

1979).  These findings are consistent with research on assimilation which suggests that 

positive (negative) feelings evoked by one stimulus will be transferred to the evaluation 

of a second stimulus (e.g. Bower 1981; Isen et al. 1978 ) or used as information in 

evaluating it (e.g. Gorn, Goldberg, and Basu 1993; Schwarz and Clore 1983, 1988).  The 

positive relationship between prior brand attitude and ad evaluations may also be 

attributed to the halo effect where positive feelings about an object on a particular 

attribute may influence subsequent evaluations of that object on independent and 

unrelated attributes (Beckwith and Lehmann 1975; Beckwith and Lehmann 1976; 

Thorndike 1920).  Additionally, work by Lingle and Ostrom (1979) suggests that 

consumers use their memory-based judgments about a stimulus as an anchor in forming 

subsequent evaluations of that stimulus on different evaluative dimensions.  Applied to 

advertising, this suggests that consumers’ positive (negative) overall assessments of the 

advertised brand will likely influence consumers’ positive (negative) assessments of ads 

featuring that product. 

In advertising, the positive relationship between prior brand attitude and overall 

ad evaluations is generally attributed to the finding that consumers with positive 

(negative) prior brand attitudes tend to accentuate the positive (negative) aspects of an ad 
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in forming their overall evaluations (e.g. Cacioppo and Petty 1979).  This is consistent 

with the confirmation bias literature (e.g. Deighton 1984; Hoch and Deighton 1989; 

Snyder and Swann 1978) that suggests that consumers will search for and interpret new 

information that is consistent with their prior attitudes, beliefs and experiences and ignore 

and discount information that is inconsistent with their prior attitudes, beliefs and 

experiences.  I extend this stream of literature by showing that consumers’ exhibit the 

same confirmation bias in processing ads and the valence of this bias is reflected in 

consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces. 

Hoch and Deighton (1989) suggest that consumers use a process of 

“hypothesizing – exposure – encoding – and integration” in updating their current beliefs 

and attitudes.  Applying this concept to advertising, this would involve consumers 

generating an expectation about the overall entertainment and informational value of an 

ad, watching the ad, coding information from this ad in a manner consistent with their 

expectations and integrating their conclusions and assessments into their current 

knowledge structures.  While confirmation bias has generally been accepted as a 

cognitive theory, it has also been applied to more feeling-based evaluations.  For 

example, Naylor (2007) found that subjects’ first impressions of how “likable”, “warm” 

and “enthusiastic” a professional is influenced subjects’ subsequent evaluations of the 

services performed by the professional.  Additionally, Murray, Holmes and Griffin 

(1996) found that romantic partners’ ideal points served as an anchor in providing 

inflated, biased judgments of how affectionate, open, patient and understanding their 

partner was.  Applications of confirmation bias research outside the area of cognitive 
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psychology lend credence to the applicability of these theories to consumers’ moment-to-

moment affective responses. 

It is expected that consumers’ tendency to evaluate ads in a manner that is 

consistent with their prior evaluations of the advertised brand will be reflected in 

consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces.  This is because consumers’ prior brand 

attitudes are likely to serve as an anchor in forming their moment-to-moment assessments 

of how appealing they think an ad is.  Therefore, I expect that consumers with positive 

prior brand attitudes will experience higher than average levels of affect and consumers 

with negative prior brand attitudes will experience lower than average levels of affect.  I 

expect this tendency to be most pronounced during three key aspects of the affect trace 

that prior research has shown to be most predictive of consumers’ retrospective 

evaluations: the peak, final moment and overall linear trend (Baumgartner, Sujan and 

Padgett 1997; Woltman Elpers, Mukherjee and Hoyer 2004).  Since these three aspects of 

the affect trace reflect the extremities of consumers’ moment-to-moment evaluations and 

because they are highly predictive of consumers’ retrospective evaluations, I predict: 

H1A:  Consumers that have more positive attitudes (versus more negative 

attitudes) toward the advertised brand prior to viewing the ad will experience 

affect traces characterized by a higher (versus lower) peak, final moment and 

linear trend. 

There is also considerable evidence from prior research that would lead one to 

believe that consumers’ level of product category involvement may impact the level of 
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affect consumers experience during these key aspects of the affect trace.  In this research, 

I use Zaichkowsky’s (1985, page 342) definition of product category involvement 

meaning: “a person’s perceived relevance of the object based on inherent needs, values 

and interests”.  Consumers’ level of interest in a product category and the extent to which 

consumers find themselves thinking about a product category are good indicators of how 

“relevant” a product is to consumers, as well as the extent to which the product category 

addresses consumers’ prevalent “needs, values and interests”.   

Underlying the overall construct of involvement are a number of important 

cognitive (e.g. meaningful, interesting, valuable, and useful) and affective (e.g. appealing, 

vital, exciting, desirable and essential) dimensions (Zaichkowsky 1985) that should 

influence consumers’ moment-to-moment affective responses throughout the ad.  When 

ad content primes any of these positive associations (cognitive or affective) by the mere 

presentation of a context, product and/or usage scenario, I expect the positive feelings 

evoked to be reflected in consumers’ affect traces.  While high levels of cognitive 

involvement are typically associated with left-brain processing of product features and 

benefits, high levels of affective involvement have been shown to increase right-brain 

processing of symbols and images in an ad (Mittal 1987).  Affective involvement is 

typically driven by motives such as ego-gratification, social acceptance and sensory 

pleasure (Ratchford 1987) and influences consumers’ affective evaluations of the ad 

(Park and Young 1986; Putrevu and Lord 1994; Kim and Lord 1991).   

Research has shown that consumers’ level of involvement is associated with 

greater levels of attention to as well as deeper levels of processing of an ad (Celsi and 
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Olson 1988; Greenwald and Leavitt 1984; MacInnis and Jaworski 1998; Petty and 

Cacioppo 1980, 1981, 1986).  Higher levels of attention to ad content are likely to result 

in higher levels of affect for highly involved consumers because they will be more 

positively predisposed to ad content personally relevant and important to them.  In a 

recent eye tracking study, Maughan, Gutnikov and Stevens (2007) found that consumers 

will pay more attention (in terms of number of fixations and duration of fixation) to ad 

content they find personally relevant and appealing and divert attention away from 

content they find irrelevant and unappealing.  In another study, Raymond, Fenske and 

Tavassoli (2003) found that consumers had more positive evaluations of stimuli that they 

had spent a greater amount of time attending to and more negative evaluations of stimuli 

that they had chosen to ignore. 

Because of the inherent link between product category involvement and 

consumers’ needs, values and interests and their ability to influence the level of attention 

and affective processing of ads, I predict that consumers with high levels of category 

involvement will experience higher levels of affect than consumers with low levels of 

category involvement.  I expect this relationship to be most pronounced during the peak, 

final moment and linear trend of consumers’ affect traces since prior research has 

established a strong correlation between these three aspects of the affect trace and 

consumers overall evaluations (Baumgartner, Sujan and Padgett 1997; Woltman Elpers, 

Mukherjee and Hoyer 2004).  Therefore, I predict: 
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H1B:  Consumers that have higher (versus lower) levels of involvement with the 

advertised product category will experience affect traces characterized by a higher 

(versus lower) peak, final moment and linear trend. 

For the same reasons I expect prior brand attitude and product category 

involvement to have a positive impact on the level of affect that consumers experience 

during the peak and final moment of an ad, I also expect these characteristics to have a 

positive impact on the level of affect consumers experience during the three main 

storyline components of an ad.  In an examination of the forces that drive divergence in 

consumers’ moment-to-moment responses to ads, Young, McAlister and Hoyer (2008) 

found that divergence in consumer response consistently occurs during three sequential 

aspects of the storyline corresponding to the storyline set-up, storyline development and 

the storyline conclusion.  The storyline set-up represents the portion of the ad where a 

general storyline premise is established and consumers are introduced to the setting and 

characters of the ad.  The storyline development represents the segment of the ad where 

the plot thickens and some kind of incongruity is introduced that needs to be resolved (as 

implied in Alden, Mukherjee and Hoyer’s 2000 incongruity-resolution model of humor).  

The storyline conclusion represents the portion of the ad where the incongruity is 

resolved and the storyline ends and the brand claims are presented.   

Each of these storyline elements provides a more meaningful interpretation of 

consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces than the peak, final moment and linear trend 

because they correspond to particular storyline elements driving divergence in consumer 

response.  For example, Young, McAlister and Hoyer (2008) found that some consumers 
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had a very strong positive reaction to a storyline development where an old man tripped 

an old lady with a cane in a race to the advertised brand because they found this aspect of 

the storyline to be very humorous.  However, other consumers had a very strong negative 

reaction to this exact storyline development because they found this aspect of the 

storyline to be offensive.  Therefore, Young, McAlister and Hoyer’s (2008) technique 

will identify consumers having a consistent positive response to each storyline element 

and consumers having a consistent negative response to each storyline element.  It 

uncovers divergence in consumer response that is masked by reviewing the average affect 

trace for all consumers (as is typically done in most moment-to-moment ad studies).  The 

technique allows advertisers to link divergence in consumer response to actual 

executional elements of the ad driving this divergence providing a diagnostic tool to 

improve advertising executions.  The timing and duration of each of these storyline 

segments is objectively determined by performing a principal components analysis of 

consumers’ moment-to-moment affective evaluations of an ad.  Young, McAlister and 

Hoyer’s (2008) application of principal components analysis on consumers’ moment-to-

moment affect traces showed that consumers’ affective responses to each segment of the 

storyline had a positive and significant relationship with consumers’ overall affective 

evaluations of the ad.  Their findings also showed that the storyline conclusion had the 

greatest impact on consumers’ overall affective evaluations of ads, followed by the 

storyline development and the storyline set-up. 

Because of consumers’ tendency to assimilate positive or negative feelings about 

a particular product to ad evaluations featuring that product and interpret ad content in a 
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manner that is consistent with their prior brand attitudes, I expect consumers with more 

positive (versus more negative) prior brand attitudes to experience higher (versus lower) 

levels of affect during each subsequent segment of the storyline.  Prior brand attitudes 

have been shown to influence the strength and valence of consumers’ affective reactions 

to ads (e.g. Cacioppo and Petty 1979; Machleit and Wilson 1988; Messmer 1979).  I posit 

that consumers’ prior brand attitudes (positive and negative) form an expectation of how 

much consumers believe they will like or dislike an ad for that particular product.  This is 

consistent with research by Lingle and Ostrom (1979) that suggests that subjects’ initial 

judgments about a target object will inform and influence subsequent judgments about a 

target on unrelated dimensions.  Hoch and Deighton’s (1989) “hypothesis – exposure – 

encoding - integration” framework suggests that consumers will then selectively attend to 

and process stimuli in ads that are consistent with their prior expectation accumulating 

more supporting evidence as they move through the ad.  Thus, it is expected consumers’ 

tendency to evaluate an ad in a manner that is consistent with their prior brand attitude 

will increase throughout the storyline as consumers accumulate more supporting evidence 

of their initial expectation.  Therefore, I expect consumers’ tendency to evaluate the ad in 

a manner that is consistent with their prior brand attitude to be smallest during the 

storyline set-up, grow larger during the storyline development and be largest during the 

storyline conclusion. 

Additional support for the role of prior brand attitude in having a greater influence 

on consumers’ moment-to-moment ad evaluations during each subsequent segment of the 

storyline is also suggested by anchoring and adjustment theories.  The basic premise of 
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anchoring and adjustment theories (Northcraft and Neale 1987; Tversky and Kahneman 

1974) is that consumers begin with a starting reference value and adjust their valuations 

of a target object either upward or downward from this value until an acceptable, 

plausible value is reached.  Typically, consumers’ ending evaluations are closer to their 

starting anchor than a realistic, unbiased assessment of the target value.  Applied to 

advertising, this could suggest that consumers use their prior evaluations as an anchor in 

forming their moment-to-moment evaluations.  Consumers begin their moment-to-

moment evaluations at a neutral level of affect, but their moment-to-moment evaluations 

eventually gravitate toward their starting anchor.  Indeed, this is consistent with work by 

Judd and Johnson (1984) that shows that consumers will have stronger and more intense 

affective reactions to stimuli the stronger their prior evaluations are.  Because consumers’ 

moment-to-moment affective evaluations are likely to move from a starting level of 

neutral affect to a level of affect that is anchored by their prior brand evaluations, I 

predict: 

H2A:  Consumers that have more positive attitudes (versus more negative 

attitudes) toward the advertised brand prior to viewing the ad will experience 

higher (versus lower) levels of affect during the set-up, development and 

conclusion segments of the storyline.  The influence of prior brand attitude on 

consumers’ level of affect during each segment of the storyline is weakest during 

the storyline set-up, greater during the storyline development, and greatest during 

the storyline conclusion. 
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Similarly, I expect that consumers with higher (versus lower) levels of product 

category involvement will experience higher (versus lower) levels of affect during each 

segment of the storyline.  Because product category involvement is driven by how central 

a product is to consumers needs, interests and values, consumers with high levels of 

product category involvement will likely pay more attention to the ad and engage in 

deeper levels of processing (Celsi and Olson 1988; Greenwald and Leavitt 1984; 

MacInnis and Jaworski 1998; Petty and Cacioppo 1980, 1981, 1986).  I posit that greater 

levels of attention and deeper levels of processing will result in affect traces characterized 

by stronger levels of positive affect.  As previously mentioned, research by Raymond, 

Fenske and Tavassoli (2003) illustrated that consumers that spend more time selectively 

attending to stimuli have stronger, more positive evaluations of that stimuli than stimuli 

they selectively ignored.  Additionally, higher levels of processing have been shown to 

result in higher level emotional responses such as empathy-based identification with the 

characters and situations presented in the ad (MacInnis and Jaworski 1989; Aaker and 

Stayman 1989).  Research focusing specifically on affective involvement has shown that 

consumers have more favorable attitudes toward non-comparative ads when affective 

involvement is high rather than low (Putrevu and Lord 1994).  The mere presentation of 

characters and a usage situation that consumers can relate to is likely to evoke higher 

levels of attention and positive affect during the storyline set-up.  The level of attention 

and engagement on the behalf of high involvement consumers is likely to result in higher 

levels of affect (Wang 2006) as the storyline develops and progresses toward its 
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conclusion, which is designed to evoke the highest levels of positive affect (Baumgartner, 

Sujan and Padgett 1997; Young, McAlister and Hoyer 2008).  Therefore, I predict: 

H2B:  Consumers that have higher (versus lower) levels of involvement with the 

advertised product category will experience higher (versus lower) levels of affect 

during the set-up, development and conclusion segments of the storyline.  The 

influence of involvement on consumers’ level of affect during each segment of 

the storyline is weakest during the storyline set-up, greater during the storyline 

development, and greatest during the storyline conclusion. 

The Moderating Role of Prior Brand Attitude and Product Category Involvement 
on the Relationship Between Consumers’ Moment-to-Moment Affect Traces and 
Overall Ad Evaluations 

 Next, I examine the moderating role of prior brand attitude and product category 

involvement on the positive relationship between the levels of affect consumers 

experience during the development and conclusion segments of the ad and consumers’ 

overall affective ad evaluations.  The general premise of the next set of hypotheses is that 

the level of affect generated during the storyline development and conclusion will have a 

greater impact on attitude toward the ad for consumers that have more negative (versus 

more positive) prior brand attitudes and lower (versus higher) levels of involvement with 

the product category.   

Support for the idea that affect generation in ads is more likely to influence ad 

evaluations for consumers with negative prior brand attitudes comes from the anchoring 

and adjustment literature.  Research by Lingle and Ostrom (1979) suggests that 
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consumers will use their first assessments of a target as an anchor in forming subsequent 

judgments of that target.  However, they find that when subsequent target judgments are 

made on a different dimension, the first assessment will serve as an anchor for that 

judgment and subjects will then scan for disconfirming evidence and adjust their 

judgment accordingly.  Since one goal of advertising is to portray a product in as positive 

a light as possible, consumers with positive prior brand attitudes are not likely to 

encounter much disconfirming evidence and the high anchor is likely to influence their 

retrospective ad evaluations regardless of the level of affect they experience.  However, 

consumers with negative prior brand attitudes are likely to encounter positive message 

elements that disconfirm their prior brand perceptions so more adjustment is likely.  

When the ad generates feelings that are opposite of consumers’ existing feelings toward 

the brand, a condition of ambiguity or imbalance is created where consumers have to 

balance these positive and negative inputs in forming their overall evaluations.  In 

conditions of ambiguity, Lambert and Wedell (1991) show that consumers are more 

likely to rely on their emotional reactions to a target in forming their overall anchors than 

their prior attitude. 

Therefore, I expect that the level of affect generated during the development and 

conclusion sections of the ad will have a greater impact on overall ad evaluations for 

consumers with more negative (as opposed to more positive) brand attitudes.  This is 

because consumers with strong positive attitudes just confirm their prior attitudes, 

whereas consumers with negative attitudes change their opinion in the direction of the 

positive message conveyed in the ad.  This is consistent with Osgood and Tannenbaum’s 
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(1955) congruity theory that predicts that the degree of attitude change brought on by a 

communication will be a function of the extent to which the viewpoint of the 

communication diverges from consumers’ existing viewpoints.  I believe this relationship 

will exist in the storyline development and conclusion segments of the ad because prior 

research has shown that the level of positive or negative affect consumers experience 

during these two storyline segments is highly predictive of consumers’ retrospective ad 

evaluations (Young, McAlister and Hoyer 2008).  I also expect this relationship to be 

greater during the conclusion of the ad because prior research has shown that effective 

ads achieve the highest level of affect during the final moment (Bamgartner, Sujan and 

Padgett 1997) or conclusion of the ad (Young, McAlister and Hoyer 2008). 

Similarly, I also expect the level of affect consumers experience during the 

development and conclusion segments of the ad to have a stronger impact on overall 

affective ad evaluations for consumers with low versus high levels of product category 

involvement.  Product category involvement is widely recognized throughout the 

advertising literature to be an important antecedent of the level and intensity of 

processing in ads (e.g. MacInnis and Jaworski 1989; Zaichkowsky 1985).  Super Bowl 

ads typically use low involvement advertising executions emphasizing humor, warmth 

and surprise to generate visibility and word-of-mouth communication about the ads (Nail 

2007).  These types of ads are most effective when processed at low levels of intensity, or 

what Petty and Cacioppo (1980; 1981; 1986) call the peripheral route to persuasion 

where consumers use online inferences, simple associations and well-learned heuristics to 

form ad attitudes.  Examples of peripheral cues that facilitate positive affect transfer in 
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these ads include appearance of the spokesperson (Priester and Petty 2003), pleasant 

music (Park and Young 1986), catchy headlines (Schumann, Petty and Clemons 1990), 

pictures (Mitchell and Olson 1981), appealing scenes (MacInnis and Price 1987) and 

pleasant situations (Batra and Ray 1986).   

MacInnis and Jaworski (1989) provide similar evidence that generating positive 

affect through peripheral ad cues can have a greater impact on consumers’ overall ad 

evaluations when they are engaged in lower levels of processing.  They propose three 

levels of processing where affect is expected to play a greater role on consumers’ overall 

ad evaluations than cognitions, including feature analysis (consumers encode an ad’s 

salient properties), basic categorization (consumers assign a semantic label to salient ad 

cues) and meaning analysis (consumers interpret salient ad cues to develop basic 

meaning).  In these three lowest levels of processing, MacInnis and Jaworski (1989) state 

that mood generated affect and affect transfer from salient ad cues will have a stronger 

impact on determining overall ad evaluations than cognitions. 

Consumers with higher levels of product category involvement are likely to 

engage in higher levels of processing where the aforementioned transfer to affect from 

salient ad cues to attitude toward the ad is less likely to occur.  MacInnis and Jaworski 

(1989) state that needs stimulate motivation to process information in ads and that this 

motivation is activated by cues in the ad that alert consumers that the information 

contained in the ad is relevant to that consumers’ needs, values and interests.  This 

relevance to consumers’ needs values and interests lies at the heart of Zaichkowsky’s 

(1985) definition of product category involvement and leads to more cognitive processing 
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and focus on message arguments than affective processing (Celsi and Olson 1988; 

Greenwald and Leavitt 1984; MacInnis and Jaworski 1998; Petty and Cacioppo 1980, 

1981, 1986).   

Thus, consumers with low levels of involvement will engage in lower levels of 

processing in the ads and their overall ad attitudes are more likely to be determined by 

affective cues in the storyline development and conclusion.  I believe that affective cues 

during the storyline development and conclusion are especially important in determining 

overall ad attitudes because prior research has shown that effective ads achieve higher 

levels of affect during these segments of the ad and that the level of affect consumers 

experience during these storyline segments are highly predictive of consumers’ 

retrospective ad evaluations (Young, McAlister and Hoyer 2008).  Therefore, I predict: 

H3A:  The positive relationship between the level of affect consumers experience 

during the development of the ad and overall affective evaluations of the ad 

(A_Ad) will be stronger for consumers that have more negative (versus more 

positive) prior attitudes toward the advertised brand. 

H3B:  The positive relationship between the level of affect consumers experience 

during the development of the ad and overall affective evaluations of the ad 

(A_Ad) will be stronger for consumers that have low (versus high) involvement 

with the product category.     

H4A:  The positive relationship between the level of affect consumers experience 

during the conclusion of the ad and overall affective evaluations of the ad (A_Ad) 
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will be stronger for consumers that have more negative (versus more positive) 

prior attitudes toward the advertised brand.   

H4B:  The positive relationship between the level of affect consumers experience 

during the conclusion of the ad and overall affective evaluations of the ad (A_Ad) 

will be stronger for consumers that have low (versus high) involvement with the 

product category.  

The Moderating Role of Prior Brand Attitude and Product Category Involvement 
on the Relationship Between Consumers’ Moment-to-Moment Affect Traces and 
Changes in Brand Attitude and Purchase Intentions 

 While prior research suggests that negative brand attitudes and lower levels of 

product involvement will impact the degree to which the level of affect consumers 

experience during the storyline development and conclusion will be transferred directly 

to attitude toward the ad, how does this relationship impact change in attitude toward the 

brand and purchase intentions?  For this particular relationship, prior research suggests 

that prior brand attitude and product category involvement will act differently. 

 The idea that the level of affect will have the strongest influence on attitude 

change for consumers with negative (versus positive) prior brand attitudes is consistent 

with research by Messmer (1979).  Messmer (1979) illustrated that prior brand attitudes 

had a positive relationship on attitude toward the ad, attitude toward the brand and 

likelihood to purchase the product.  However, he also showed that advertising exposure 

had the greatest impact on attitude change for consumers that had negative prior brand 

attitudes mainly because of the discrepancy between consumers’ prior brand attitudes and 
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the positive content of the message.  Therefore, I believe that the level of affect 

consumers experience during the conclusion of the storyline will have a greater impact on 

changes in attitude toward the brand and likelihood to purchase the product for 

consumers with negative versus positive prior brand evaluations. 

 However, in determining overall brand attitudes and likelihood to purchase the 

product, the level of affect consumers experience during the conclusion of the ad should 

have a greater impact on changes in attitude and purchase intention for consumers with 

higher levels of product category involvement.  This is because while low levels of 

processing generally result in affect transfer from peripheral cues to affective evaluations 

of the ad, more stable and enduring brand attitudes are a result of consumers thoughts and 

emotions generated at much higher levels of processing (MacInnis and Jaworski 1989).  

For example, in message based persuasion (fourth highest level of processing from 

MacInnis and Jaworski 1989), the extent to which ad based cues are perceived as 

important (e.g. Petty, Cacioppo and Schumann 1983) and relevant (Minard, Bhatla, Lord, 

Dixon and Unnava 1991) will produce the highest levels of affect and have the strongest 

impact on overall brand evaluations (MacInnis and Jaworski 1989).  Consumers in the 

next highest stage of MacInnis and Jaworski’s (1989) message processing framework 

perform role taking operations, which is when consumers will actually visualize 

themselves in the role of one of the characters of the ad.  When consumers undergo role 

taking operations, brand attitudes will be influenced by high levels of affect associated 

with empathy-based identification with the characters and situations presented in the ad 

(Aaker and Stayman 1989).   
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 Support for the role of affect during the storyline conclusion having a stronger 

impact on brand evaluations for consumers with high levels of product category 

involvement also comes from Vaughn’s (1980; 1986) FCB Grid and Kim and Lord’s 

(1991) modification of the FCB grid, which conceptualizes involvement on both a 

“think” (reflecting high or low cognitive involvement) and “feel” (reflecting high or low 

affective involvement) dimension.  Much of the research treating cognitive and affective 

involvement separately has illustrated an additive effect of both types of involvement on 

consumers’ ad and brand attitudes (Buck, Anderson, Chaudhuri and Ray 2004).  For 

example, Putrevu and Lord (1994) found that comparative ads yielded the most positive 

attitudes for products that were high on both cognitive and affective involvement.  I 

expect the role of affect generation to be more important for high involvement consumers 

because they are engaging in levels of processing that are likely to produce stronger and 

more extreme levels of affect, especially during the conclusion of the ad.  I expect this 

relationship to be strongest during the conclusion of the ad because prior research has 

shown that consumers’ overall brand attitudes are more strongly determined by the level 

of affect consumers experience at the storyline conclusion or final moment of the ad 

(Baumgartner, Sujan and Padgett 1989; Young, McAlister and Hoyer 2008).  Prior 

research also shows that the most effective ads generate the highest levels of affect during 

this stage of the ad (Baumgartner, Sujan and Padgett 1989; Young, McAlister and Hoyer 

2008).  Therefore, I predict: 

H5A:  The positive relationship between the level of affect experienced at the 

conclusion segment of the ad and consumers’ overall change in brand attitude and 
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purchase intentions will be greater for consumers with more negative prior brand 

attitudes (versus more positive prior brand attitudes). 

H5B:  The positive relationship between the level of affect experienced at the 

conclusion segment of the ad and consumers’ overall change in brand attitude and 

purchase intentions will be greater for consumers with higher (versus lower) 

levels of involvement with the advertised product category.  

Examining Positive and Negative Affect Transfer from the Ad to Consumers’ 
Overall Brand Evaluations in the Highest Rated and Lowest Rated Ads 

Finally, this study also explores the relationship between attitude toward the ad 

and the extent to which consumers transfer the level of affect experienced during the 

conclusion of the ad to the advertised brand itself.  Evidence that consumers assimilate 

the level and valence of affect experienced toward one given stimulus or context to 

another stimulus or context is abundant in the marketing literature (e.g. Raghunathan and 

Irwin 2001), as well as in the advertising literature (Batra and Ray 1986; Mitchell and 

Olson 1981; MacInnis and Jaworski 1989).  However, prior research suggests that the 

transfer of affect from the ad to the brand may work differently for negative emotions 

than positive emotions.  For instance, a great deal of research suggests that consumers 

weigh negative inputs more heavily in their judgments than equally valenced positive 

information (Birnbaum, 1972; Feldman, 1966; Fiske, 1980; Hodges, 1974).  These 

findings suggest that consumers that experience negative levels of affect during the 

conclusion of the ad would be more likely to transfer that negative affect toward the 

brand than consumers that experienced equally valenced positive affect.  Indeed, Burke 
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and Edell (1989) found that negative feelings experienced during an ad had a direct 

impact on attitude toward the brand, whereas positive, upbeat feelings did not have a 

direct effect.   

Prior research also provides conflicting evidence regarding the role of negative 

affect in advertising.  Most research shows a negative relationship between ad irritation 

and brand attitudes (e.g. Ray and Batra 1983).  However, Aaker and Bruzzone (1985) 

provide some evidence of Silk and Vavra’s (1974) J-shaped hypothesis that proposes that 

ads that are irritating are expected to be slightly more effective than those that are neutral.  

Three possible reasons are proposed by Ray and Batra (1983): 1) negative affect 

stimulates attention and processing without the negative reaction being transferred to the 

brand, 2) brand familiarity is increased which may enhance liking if the ad becomes 

dissociated with the brand, and 3) irritation distracts and inhibits counter-arguing 

resulting in greater persuasion.   

While prior research highlights the importance of examining the extent to which 

negative feelings evoked by an ad will be transferred to the advertised brand, prior 

research does not provide any evidence as to why this effect would be stronger in some 

ads rather than others.  Therefore, I will frame the final hypothesis as a research question 

examining the differences between the extent of positive and negative affect transfer in 

the best performing Super Bowl ads and the worst performing Super Bowl ads.   
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RQ1:  Does the extent to which consumers transfer the positive or negative affect 

they experience during the conclusion of the ad to the advertised brand differ 

between the best performing ads and the worst performing ads?   
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CHAPTER 11: METHOD 

 

The data utilized in this study was collected by a marketing research firm in the 

two week period following the Super Bowl.  A total of 3,958 consumers were recruited 

via search engines such as Google and Yahoo to view and provide evaluations of 30 

Super Bowl ads.  Consumers had the ability to provide evaluations for up to four ads and 

reviewed an average of slightly under three ads each, yielding an average of 395 

responses per ad.  Measures for all dependent and independent variables utilized in this 

research were collected on 23 of the 30 ads in the sample.  However, due to a coding 

glitch, we did not collect measures of purchase intentions prior to and following the ad, 

which were required to test Hypothesis 5.  Because the first six hypotheses are 

conceptually linked, results from the 23 ad sample will be reported in the main body of 

this paper.  Five of the six hypotheses were also tested on the 30 ad sample and are 

reported in the Appendix.  Any differences in results between these two samples will be 

highlighted in the main text. 

Upon coming to the website and agreeing to participate in the study, consumers 

were prompted to answer a set of demographic questions (e.g. gender, age, ethnicity, 

education, income, and number of people in the household), as well as a set of pre-

exposure attitudinal questions assessing current attitude toward the brand and likelihood 

to purchase the product.  After answering the pre-exposure questions, consumers then 

read detailed instructions that explained the moment-to-moment process by which they 
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would evaluate the ads.  The method of collecting moment-to-moment evaluations in this 

study is similar to that used in earlier moment-to-moment research (e.g. Baumgartner, 

Sujan and Padgett 1997; Woltman Elpers, Wedel and Pieters 2003; and Woltman Elpers, 

Mukherjee and Hoyer 2004).   

After indicating that s/he understood the instructions, the consumer viewed an ad 

on her/his computer screen and concurrently used a mouse to guide a slider located on the 

screen beneath the ad to indicate how appealing s/he thought the ad was at each moment.  

The slider scale contained 11 values that ranged from 0 to 10.  Consumers were 

instructed to begin at the midpoint of the scale (level 5), which represented neutral appeal 

(neither appealing nor unappealing).  From there, consumers were instructed to move the 

slider continuously while viewing the ad to reflect how appealing (values greater than 5) 

or unappealing (values less than 5) the ad was at each moment.  The computer recorded 

the position of the slider on the 11 point scale at one second intervals throughout the ad.  

For a 30 second ad, this resulted in 30 measures of positive or negative affect 

corresponding to each second of the ad. 

After providing moment-to-moment evaluations of the ad, consumers were then 

asked to answer a number of standard questions gauging the overall effectiveness of the 

ad. First of all, a total of eight items were used to measure the overall affective evaluation 

of the ad including 1) how humorous the ad was, 2) how appealing the ad was, 3) did the 

ad make them happy, 4) did the ad make them feel warm, 5) was the ad for someone like 

them, 6) how funny the ad was, 7) did the ad make them excited, and 8) did the ad appeal 

to their feelings.  The measures of overall affective evaluation of the ad were highly 
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correlated (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.93).  Therefore, I created a composite measure called 

“Overall Affective Evaluation” for each consumer reflecting the average rating a 

consumer had on all eight measures of affective evaluations of the ad.  Table 15 reports 

all inter-item correlations between the affective evaluation variables and their correlations 

with the composite variable.   

I also had consumers rate their attitude toward the brand and likelihood to 

purchase the product after viewing the ad.  Table 16 reports the exact scales used for all 

pre- and post-exposure measures used in this research, as well as the mean, standard 

deviation and standard error of the mean for both the 23 and 30 ad samples.  

Additionally, I also calculated a number of measures used in prior research reflecting 

important aspects of the affect traces to use in the hypothesis tests including the peak, 

final moment, linear trend, set-up principal component, development principal 

component, conclusion principal component, average affect during the storyline set-up, 

average affect during the storyline development, and average affect during the storyline 

conclusion.  A chart describing how each of these measures was calculated, as well as the 

mean, standard deviation and standard error of the mean for each of the moment-to-

moment calculations is shown in Table 17.  Finally, inter-item correlations for each of the 

dependent and independent variables used in hypothesis testing are shown in Table 18.   
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CHAPTER 12: RESULTS 

The Relationship between Prior Brand Attitude and Product Category Involvement 
and the Peak, Final Moment and Linear Trend of Consumers' Affect Traces 

Bivariate correlations were used to examine the relationship between prior brand 

attitude and product category involvement and the peak, final moment and linear trend of 

consumers’ affect traces.  Table 19 shows the results of these analyses.  As predicted in 

Hypothesis 1A, consumers that had more positive (versus more negative) prior brand 

attitudes experienced a higher (versus lower) peak (R = 0.13, p < 0.01), final moment (R 

= 0.18, p < 0.01) and overall linear trend (R = 0.15, p < 0.01).  Similarly, as predicted in 

Hypothesis 1B, consumers that exhibited higher levels of involvement in the product 

category also experienced a higher peak (R = 0.13, p < 0.01), final moment (R = 0.16, p < 

0.01), and overall linear trend (R = 0.13, p < 0.01)6. 

The Relationship between Prior Brand Attitude and Product Category Involvement 
and Level of Affect Experienced During the Set-up, Development and Conclusion of 
the Ad 

 Bivariate correlations were also used to test the relationship between prior brand 

attitude and product category involvement and the levels of affect experienced during the 

set-up, development and conclusion segments of the storyline (see Table 20).  As 

recommended by Young, McAlister and Hoyer (2008), principal components analysis 

with varimax rotation was applied to the moment-to-moment evaluations for each ad in 

                                                 
6 Results for Hypotheses 1A and 1B were also obtained for the 30 ad sample.  Prior brand attitude was 
positively related to peak (R = 0.13, p < 0.01), final moment (R = 0.18, p < 0.01) and linear trend (R = 
0.15, p < 0.01).  Additionally, product category involvement was positively related to peak (R = 0.13, p < 
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the sample.  By examining which moments of the ad load highest on each of the 

identified principal components, one is able to identify the moments in the ad where 

storyline-driven divergence in consumer response occurs.  A similar factor structure 

across all ads revealed divergence in consumer response occurring at three segments of 

the ad corresponding to the storyline set-up, development and conclusion.  For each ad, 

the average level of affect consumers experienced during the moments of the ad that load 

highest on each of the identified storyline components was calculated and used as one of 

the correlates. 

 Consistent with Hypothesis 2A, I found that consumers with more positive 

(versus more negative) prior brand attitudes experienced higher (versus lower) levels of 

affect during the set-up (R = 0.12, p < 0.01), development (R = 0.13, p < 0.01) and 

conclusion (R = 0.17, p < 0.01) components of the storyline.  Larger bivariate 

correlations for each subsequent segment of the storyline indicated that the positive 

impact of prior brand attitude got larger for each successive storyline segment.  

Therefore, the positive impact of prior brand attitude was smallest during the storyline 

set-up, greater during the storyline development and greatest during the storyline 

conclusion.  Similarly, consistent with Hypothesis 2B, I found a positive relationship 

between product category involvement and consumers’ levels of affect during each 

segment of the ad where the relationship was smallest during the storyline set-up (R = 

0.09, p < 0.01), greater during the storyline development (R = 0.12, p < 0.01), and 

                                                                                                                                                 
0.01), final moment (R = 0.15, p < 0.01) and linear trend (R = 0.12, p < 0.01).  Please see Appendix for 
more details. 



 80 

greatest during the storyline conclusion (R = 0.16, p < 0.01)7.  Consumers with negative 

prior brand attitudes and low levels of product category involvement had affect traces 

that mirrored the affect traces of consumers with positive prior brand attitudes and high 

levels of involvement and experienced affect traces characterized by low levels of affect 

during the storyline set-up, even lower levels of affect during the storyline conclusion and 

lowest levels of affect during the storyline conclusion.  Therefore, the difference in affect 

traces for consumers with positive (versus negative) prior brand attitudes and consumers 

with high (versus low) levels of involvement tended to grow larger as consumers 

progressed through the storyline. 

Moderating Role of Prior Brand Attitude and Involvement on the Level of Affect 
Experienced During the Development Segment of the Ad and Consumers' Affective 
Evaluations of the Ad 

 Hypotheses 3A and 3B are designed to examine whether the level of affect 

consumers’ experienced during the storyline development had differential impacts on 

overall affective evaluations of the ad for consumers that had positive (versus negative) 

prior brand attitudes and higher (versus lower) levels of product category involvement.  

In this analysis, I measured the level of affect consumers’ experienced during the 

development of the storyline by using consumers’ principal component scores obtained 

from the aforementioned application of principal components analysis (see Young, 

                                                 
7 Results for H2A and H2B were also obtained for the 30 ad sample.  The positive impact of brand attitude 
on the level of affect consumers experienced during each segment of the storyline was smallest during the 
storyline set-up (R = 0.12, p < 0.01), greater during the storyline development (R = 0.14, p < 0.01), and 
greatest during the storyline conclusion (R = 0.17, p < 0.01).  Similarly, the positive impact of product 
category involvement on the level of affect consumers experienced during each segment of the storyline 
was smallest during the storyline set-up (R = 0.09, p < 0.01), greater during the storyline development (R = 
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McAlister and Hoyer 2008 for more details).  These factor scores are standardized 

measures reflecting how many standard deviations above or below the mean each 

individual’s moment-to-moment evaluations were during the storyline development for a 

particular ad.  These standardized measures enable easy comparisons between consumers 

that responded positively and negatively to each element of the storyline and I can 

compare the results on overall affective ad evaluations for consumers that had positive 

(versus negative) prior brand attitudes and high (versus low) levels of product category 

involvement. 

 Regression was used to test the relationship between consumers’ levels of affect 

during the storyline development and consumers’ prior brand attitudes and product 

category involvement on consumers’ affective evaluations of the ad.  Results depicting 

the main and interaction effects are contained in Tables 21 and 22.  As found in prior 

research, there was a positive main effect of the level of affect experienced during the 

storyline development (Young, McAlister and Hoyer 2008) on consumers’ affective 

evaluations of the ad (H3A: t = 7.62, p < 0.01; H3B: t = 8.13, p < 0.01).  There were also 

positive main effects of prior brand attitude (t = 21.06, p < 0.01) and product category 

involvement (t = 24.10, p < 0.01) on consumers’ affective evaluations of the ad.  These 

main effects represent consumers’ biased tendencies to evaluate an ad in a manner that is 

consistent with their prior brand attitude and product category involvement. 

                                                                                                                                                 
0.12, p < 0.01) and greatest during the storyline conclusion (R = 0.15, p < 0.01).  Please see Appendix for 
more details. 
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However, the relationship we are most interested in is the interaction between 

consumers’ levels of affect during the storyline development and prior brand attitude and 

product category involvement on consumers’ affective evaluations of the ad.  As 

predicted in Hypothesis 3A, the level of affect consumers attained during the storyline 

development had a greater impact on affective evaluations of the ad for consumers with 

more negative (versus more positive) prior brand attitudes (t = -2.59, p < 0.01) (F = 

291.20, p < 0.01, R
2
 = 0.08).  Therefore, consumers that reached high levels of positive 

affect during the conclusion of the ad had much less dispersion in overall ad evaluations 

(M = 4.05 for consumers with positive prior brand attitudes; M = 3.50 for consumers with 

negative prior brand attitudes) than consumers that experienced negative levels of affect 

during the conclusion (see Table 21).  However, there was much greater dispersion in 

overall ad evaluations for consumers that experienced negative levels of affect during the 

storyline development (M = 3.10 for consumers with positive prior brand attitudes; M = 

1.93 for consumers with negative prior brand attitudes ).  This interaction effect 

illustrates that consumers’ tendency to evaluate the ad in a manner that is consistent with 

their prior brand attitude is reduced when consumers reach high levels of positive affect 

during the storyline development segment of the ad. 

Similarly, as predicted in Hypothesis 3B, the level of affect consumers’ attained 

during the storyline development had a greater impact on affective evaluations of the ad 

for consumers with lower (versus higher) levels of involvement with the product category 
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(t = -2.12, p < 0.05) (F = 338.86, p < 0.01, R
2
 = 0.10) (see Table 22) 8.  Likewise, the 

difference between the affective evaluations for consumers that experienced positive 

levels of affect versus negative levels of affect was greatest for consumers that had 

extremely low levels of category involvement (3.50 versus 2.12) and least for consumers 

that had extremely high levels of category involvement (4.25 versus 3.39).  Once again, 

the interaction graph in Table 22 shows that there is less dispersion in affective 

evaluations for consumers that reached high levels of positive affect as opposed to 

negative affect.  This implies that consumers’ tendencies to evaluate an ad consistent with 

their prior levels of category involvement is less pronounced when consumers reach high 

levels of affect during the storyline development segment of the ad.  Therefore, 

consumers’ tendency to provide affective evaluations of ads consistent with their prior 

levels of product category involvement is more pronounced when consumers experience 

low levels of affect during the storyline development. 

Moderating Role of Prior Brand Attitude and Involvement on the Level of Affect 
Experienced During the Conclusion Segment of the Ad and Consumers' Affective 
Evaluations of the Ad 

 A similar analysis was performed to examine how the level of affect consumers 

experience during the storyline conclusion impacted overall affective evaluations of the 

ad for consumers with more positive (versus more negative) prior brand attitudes and 

                                                 
8 All main effects concerning consumers’ levels of affect experienced during the development of the 
storyline (H3A: t = 7.57, p < 0.01; H3B: t = 7.93, p < 0.01), prior brand attitude (t = 23.85, p < 0.01) and 
product category involvement (t = 23.42, p < 0.01) on consumers’ overall affective ad evaluations were 
supported for the 30 ad sample as well.  Additionally, the interaction between prior brand attitude and 
affect during the storyline development proposed in H3A was supported (t = -2.15, p < 0.05) (F = 356.00, p 
< 0.01, R

2
 = 0.08).  Finally, the interaction between product category involvement and affect during the 
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consumers with higher levels (versus lower levels) of category involvement (see Tables 

23 and 24).   As found in prior research (Young, Hoyer and McAlister 2008), there was a 

positive main effect where consumers that experienced more positive (negative) levels of 

affect during the storyline conclusion provided higher (lower) overall affective 

evaluations of the ad (H4A: t = 16.47, p < 0.01; H4B: t = 16.32, p < 0.01).  Additionally, 

there were positive main effects between consumers’ prior brand attitudes (t = 17.81, p < 

0.01) and product category involvement (t = 20.63, p < 0.01) on consumers’ overall 

affective evaluation of the ad, reflecting that these consumer characteristics biased 

consumers’ overall ad evaluations in a manner that was consistent with their prior 

attitudes and levels of involvement.   

 Once again, we are most interested in the interaction between consumers’ levels 

of affect during the storyline conclusion and consumers’ prior brand attitudes and levels 

of product category involvement on consumers’ overall affective evaluations of the ad.  

Hypothesis 4A predicted that the positive relationship between the levels of affect 

consumers experienced during the storyline conclusion and overall affective evaluations 

of the ad would be stronger for consumers with more negative (versus more positive) 

prior brand attitudes, and was confirmed (t = -4.52, p < 0.01) (F = 876.86, p < 0.01, R
2
 = 

0.22).  Consumers with very negative attitudes toward the advertised brand provided 

affective evaluations of the ad almost as high as consumers with very positive prior brand 

attitudes (M = 4.40 for most negative prior attitudes; M = 4.58 for most positive brand 

attitudes) when these consumers reached high levels of positive affect during the 

                                                                                                                                                 
storyline development was marginally supported (t = -1.60, p < 0.11) (F = 356.00, p < 0.01, R

2
 = 0.083).  
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storyline conclusion (see Table 23).  However, consumers with very negative prior brand 

attitudes provided much lower affective evaluations of the ad (M = 1.28) than consumers 

with very positive prior brand attitudes (M = 2.44) when consumers experienced negative 

affect during the storyline conclusion.  These results illustrate that there was little 

discrepancy between the evaluations of consumers with positive and negative prior brand 

attitudes that experienced high levels of positive affect during the conclusion of the ad, 

but there was a large discrepancy between consumers with negative and positive prior 

brand attitudes that experienced negative affect during the conclusion.  This suggests that 

ads that build high levels of positive affect during the storyline conclusion are able to 

seriously reduce and perhaps even eliminate consumers’ biased tendency to evaluate the 

ad in a way that is consistent with their prior brand attitude.  However, this bias remains 

present in consumers that experience negative levels of affect during the storyline 

conclusion. 

 Hypothesis 4B predicted that the relationship between the level of affect 

experienced during the storyline conclusion and overall affective evaluations of the ad 

would be greater for consumers with lower (versus higher) levels of product category 

involvement, and was also confirmed (t = -2.09, p < 0.05) (F = 915.34, p < 0.01, R
2
 = 

0.22) (See Table 24)9.  The difference between the overall affective ad evaluations for 

                                                                                                                                                 
Please see Appendix for more details. 
9 All main effects regarding consumers’ levels of affect experienced during the conclusion of the storyline 
(H4A: t = 18.06, p < 0.01; H4B: t = 17.41, p < 0.01), prior brand attitude (t = 19.98, p < 0.01) and product 
category involvement (t = 19.62, p < 0.01) on consumers’ overall affective ad evaluations were supported 
for the 30 ad sample as well.  Additionally, the interaction between prior brand attitude and affect during 
the storyline conclusion proposed in H4A was supported (t = -4.87, p < 0.01) (F = 1057.75, p < 0.01, R

2
 = 

0.21).  Finally, the interaction between product category involvement and affect during the storyline 
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consumers with the lowest level of involvement (M = 4.24 for consumers experiencing 

highest levels of positive affect; M = 1.57 for consumers experiencing negative affect) 

was much greater than the difference for consumers with the highest level of involvement 

(M = 4.81 for consumers experiencing highest levels of positive affect; M = 2.62 for 

consumers experiencing negative affect).  In this scenario, consumers’ biases in 

providing overall affective evaluations consistent with their level of product category 

involvement was still present, but was significantly reduced when consumers’ 

experienced high levels of positive affect during the conclusion of the ad. 

Moderating Role of Prior Brand Attitude and Involvement on the Level of Affect 
Experienced During the Conclusion Segment of the Ad and Consumers' Change in 
Attitude Toward the Brand 

Regression was used to test the notion that the level of affect consumers’ 

experienced during the conclusion of the ad had a greater impact on change in attitude 

toward the advertised brand on consumers that had more negative (versus more positive) 

prior brand attitudes and higher (versus lower) levels of product category involvement.  

Results depicting the main and interaction effects are contained in Tables 25 and 26.   

First of all, it should be noted that there was a positive main effect where 

consumers that experienced more positive (versus more negative) levels of affect during 

the conclusion segment of the storyline also experienced a more positive (versus more 

negative) change in attitude toward the advertised brand (H5A: t = 8.82, p < 0.01; H5B: t 

= 2.12, p < 0.05).  There was also a main effect where consumers that had more positive 

                                                                                                                                                 
conclusion was supported (t = -1.92, p < 0.05) (F = 1044.46, p < 0.01, R

2
 = 0.21).  Please see Appendix for 

more details. 
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(versus more negative) brand attitudes (t = -46.68, p < 0.01) and lower levels (versus 

higher levels) of product category involvement (t = -3.97, p < 0.01) experienced a more 

negative (versus more positive) change in attitude toward the advertised brand.  The 

negative main effect for prior brand attitude and change in attitude toward the advertised 

brand was most likely driven by ceiling effects in that consumers that rated their attitude 

toward the advertised brand at the highest level (or lowest level) could not experience any 

positive (or negative) change in attitude toward the brand.  However, the relationship we 

are most interested in here is the interaction between consumers’ levels of affect during 

the conclusion of the ad and consumers prior brand attitude and product category 

involvement on consumers’ change in attitude toward the advertised brand.   

Hypothesis 5A predicted that the positive relationship between the level of affect 

experienced at the conclusion segment of the ad and consumers’ overall change in 

attitude toward the advertised brand would be greater for consumers with more negative 

(versus more positive) prior brand attitudes, and was supported (t = -4.52, p < 0.01) (F = 

772.80, p < 0.01, R
2
 = 0.20).  As shown in Table 25, the conclusion of the storyline had 

the greatest impact on consumers that had the most negative prior brand attitudes.  

Consumers who experienced negative affect during the conclusion of the ad exhibited a 

small, positive change in attitude (M = +0.38), whereas consumers that experienced the 

highest levels of positive affect exhibited a much larger, positive change in attitude 

toward the advertised brand (M = +1.70).  The reason that consumers with negative prior 

brand attitudes experienced small positive attitude change even when they experienced 

negative affect during the conclusion of the ad is due to the main effect of prior brand 
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attitude on change in attitude toward the brand.  The consumers that had the lowest 

possible prior brand evaluations only had one way to move on the attitude scale.  A 

similar dynamic also held for consumers that had neutral prior brand attitudes, where 

consumers that experienced negative affect during the conclusion exhibiting a small, 

negative decrease in attitude toward the brand (M = -0.16), whereas consumers that 

experienced the highest levels of positive affect exhibited a larger, positive change in 

attitude (M = +0.74).  Consumers that had the most positive prior brand attitudes 

experienced less pronounced changes in attitude toward the advertised brand and 

exhibited a slight decrease in attitude toward the brand when the level of affect 

experienced during the conclusion of the ad was negative (M = -0.70) versus positive (M 

= -0.21).  The earlier hypotheses showed that consumers with negative prior brand 

attitudes were most influenced by the levels of affect generated during the conclusion of 

the ad and that is why we see the greatest increase in attitude toward the brand for 

consumers with negative prior brand attitudes when they experience high levels of 

positive affect during the conclusion.  It also explains why at the same time, we do not 

see an equally dramatic decrease in attitude toward the brand for consumers with very 

positive brand attitudes that experienced negative affect during the storyline conclusion 

Hypothesis 5B predicted that the positive relationship between the level of affect 

experienced during the storyline conclusion and consumers’ overall change in attitude 

toward the advertised brand would be stronger for consumers with higher (versus lower) 

levels of involvement in the product category, and was not supported (t = 0.88, p = n.s.) 
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(F = 37.90, p < 0.01)10.  While the level of affect experienced during the storyline 

conclusion had a positive relationship on change in attitude toward the brand (t = 2.12, p 

< 0.01), the strength of this relationship did not differ based on product category 

involvement (see Table 26).  However, it is important to note that the positive main effect 

of involvement on consumers’ overall change in attitude toward the brand (t = 3.97, p < 

0.01) also applied. 

Moderating Role of Prior Brand Attitude and Involvement on the Level of Affect 
Experienced During the Conclusion Segment of the Ad and Consumers' Change in 
Purchase Intentions 

Hypotheses 5A and 5B were also designed to test if the positive relationship 

between the level of affect consumers’ experienced during the conclusion of the ad and 

consumers’ changes in purchase intentions differed for consumers with positive (versus 

negative) prior brand attitudes and higher (versus lower) levels of category involvement 

(see Tables 27 and 28).  Results indicated that there was a main effect where consumers’ 

with higher levels of positive affect during the conclusion exhibited greater changes in 

likelihood to purchase the product in the test of Hypothesis 5A (t = 7.25, p < 0.01), but 

not Hypothesis 5B (t = 1.41, p = n.s.).  Additionally, there was a negative main effect 

between consumers’ prior brand attitude (t = -20.72, p < 0.01) and consumers’ change in 

likelihood to purchase the advertised brand, most likely driven by ceiling effects.  There 

                                                 
10 All main effects regarding consumers’ levels of affect experienced during the conclusion of the storyline 
(H5A: t = 10.17, p < 0.01; H5B: t = 2.43, p < 0.01) and consumers’ prior brand attitude (t = -52.24, p < 
0.01) and product category involvement (t = 4.64, p < 0.001) on change in attitude toward the advertised 
brand were supported for the 30 ad sample as well.  Additionally, the interaction between prior brand 
attitude and affect during the conclusion of the ad proposed in H5A was also supported for the 30 ad 
sample (t = -4.85, p < 0.01.) (F = 974.63, p < 0.01, R

2
 = 0.20).  However, the interaction between product 

category involvement and affect during the conclusion of the ad proposed in H5B was also NOT supported 
for the 30 ad sample (t = 1.15, p = n.s., R

2
 = 0.01).  Please see Appendix for more details. 
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was also a positive main effect of product category involvement on consumers’ change in 

likelihood to purchase the product (t = 10.37, p < 0.01).   

Once again, we are most interested in the interaction between consumers’ levels 

of affect during the storyline conclusion and consumers’ prior brand attitudes and 

category involvement on consumers’ changes in likelihood to purchase the advertised 

brand (see Table 27).  As predicted in Hypothesis 5A, I found that the positive 

relationship between the level of affect experienced at the conclusion segment of the ad 

and consumers’ overall change in likelihood to purchase the advertised brand was greater 

for consumers with more negative prior brand attitudes (versus more positive brand 

attitudes) (t = -3.56, p < 0.001) (F = 193.32, p < 0.01).  Once again, generating high 

levels of positive affect during the conclusion segment of the ad had the greatest impact 

on generating positive changes in purchase intentions amongst consumers that had the 

most negative prior brand attitudes (M = +1.23 for positive affect; M = -0.01 for negative 

affect).  The level of affect experienced during the storyline conclusion also had a strong 

impact on change in purchase intentions for consumers with neutral prior attitudes toward 

the brand (M = +0.67 for positive affect, M = -0.20 for negative affect).   Once again, 

consumers with more positive brand attitudes have the most stable purchase intentions 

that are least susceptible to change by generating positive or negative levels of affect 

during the storyline conclusion (M = +0.10 for high levels of affect, M = -0.39 for low 

levels of affect). 

 Hypothesis 5B predicted that the positive relationship between the level of affect 

consumers experienced during the conclusion of the ad and consumers’ changes in 
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likelihood to purchase the advertised product was greatest for consumers with higher 

(versus lower) levels of product category involvement, and is marginally supported (t = 

1.90, p < 0.10) (F = 81.46, p < 0.01).  The graph of this interaction in Table 28 shows that 

consumers that experienced negative affect during the storyline conclusion experienced 

very mild decreases in likelihood to purchase the advertised product (M = -0.06 for the 

highest level of involvement; M = -0.25 for the lowest level of involvement) regardless of 

the level of category involvement.  However, high levels of affect during the conclusion 

of the ad resulted in a very small change in likelihood to purchase for consumers with the 

lowest levels of involvement (M = 0.09), but resulted in a much higher change in 

likelihood to purchase for consumers with the highest levels of involvement (M = 0.70). 

Degree of Affect Transfer from the Conclusion of the Ad to Overall Brand 
Evaluations for the Best Performing and Worst Performing Ads 

 Since an important theme of this research has been the important impact of the 

level of affect consumers experience during the conclusion of the ad on consumers’ 

overall attitudes toward the brand, I also examined the extent to which consumers 

transferred this affect to the advertised brand in the 10 highest rated Super Bowl ads and 

the 10 lowest rated Super Bowl ads.  Regression was used to test Research Question 1 

that proposed that the level of positive and negative affect transfer from the conclusion of 

the ad to the advertised brand would differ between the lowest rated ads than in the 

highest rated ads (see Table 29 for results).  First of all, there was a positive main effect 

between the level of affect experienced during the conclusion of the ad and consumers’ 

overall attitude toward the brand (t = 13.06, p < 0.01).  There was also a positive main 
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effect between ad grouping and consumers’ overall attitude toward the brand (t = 13.75, p 

< 0.01), where the 10 lowest rated ads averaged 3.56, the 10 medium rated ads averaged 

3.65, and the 10 highest rated ads averaged 3.85 on a five point scale.   

 The interaction between ad grouping and level of affect experienced during the 

conclusion of the ad was significant (t = -3.73, p < 0.01) (F = 285.24, p < 0.01), 

confirming Hypothesis 6.  Therefore, consumers that experienced high levels of positive 

affect during the conclusion of the ads rated their attitude toward the brand high 

regardless of whether the ad was rated in the top 10 ads (M = 4.38), medium 10 ads (M = 

4.35), or worst 10 ads (M = 4.33).  However, consumers that experienced negative levels 

of affect during the conclusion were much more likely to transfer that negative affect to 

attitude toward the brand in the worst 10 ads (M = 2.75), compared to the best 10 ads (M 

= 3.28).  Therefore, what distinguishes the best Super Bowl ads from the worst Super 

Bowl ads is not the extent to which consumers that experience high levels of positive 

affect during the conclusion of the storyline transfer that affect to the advertised brand.  

However, what distinguishes the best performing Super Bowl ads from the worst is the 

extent to which consumers that experienced negative affect during the storyline 

conclusion transfer that negative affect to the advertised brand.   
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CHAPTER 13: GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 

This study expands upon prior moment-to-moment research by examining how 

important consumer (receiver) characteristics impact consumers’ moment-to-moment 

evaluations of ads.  I find that generally, consumers exhibit a negativity or positivity bias 

in their moment-to-moment evaluations of the ad based on their prior brand attitudes and 

levels of involvement with the advertised product category.  Consumers with positive 

brand perceptions and high levels of involvement with the product category tend to 

provide higher than average moment-to-moment evaluations of the ads.  Consumers with 

negative prior brand perceptions and low levels of involvement with the product category 

tend to provide lower than average moment-to-moment evaluations of the ads.  I also 

show that this bias grows larger through each stage of the ad and influences consumers’ 

overall affective assessments of the ad, as well as attitude toward the brand and ultimate 

purchase intentions. 

Given that consumers’ prior brand attitude and level of involvement with the 

product category influence consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces and overall ad 

and product evaluations, this research also looks at how advertisers can reduce the 

tendency for consumers with negative brand attitudes and low product category 

involvement to provide lower overall ad ratings and create the greatest degree of attitude 

change in consumers that are not as positively predisposed to their product.  First, I 

examine the moderating role of prior brand attitude and product category involvement on 
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the positive relationship between the level of affect consumers experience during the 

storyline development and consumers’ overall affective evaluations of the ad.  My 

findings indicate that ads that create high levels of positive affect during the development 

of the storyline reduce the tendency for consumers to evaluate the ad in a manner that is 

consistent with their prior brand attitude and level of product category involvement.  

However, this tendency is not eliminated. 

Prior research has shown that perhaps the greatest influence on consumers’ 

overall affective evaluations of the ad is the level of affect consumers experience at the 

conclusion of the storyline (e.g. Baumgartner, Sujan and Padgett 1997; Woltman Elpers, 

Mukherjee and Hoyer 2004; Young, McAlister and Hoyer 2008).  Therefore, I examine 

the moderating role of prior brand attitude and product category involvement on the 

positive relationship between the level of affect consumers experience at the conclusion 

of the ad and their overall affective evaluations of the ad.  My findings indicate that the 

tendency for consumers with negative prior brand attitudes to evaluate the ad in a manner 

that is consistent with their negative prior attitude is significantly reduced when ads are 

successful at creating high levels of positive affect during the storyline conclusion.  

Therefore, consumers that experienced high levels of positive affect during the 

conclusion of the ad evaluated the ad equally high regardless of their prior brand attitude.  

However, the bias remains present for consumers that experienced negative affect during 

the storyline conclusion, where consumers with positive brand attitudes rated the ad 

higher than consumers with negative brand attitudes.   
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The bias to evaluate the ad higher when consumers have a greater level of 

involvement in the product category still exists whether or not consumers experience high 

levels of positive affect during the conclusion of the ad.  However, this tendency is 

reduced when ads are successful at creating high levels of positive affect during the 

storyline conclusion.  This tendency is reduced mainly because of successful ads’ ability 

to generate high levels of positive affect in low involvement consumers.  Ads are 

generating high levels of positive affect in low involvement consumers by using 

peripheral cues designed to encourage affect transfer from the cue itself toward attitude 

toward the brand (MacInnis and Jaworski 1989; Petty and Cacioppo 1980; 1981;1986).  

Examples of peripheral cues that facilitate positive affect transfer include appearance of 

the spokesperson (Priester and Petty 2003), pleasant music (Park and Young 1986), 

catchy headlines (Schumann, Petty and Clemons 1990), pictures (Mitchell and Olson 

1981), appealing scenes (MacInnis and Price 1985) and pleasant situations (Batra and 

Ray 1986).   

Understanding how prior brand attitude and product category involvement impact 

consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces and overall affective assessments of the ad 

can also help us understand how advertisers can go about changing attitude toward the 

brand and likelihood to purchase the product for consumers that are not positively 

predisposed to the product.  As we learned, ads that build high levels of positive affect 

during the storyline development and conclusion have a stronger impact on overall ad 

evaluations for consumers with negative prior brand attitudes and low levels of product 

category involvement and also reduce the tendency for these consumers to provide 
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overall ad evaluations that are consistent with their prior brand attitudes and levels of 

category involvement.  The ability of ads to virtually eliminate this tendency in 

consumers that experience high levels of positive affect during the storyline conclusion 

results in higher levels of attitude change and change in purchase intentions for 

consumers with more negative prior brand attitudes without detracting from the already 

positive brand attitudes and purchase intentions of their loyal consumers.  

The finding that the positive relationship between the level of affect experienced 

during the storyline development and conclusion and consumers’ overall affective ad 

evaluations was stronger for consumers with low levels of product category involvement 

might suggest that consumers who attain high levels of positive affect during the 

storyline conclusion will experience the greatest degree of change in attitude toward the 

brand and purchase intentions.  However, this is not what the results showed.  Instead, I 

found that the level of affect experienced during the storyline conclusion impacted 

consumers’ attitude toward the brand similarly for both high involvement and low 

involvement consumers.  This may be because ads that successfully achieved high levels 

of positive affect only reduced, but did not eliminate, low involvement consumers’ 

tendency to rate the ad in a manner consistent with their product category involvement.  

However, I did find that ads creating high levels of positive affect during the conclusion 

of the ad produced greater change in likelihood to purchase the product for consumers 

that had higher levels of involvement in the product category.  This result is likely driven 

by the fact that consumers with high levels of involvement in the product category think 

about the product frequently and consider it important in their life, resulting in a much 
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greater likelihood to purchase the product in the first place.  It may also indicate that the 

mere presentation of the product and depiction of a usage scenario in the ad may have 

resulted in higher levels of positive affect for high involvement consumers because they 

consider the product to be a very important and central aspect of their lives. 

The last major finding of this research was that consumers that experience 

negative affect during the conclusion segment of the ad were more likely to transfer that 

negative affect to the advertised brand in the lowest rated ads than in the highest rated 

ads.  This finding suggests that while the best ads are those that generate high levels of 

positive affect, advertisers need to be especially cognizant of the extent to which 

consumers that experience negative affect transfer these negative feelings over to the 

advertised brand.  Consumers that experienced high levels of positive affect during the 

conclusion of the ad rated the advertised brand just as favorably in both the best 

performing ads and the worst performing ads.  However, it is the extent to which 

consumers transfer the negative affect experienced during the storyline conclusion to the 

advertised brand itself that really separated the best performing Super Bowl ads from the 

worst performing Super Bowl ads. 

Implications 

There are several important academic implications of this research.  First of all, 

this study builds on prior research regarding hypothesis confirmation bias (e.g. Hoch and 

Deighton; Snyder and Swann 1978) and shows how the evaluative nature of this bias 

impacts the level of affect consumers experience throughout the ad.  Prior confirmation 



 98 

bias research has typically focused on how consumers use their cognitions (see Murry, 

Holmes and Griffin 1996 and Naylor 2007 for exceptions) as the basis for forming 

subsequent judgments, but this study examines how the affective component of previous 

judgments can impact subsequent affective evaluations.  Additionally, the fact that the 

consumers tendency to evaluate ads in concert with their prior brand attitude and level of 

product category involvement grows stronger as consumers continue to process an ad 

provides further empirical evidence (outside of thought listings) that the hypothesis 

confirmation process is iterative and has the potential to lead to polarization of attitudes.   

Second, this research builds on prior moment-to-moment research (e.g. 

Baumgartner, Sujan and Pagdett 1989; Woltman Elpers, Mukherjee and Hoyer 2004) and 

shows how prior brand attitude and product category involvement not only influence 

consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces, but also moderate the relationship between 

ad generated affect and important downstream evaluations such as attitude toward the ad 

and attitude toward the brand.  This is the first piece of research that examines how 

personal characteristics can influence consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces and 

suggests that consumers with positive prior brand attitudes and high levels of category 

involvement exhibit greater levels of attention to ads leading to stronger levels of 

affective processing.  Understanding how these consumer characteristics impact 

consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces can help future researchers distinguish 

between the extent to which a brand communication enhances current brand attitudes and 

changes consumers’ attitudes.  Additionally, both personal characteristics moderate the 

extent to which key aspects of consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces influence 
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consumers’ retrospective evaluations of the ad.  Therefore, the level of affect consumers’ 

experience during the development and conclusion segments of the affect trace have 

differential influences on consumers’ retrospective evaluations of the ad depending on 

their prior brand attitudes and product category involvement.   

Third, this research ads to an already well established stream of research on 

involvement and level of processing (MacInnis and Jaworski 1989; Petty and Cacioppo 

1980; 1981;1986) and provides a moment-to-moment examination on how level of 

processing impacts consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces.  Perhaps the most 

interesting finding of this study is the fact that the level of affect experienced during the 

conclusion of the ad had a stronger impact on the overall ad evaluations of low 

involvement consumers.  However, the level of affect consumers experienced during the 

conclusion of the ad had a stronger impact on change in brand attitude and purchase 

intentions for high involvement consumers.  There are two important implications from 

this finding.  First, researchers should be cautioned to not simply view affect as a low 

involvement processing strategy.  Second, while affect in ads does have a strong 

influence on consumers’ retrospective ad evaluations, low involvement consumers do not 

seem to be making a connection between ad generated affect and the brand itself.   

Similarly, prior research on involvement and levels of processing has typically 

examined how consumers’ level of involvement impacts their cognitive processing of 

ads, such as the number and type of cognitive elaborations generated (Celsi and Olson 

1998; Petty and Cacioppo 1980, 1981, 1986).  This stream of research suggests that 

consumers using peripheral route processing of messages rely on online inferences, 
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simple associations and well-learned heuristics to form an attitude and that consumers 

using central route processing rely on issue-relevant arguments deemed as central to the 

communication to form their attitudes (Petty and Cacioppo 1980, 1981, 1986).  However, 

the present study examines how involvement impacts affective processing of ads and 

suggests that affective reactions to ad executions without strong central arguments can 

also have a strong impact on consumers with high levels of involvement.  While the level 

of affect that consumers experience had a stronger impact on overall ad evaluations for 

consumers with lower levels of product category involvement, I still find that consumers 

with high involvement had higher absolute evaluations and greater change in likelihood 

to purchase the product. 

Finally, another important implication of this research is the finding that 

consumers will equally transfer the positive affect they experience during the conclusion 

of the ad to the brand itself in both the highest rated and the lowest rated ads in the 

sample.  However, consumers that experienced negative affect were much more likely to 

transfer this affect to the advertised brand in the lowest rated ads than in the highest rated 

ads.  While prior research had typically aggregated consumers’ responses and used the 

average affect trace as the unit of analysis and focused on positive aspects of consumers 

affect trace (e.g. Baumgartner, Sujan and Pagdett 1989; Woltman Elpers, Mukherjee and 

Hoyer 2004), this study highlights the importance of focusing on why consumers 

experience negative affect and the extent to which consumers transfer this negative affect 

to the brand itself.  Research supporting Silk and Vavra’s (1974) J-shaped hypothesis 

(e.g. Aaker and Bruzonne) suggests that modest levels of ad irritation can help enhance 
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brand attitudes because of the ability of ad irritation to capture attention, encourage 

higher levels of processing and facilitate memory.  However, while this may be the case, 

this study suggests that ads differ on the extent to which negative affect is transferred to 

the brand itself and that the most successful ads do a good job at mitigating this negative 

affect transfer. 

There are many important practical implications from this research.  First of all, 

advertisers should consider and measure prior brand attitude and product category 

involvement prior to collecting moment-to-moment evaluations of ads so advertisers can 

better gauge whether their ad is simply “preaching to the choir” of loyal users that have 

positive perceptions of their brand and are highly involved in the product category or 

building awareness, positive perceptions and purchase intentions in consumers that are 

less positively predisposed to their brand.  Advertisers can also use these measurements 

to reduce the negativity bias we see in consumers based on their prior brand attitudes and 

levels of product category involvement.  Ads that are most successful in reducing this 

bias will be more successful at generating positive ad evaluations in consumers not as 

positively predisposed to their brand, which will result in greater attitude toward the ad, 

attitude toward the brand and likelihood to purchase the brand.  For example, ads that 

were effective at reducing consumers’ tendency to evaluate the ad in a manner consistent 

with their prior brand attitude and involvement generally used pleasing humor techniques 

such as 1) using celebrity endorsers, 2) using animals and 3) and using pleasant dream 

sequences.  Ads that were unsuccessful at reducing consumers’ tendency to evaluate the 

ad in a manner consistent with their prior brand attitude and involvement used 
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controversy.  For example, McDonalds “Freedomfries” ad played on a controversial 

popular culture idea to eliminate the word French fries from our language because of 

France’s lack of support for the Iraq war.  Additionally, GoDaddy used a very 

controversial execution where they relied on good looking “GoDaddy Girls” taking off 

their clothes to gain approval of their ad.  Therefore, ads most successful at reducing 

consumers’ tendency to evaluate ads in a manner consistent with their prior attitudes and 

involvements used humor in a way to gain wide spread appeal, as opposed to humor 

based on consumers’ decisive public opinions.   

Finally, advertisers currently do a good job at focusing on the positive aspects of 

consumers affect trace in gauging advertising effectiveness, but should pay more 

attention to divergence in consumer response.  Specifically, advertisers should be 

particularly concerned with troughs in the affect trace for consumers experiencing lower 

levels of affect because the extent to which these consumers transfer this negative affect 

to the advertised brand is what differentiates the best performing ads from the worst 

performing ads.  Once again, generally pleasing humor techniques that are not 

controversial and have wide spread appeal were most successful at generating positive 

affect that transferred to the brand and minimizing the extent to which consumers transfer 

negative affect to the advertised brand.  However, in the more controversial ad 

executions, consumers that responded negatively to the ad had a steadily decreasing slope 

of affect as soon as the controversial element of the ad was introduced (e.g. mention of 

politics, presence of the GoDaddy Girls).  Because of these ads ability to touch very 

controversial and sensitive subject matter for some consumers’, the extent to which 
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consumers transferred this negative affect to the brand was very strong.  Therefore, 

consumers that liked both ad executions were equally likely to transfer the positive affect 

they experienced during the ad itself to the brand.  However, in the worst performing ads, 

controversial humor touched a very sensitive chord in consumers causing high levels of 

transfer of negative affect to the brand itself.  Using consumers’ moment-to-moment 

affect traces to detect the storyline elements driving consumers’ down consumers’ affect 

and understanding the magnitude of this negative reaction may have prevented these ads 

from obtaining the very poor reactions they did. 

Limitations and Future Research 

As with any study, this research is not without limitations or potential areas for 

future examination.  One limitation of this research is that these moment-to-moment 

evaluations were collected in a setting where consumers had agreed to watch the ads and 

were willing, and perhaps even eager, to provide evaluations for the purpose of research.  

This study, and many others (e.g. Baumgartner, Sujan and Padgett 1997; Woltman 

Elpers, Mukherjee and Hoyer 2004) find that the level of affect consumers experience 

during the conclusion of the ad has a much greater impact on overall evaluations than 

other segments of the ad.   However, in a normal setting with household distractions and 

300+ other channels to watch, one may expect the storyline set-up to have an even larger 

impact on consumers’ overall evaluations of the ad given consumers’ zipping and 

zapping behaviors.  Examining consumers’ moment-to-moment evaluations in a more 

natural setting is a very fruitful area for future research. 
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 Another exciting area for future research using consumers’ moment-to-moment 

evaluations lies in the method’s amazing ability to link consumers’ levels of affect with 

actual executional elements of the ad.  The potential to test many advertising tactics such 

as the optimal time to introduce the product in the storyline, the optimal time to 

demonstrate the product in use, the optimal time to mention a tagline can all be identified 

using this technique.  Pretty much any advertising tactic can be coded in terms of present, 

absent, timing and duration of the tactic to provide a richer understanding of how 

consumers achieve high levels of affect throughout the affect trace to achieve the highest 

possible overall evaluations. 

 Finally, future research should examine the influence of other potential 

moderators of the relationship between consumers’ moment-to-moment affect traces and 

their impact on important downstream variables including attitude toward the ad, attitude 

toward the brand and likelihood to purchase the brand.  Interesting potential moderators 

would be product category experience, prior brand relationship and perceptions of 

similarity in the product category.  Indeed, there are many potential avenues for future 

research using consumers’ moment-to-moment affective evaluations of ads and I 

seriously hope that more researchers look to this technique to provide important and 

interesting insights regarding advertising execution and consumers’ processing of ads.   
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TABLES 

TABLE 1 

INTER-ITEM CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE MULTIPLE RETROSPECTIVE AD EVALUATIONS AND THE 

OVERALL AD RATING COMPOSITE VARIABLE FOR SAMPLE SNACK PRODUCT AD 
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Ad Appeal 1.00 0.55 0.72 0.59 0.53 0.75 0.61 0.67 0.86

Ad Information Value 0.55 1.00 0.63 0.44 0.58 0.52 0.56 0.52 0.74

Ad Persuasiveness 0.72 0.63 1.00 0.56 0.56 0.68 0.64 0.66 0.85

Ad Uniqueness 0.59 0.44 0.56 1.00 0.45 0.54 0.50 0.49 0.71

Ad Believability 0.53 0.58 0.56 0.45 1.00 0.53 0.55 0.48 0.72

Ad for Someone Like You 0.75 0.52 0.68 0.54 0.53 1.00 0.68 0.65 0.85

Likelihood to Buy Product 0.61 0.56 0.64 0.50 0.55 0.68 1.00 0.65 0.82

Enjoy Watching Ad Again 0.81 0.53 0.73 0.61 0.51 0.76 0.68 0.72 0.80

Attitude Toward Band 0.67 0.52 0.66 0.49 0.48 0.65 0.65 1.00 1.00

Overall Ad Rating 0.86 0.74 0.85 0.71 0.72 0.85 0.82 0.80 1.00

Pearson Correlation Matrix: Cronbach Alpha = 0.92
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TABLE 2 

AMOUNT OF VARIANCE EXPLAINED BY PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS ANALYSIS 

ON SAMPLE SNACK PRODUCT AD MOMENT-TO-MOMENT DATA 

Component Eigenvalue % of Variance Explained Cumulative % of Variance Explained

Principal Component 1 - Storyline Development 9.4 31.5 31.5

Principal Component 2 - Conclusion --> Brand Claims 6.1 20.4 51.8

Principal Component 3 - Storyline Set-Up 5.5 18.3 70.2

Principal Component 4 - Calibration 2.7 9.1 79.3

Principal Component 5 - Calibration 2.5 8.2 87.5  
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TABLE 3 

ROTATED COMPONENT MATRIX FOR THE SAMPLE SNACK PRODUCT AD 

ILLUSTRATING HOW EACH MOMENT LOADS ON THE FIVE PRINCIPAL 

COMPONENTS 

Calibration 1 Calibration 2 Set-Up Development
Conclusion / 

Brand Claims
Principal Component # 4 5 3 1 2

% Variance Explained 9.10% 8.20% 18.30% 31.50% 20.40%

Moment 1 0.906 0.031 0.038 0.022 0.082

Moment 2 0.936 0.096 0.084 0.029 0.022

Moment 3 0.891 0.276 0.026 0.052 -0.006

Moment 4 0.423 0.721 0.088 0.045 0.007

Moment 5 0.140 0.840 0.324 0.049 -0.002

Moment 6 0.046 0.719 0.574 0.009 0.037

Moment 7 0.029 0.590 0.687 0.029 0.082

Moment 8 -0.001 0.415 0.797 0.049 0.116

Moment 9 0.029 0.285 0.864 0.099 0.102

Moment 10 0.018 0.154 0.902 0.140 0.115

Moment 11 0.072 0.020 0.870 0.291 0.126

Moment 12 0.096 -0.012 0.799 0.438 0.121

Moment 13 0.058 -0.022 0.667 0.593 0.125

Moment 14 0.043 -0.024 0.450 0.798 0.116

Moment 15 0.026 0.012 0.325 0.867 0.179

Moment 16 0.028 0.053 0.246 0.880 0.234

Moment 17 0.011 0.029 0.165 0.905 0.275

Moment 18 0.026 0.030 0.100 0.892 0.325

Moment 19 0.034 0.021 0.093 0.878 0.349

Moment 20 0.039 0.043 0.097 0.853 0.415

Moment 21 0.028 0.051 0.078 0.818 0.483

Moment 22 0.013 0.050 0.076 0.802 0.518

Moment 23 0.020 0.036 0.084 0.768 0.556

Moment 24 0.011 0.020 0.094 0.697 0.625

Moment 25 0.036 0.037 0.091 0.611 0.712

Moment 26 0.026 0.016 0.112 0.504 0.795

Moment 27 0.039 0.036 0.115 0.410 0.865

Moment 28 0.033 0.032 0.129 0.338 0.893

Moment 29 0.026 0.004 0.139 0.312 0.892

Moment 30 0.031 0.001 0.141 0.326 0.867  



 108 

TABLE 4 

EXPLAINING PRINCIPAL COMPONENT SCORES WITH RESPONDENT DEMOGRAPHICS 

Dependent Variable = Gender + Ethnicity + Age + 
Education 

Level +

Household 

Income + 

Number in 

Household
F Value R-Squared

Storyline Set Up (Principal 

Component 3) -0.04 0.02 0.05 0.08** -0.05 0.04 1.73, p = n.s. 0.004

Storyline Development (Principal 

Component 1) 0.12* 0.10*  -0.17* -0.02 0.02 0.04 9.24, p < 0.001 0.048
Storyline Conclusion and Brand 

Claims (Principal Component 2) 0.05*** -0.02 -0.05  -0.06*** 0.07*** -0.02 1.64, p = n.s. 0.004

* is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05, *** is significant at p < 0.10

Note: Gender is coded: Men = 1, Women = -1

Note: Ethnicity is coded: White = 1, Minority = -1  

 



 109 

TABLE 5 

EXPLAINING RETROSPECTIVE EVALUATIONS WITH PRINCIPAL 

COMPONENT SCORES FOR THE SAMPLE SNACK PRODUCT AD 

Dependent Variable = Set-Up + Development + 

Conclusion 

and Brand 

Claims

R-Squared

Overall Ad Appeal 0.11* 0.30* 0.41* 0.27

Information Value 0.07** 0.18* 0.23* 0.09

Persuasiveness 0.05 0.21* 0.36* 0.17

Uniqueness 0.07** 0.19* 0.29* 0.12

Believability 0.10* 0.12* 0.25* 0.08

Ad For Someone Like You .06** 0.32* 0.36* 0.23

Likelihood to Buy Product 0.04 0.16* 0.31* 0.12

Enjoy Watching Ad Again 0.06** 0.29* 0.41* 0.26

Attitude Toward Brand 0.04 0.24* 0.34* 0.17

Total Ad Score 0.08* 0.28* 0.41* 0.25
* is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05, *** is significant at p < 0.10  
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TABLE 6 

PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS ANALYSIS REVEALS A CONSISTENT 

PRINCIPAL COMPONENT STRUCTURE FOR 44 OF 46 ADVERTISEMENTS 

IN THE SAMPLE 

Advertisement

Set-Up Percent 

of Variance 

Explained

Set-Up 

Eigenvalue

Development 

Percent of 

Variance 

Explained

Development 

Eigenvalue

Conclusion/Brand 

Claims Percent of 

Variance Explained

Conclusion/Brand 

Claims Eigenvalue

Ford GT1 (Ad 1) 21.3 12.8 13.2 7.9 39.8 23.9

Anheuser Busch - Bud Light1 (Ad 2) 20.0 6.0 26.4 7.9 26.0 7.8

FedEx1 (Ad 3) 14.4 4.3 20.7 6.2 41.3 12.4

Dodge1 (Ad 4) 21.6 6.5 26.7 8.0 27.3 8.2

Pepsi1 (Ad 5) 16.1 7.3 28.6 12.9 32.8 14.8

Schick Quattro (Ad 6) 23.2 3.5 23.3 3.5 37.1 5.6

Aol1 Top Speed (Ad 7) 13.2 4.0 28.0 8.4 33.9 10.2

Bud Light2 (Ad 9) 13.8 4.1 26.0 7.8 34.3 10.3

H&R Block1 (Ad 11) 11.5 3.4 35.1 10.5 30.2 9.1

Chevy1 Aveo (Ad 12) 16.4 4.9 26.2 7.9 29.1 8.7

Anheuser Busch - Budweiser1 (Ad 14) 18.2 5.4 31.4 9.4 25.0 7.5

Monster1 (Ad 15) 18.0 5.4 20.1 6.0 35.8 10.7

Pepsico - Sierra Mist1 (Ad 16) 17.4 5.2 31.1 9.3 24.0 7.2

Glaxo SK - Levitra1 (Ad 18) 18.2 8.2 32.4 14.6 28.2 12.7

Anheuser Busch - Budweiser2 (Ad 19) 13.3 8.0 23.6 14.2 31.7 19.0

Pepsi2 (Ad 21) 20.2 9.1 21.2 9.5 29.3 13.2

Mitsubishi1 (Ad 22) 16.8 5.0 27.6 8.3 30.0 9.0

Anheuser Bush - Bud Light3 (Ad 23) 19.6 5.9 25.6 7.7 26.5 8.0

Charmin1 (Ad 25) 17.5 5.2 20.4 6.1 29.1 8.7

Pepsi3 (Ad 27) 14.6 4.4 29.0 8.7 30.6 9.2

IBM1 (Ad 28) 14.5 4.4 27.6 8.3 33.3 10.0

VISA1 (Ad 29) 10.8 3.2 24.4 7.3 41.2 12.4

Chevy2 (Ad 31) 28.9 8.7 23.5 7.1 14.2 4.2

Frito Lay1 (Ad 32) 18.3 5.5 31.5 9.4 20.4 6.1

AOL2 Top Speed (Ad 33) 18.1 5.4 27.7 8.3 32.9 9.9

NFL1 (Ad 34) 16.0 4.8 21.8 6.5 40.1 12.0

Guiness1 (Ad 35) 20.1 6.0 23.0 6.9 32.3 9.7

Sony1 (Ad 37) 21.0 6.3 30.1 9.0 18.2 5.5

Microsoft1 (Ad 38) 17.2 5.2 19.9 6.0 39.7 11.9

Sierra Mist2 (Ad 39) 14.4 4.3 29.3 8.8 27.4 8.2

Expedia1 (Ad 40) 20.1 6.0 20.2 6.0 25.2 7.6

Anheuser Busch - Bud Light4 (Ad 41) 23.2 7.0 14.8 4.5 35.5 10.6

Staples1 (Ad 42) 19.2 11.5 27.7 16.6 25.2 15.1

Cialis1 (Ad 43) 9.0 5.4 19.0 11.4 41.9 25.1

Nextel1 (Ad 44) 14.5 4.4 22.9 6.9 38.6 11.6

Monster2 (Ad 45) 9.4 2.8 28.8 8.6 40.7 12.2

Gillette1 (Ad 47) 17.2 10.3 18.7 11.2 35.8 21.5

Cadillac1 (Ad 48) 21.9 6.6 19.3 5.8 32.5 9.7

Budweiser3 (Ad 49) 18.9 5.7 22.1 6.6 26.0 7.8

Honda Pilot1 (Ad 51) 12.0 3.6 31.8 9.5 37.2 11.1

Mastercard1 (Ad 52) 14.7 4.4 22.1 6.6 40.9 12.3

AOL3 Top Speed (Ad 53) 12.6 3.8 19.9 6.0 45.9 13.8

7-Up (Ad 56) 10.7 3.2 27.0 8.1 36.7 11.0

Cadillac2 (Ad 58) 20.6 6.2 18.5 5.5 32.8 9.8

Pepsi4 (Ad 60) 14.2 4.3 25.6 7.7 31.8 9.5

AIG1 (Ad 61) 19.9 6.0 24.2 7.3 30.0 9.0

Averages Across Advertisements 17.0 5.7 24.7 8.3 32.1 11.0

* Note that advertisements 19 (Budweiser) and 25 (Charmin) have a 4 component structure.  The additional principal component is not reported here.  
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TABLE 7 

PRINCIPAL COMPONENT SCORES GENERALLY PREDICT INDIVIDUALS' 

RETROSPECTIVE AD EVALUATIONS 

Advertisement
Set-Up 

Standardized Beta

Development 

Standardized Beta

Conclusion and Brand 

Claims Standardized Beta

Adjusted R-

Squared

Ford GT1 (Ad 1) 0.19* 0.16* 0.56* 0.38

Anheuser Busch - Bud Light1 (Ad 2) 0.06** 0.05*** 0.33* 0.11

FedEx1 (Ad 3) 0.04 0.11* 0.52* 0.28

Dodge1 (Ad 4) 0.10* 0.07* 0.43* 0.20

Pepsi1 (Ad 5) 0.01 0.18* 0.29* 0.10

Schick Quattro (Ad 6)  -0.07** 0.10* 0.50* 0.26

Aol1 Top Speed (Ad 7) 0.18* 0.29* 0.58* 0.45

Bud Light2 (Ad 9) 0.11* 0.17* 0.46* 0.25

H&R Block1 (Ad 11) 0.10* 0.28* 0.57* 0.41

Chevy1 Aveo (Ad 12) -0.01 0.19* 0.50* 0.29

Anheuser Busch - Budweiser1 (Ad 14) 0.07* 0.23* 0.53* 0.33

Monster1 (Ad 15) 0.07* 0.13* 0.43* 0.21

Pepsico - Sierra Mist1 (Ad 16) 0.06** 0.07* 0.54* 0.30

Glaxo SK - Levitra1 (Ad 18) 0.14* 0.24* 0.53* 0.35

Anheuser Busch - Budweiser2 (Ad 19) 0.12* 0.22* 0.40* 0.22

Pepsi2 (Ad 21) 0.12* 0.15* 0.55* 0.34

Mitsubishi1 (Ad 22) 0.07* 0.19* 0.46* 0.25

Anheuser Bush - Bud Light3 (Ad 23) 0.05*** 0.14* 0.55* 0.33

Charmin1 (Ad 25) 0.09* 0.15* 0.34* 0.15

Pepsi3 (Ad 27) 0.06** 0.20* 0.47* 0.27

IBM1 (Ad 28) 0.07** 0.21* 0.50* 0.30

VISA1 (Ad 29) 0.04 0.18* 0.49* 0.27

Chevy2 (Ad 31) 0.28* 0.27* 0.40* 0.31

Frito Lay1 (Ad 32) 0.08* 0.28* 0.41* 0.25

AOL2 Top Speed (Ad 33) 0.20* 0.25* 0.50* 0.35

NFL1 (Ad 34) 0.07** 0.11* 0.49* 0.26

Guiness1 (Ad 35) 0.04 0.02 0.43* 0.19

Sony1 (Ad 37) 0.17* 0.30* 0.45* 0.32

Microsoft1 (Ad 38) 0.13* 0.16* 0.43* 0.23

Sierra Mist2 (Ad 39) 0.04 0.14* 0.53* 0.31

Expedia1 (Ad 40) 0.15* 0.17* 0.44* 0.24

Anheuser Busch - Bud Light4 (Ad 41) 0.08* 0.00 0.55* 0.31

Staples1 (Ad 42) 0.21* 0.25* 0.47* 0.32

Cialis1 (Ad 43) 0.11* 0.28* 0.51* 0.35

Nextel1 (Ad 44) 0.09* 0.12* 0.49* 0.26

Monster2 (Ad 45) 0.07* 0.15* 0.54* 0.32

Gillette1 (Ad 47) 0.09* 0.21* 0.52* 0.32

Cadillac1 (Ad 48) 0.11* 0.11* 0.36* 0.15

Budweiser3 (Ad 49) 0.09* 0.20* 0.28* 0.13

Honda Pilot1 (Ad 51) 0.13* 0.17* 0.46* 0.25

Mastercard1 (Ad 52) 0.09* 0.23* 0.51* 0.32

AOL3 Top Speed (Ad 53) 0.09* 0.15* 0.55* 0.33

7-Up (Ad 56) 0.04 0.18* 0.40* 0.19

Cadillac2 (Ad 58) 0.11* 0.11* 0.55* 0.32

Pepsi4 (Ad 60)  -0.06** 0.18* 0.37* 0.18

AIG1 (Ad 61) 0.09* 0.15* 0.52* 0.30

Average Across Advertisements 0.09 0.17 0.47 0.27

* is significant at p < 0.01; ** is significant at p < 0.05, *** is significant at p < 0.10  
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TABLE 8 

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE AVERAGE RETROSPECTIVE 

EVALUATIONS FOR ALL ADVERTISEMENTS 
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Ad Appeal 1.00 0.13 0.65 0.70 0.10 0.87 0.71 0.80

Ad Information Value 0.13 1.00 0.73 -0.13 0.74 0.24 0.43 0.23

Ad Persuasiveness 0.65 0.73 1.00 0.23 0.59 0.68 0.76 0.64

Ad Uniqueness 0.70 -0.13 0.23 1.00 -0.30 0.69 0.51 0.51

Ad Believability 0.10 0.74 0.59 -0.30 1.00 0.15 0.34 0.27

Ad for Someone Like You 0.87 0.24 0.68 0.69 0.15 1.00 0.89 0.74

Likelihood to Buy Product 0.71 0.43 0.76 0.51 0.34 0.89 1.00 0.65

Attitude Toward Band 0.80 0.23 0.64 0.51 0.27 0.74 0.65 1.00  

 



 113 

TABLE 9 

PRINCIPAL COMPONENT LOADINGS ON THE AFFECTIVE EVALUATIONS 

VERSUS THE CREDIBILITY EVALUATIONS 

Principal 

Component 1 

Affective 

Evaluations

Principal 

Component 2 

Credibility 

Evaluations

Appeal 0.94 0.08

Information Value 0.10 0.91

Persuasiveness 0.61 0.73

Uniqueness 0.83 -0.35

Believability 0.00 0.92

Ad For You 0.94 0.17

Likelihood to Purchase Product 0.81 0.40

Attitude Toward Brand 0.81 0.24  
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TABLE 10 

CORRELATION OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES (AD LEVEL ANALYSES) 

 

Divergence 

During Storyline 

Setup

Divergence During 

Storyline 

Development

Divergence During 

Conclusion/Brand 

Claims

Average Peak 

Level

Average 

Final 

Moment

Average Linear 

Trend

Average Affect 

During Setup

Average Affect 

During 

Development

Average Affect 

During Conclusion

Divergence During Storyline Setup 1.000 0.672 0.467 0.118 0.095 -0.064 0.312 0.205 0.073

Divergence During Storyline Development 0.672 1.000 0.728 -0.133 -0.150 -0.125 -0.127 -0.200 -0.163

Divergence During Conclusion/Brand Claims 0.467 0.728 1.000 -0.366 -0.372 -0.266 -0.244 -0.369 -0.367

Average Peak Level 0.118 -0.133 -0.366 1.000 0.984 0.852 0.620 0.867 0.962

Average Final Moment 0.095 -0.150 -0.372 0.984 1.000 0.849 0.610 0.874 0.966

Average Linear Trend -0.064 -0.125 -0.266 0.852 0.849 1.000 0.289 0.696 0.856

Average Affect During Setup 0.312 -0.127 -0.244 0.620 0.610 0.289 1.000 0.787 0.621

Average Affect During Development 0.205 -0.200 -0.369 0.867 0.874 0.696 0.787 1.000 0.898

Average Affect During Conclusion 0.073 -0.163 -0.367 0.962 0.966 0.856 0.621 0.898 1.000  
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TABLE 11 

REGRESSIONS COMPARING THE PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS MODEL AND 

THE PEAK, FINAL MOMENT AND LINEAR TREND IN PREDICTING 

CONSUMERS' AFFECTIVE EVALUATIONS OF ADVERTISEMENTS 

DV = Affective Evaluations (e.g. ad appeal, uniqueness, ad for you, likelihood to purchase 

product, attitude toward the brand)

Principal Components Model
Standardized 

Coefficients t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) -9.956 1.302 -7.645 0.000

Average Affect During Setup 0.003 0.004 0.069 0.745 0.460

Average Affect During Development -0.004 0.004 -0.187 -1.133 0.263

Average Affect During Conclusion 0.018 0.002 1.059 8.142 0.000

F Ratio, p value = 99.063, p < 0.0001

Adjusted r^2 = 0.867

DV = Affective Evaluations (e.g. ad appeal, uniqueness, ad for you, likelihood to purchase 

product, attitude toward the brand)

Peak, Final Moment and Linear Trend 

Model

Standardized 

Coefficients t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) -8.014 1.156 -6.935 0.000

Peak -0.002 0.006 -0.089 -0.255 0.800

Final Moment 0.014 0.005 0.918 2.655 0.011

Linear Trend 0.044 0.050 0.103 0.881 0.383

F Ratio, p value = 76.788, p < 0.0001

Adjusted r^2 = 0.835

Unstandardized Coefficients

Unstandardized Coefficients
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TABLE 12 

STEPWISE REGRESSIONS COMPARING THE PREDICTIVE ABILITY OF 

THE PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS VERSUS PEAK, FINAL MOMENT AND 

LINEAR TREND IN PREDICTING AFFECTIVE EVALUATIONS 

DV = Affective Evaluations (e.g. ad appeal, uniqueness, ad for you, likelihood to purchase 

product, attitude toward the brand)

Principal Components Model
Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) -13.189 2.799 -4.712 0.000

Average Level of Affect During 

Storyline Set-up 0.025 0.005 0.579 4.716 0.000

F Ratio, p value = 22.234, p < 0.0001

Adjusted r^2 = 0.321

DV = Residuals of Affective Evaluations NOT Explained by the Average Level of Affect During the 

Storyline Set-up

Principal Components Model
Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) -4.888 1.487 -3.287 0.002

Average Level of Affect During 

Storyline Development 0.009 0.003 0.445 3.296 0.002

F Ratio, p value = 10.864, p < 0.0002

Adjusted r^2 = 0.18

DV = Residuals of Affective Evaluations NOT Explained by the Average Level of Affect During the 

Storyline Set-up and Development

Principal Components Model
Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) -2.559 1.070 -2.392 0.021

Average Level of Affect During 

Storyline Conclusion/Brand 

Claims 0.004 0.002 0.341 2.403 0.021

F Ratio, p value = 5.772, p < 0.0001

Adjusted r^2 = 0.096

DV = Affective Evaluations (e.g. appeal, uniqueness, ability to identify with the ad, 
attitude toward the brand, likelihood to purchase product)

Peak, Final Moment and Linear 

Trend Model

Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) -8.812 0.577 -15.284 0.000

Final Moment of Average Affect 

Trace 0.014 0.001 0.918 15.365 0.000
F Ratio, p value = 236.078, p < 0.0001
Adjusted r^2 = 0.839

DV = Residuals of Affective Evaluations NOT Explained by the Final Moment of the 
Average Affect Trace

Peak, Final Moment and Linear 

Trend Model

Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) -0.047 0.119 -0.396 0.694

Linear Trend of Average Affect 

Trace 0.012 0.025 0.069 0.456 0.651
F Ratio, p value = 0.208, p = n.s.
Adjusted r^2 = -0.018

DV = Residuals of Affective Evaluations NOT Explained by the Final Moment or the 
Linear Trend of the Average Affect Trace

Peak, Final Moment and Linear 

Trend Model

Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 0.268 0.658 0.407 0.686

Peak of Average Affect Trace 0.000 0.001 -0.061 -0.408 0.685

F Ratio, p value = 0.167, p = n.s.

Adjusted r^2 = -0.019

Unstandardized Coefficients

Unstandardized Coefficients

Unstandardized Coefficients

Unstandardized Coefficients

Unstandardized Coefficients

Principal Components Model

Peak, Final Moment and Linear Trend Model

Unstandardized Coefficients
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TABLE 13 

REGRESSIONS COMPARING THE PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS MODEL AND 

THE PEAK, FINAL MOMENT AND LINEAR TREND IN PREDICTING 

CONSUMERS' CREDIBILITY EVALUATIONS OF ADVERTISEMENTS 

DV = Credibility Evaluations (e.g. ad informativeness, ad persuasiveness, ad believability)

Principal Components Model
Standardized 

Coefficients t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 2.622 1.111 2.360 0.023

Divergence During Setup -0.004 0.002 -0.344 -1.806 0.078

Divergence During Development 0.004 0.003 0.258 1.052 0.299

Divergence During Conclusion -0.005 0.003 -0.348 -1.692 0.098

F Ratio, p value = 2.815, p < 0.051

Adjusted r^2 = 0.108

DV = Credibility Evaluations (e.g. ad informativeness, ad persuasiveness, ad believability)

Peak, Final Moment and Linear Trend 

Model

Standardized 

Coefficients t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) -0.442 2.918 -0.152 0.880

Peak 0.005 0.016 0.307 0.349 0.729

Final Moment -0.004 0.014 -0.281 -0.321 0.749

Linear Trend -0.060 0.125 -0.141 -0.479 0.634

F Ratio, p value = 0.238, p = n.s.

Adjusted r^2 = -0.053

Unstandardized Coefficients

Unstandardized Coefficients
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TABLE 14 

STEPWISE REGRESSIONS COMPARING THE PREDICTIVE ABILITY OF 

THE PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS VERSUS PEAK, FINAL MOMENT AND 

LINEAR TREND IN PREDICTING CREDIBILITY EVALUATIONS 

DV = Credibility Evaluations (e.g. ad informativeness, ad persuasiveness, ad believability)

Principal Components Model
Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 1.467 0.642 2.283 0.027

Average Level of Difference During 

Storyline Set-up -0.004 0.002 -0.333 -2.340 0.024

F Ratio, p value = 5.474, p < 0.024

Adjusted r^2 = 0.09

DV = Residuals of Credibility Evaluations NOT Explained by Average Level of Difference During Storyline Set-up

Principal Components Model
Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 0.015 0.890 0.017 0.987

Average Level of Difference During 

Storyline Development 0.000 0.002 -0.003 -0.017 0.986

F Ratio, p value = 0.000, n.s.

Adjusted r^2 = -0.023

DV = Residuals of Credibility Evaluations NOT Explained by Average Level of Difference During Storyline Set-up

or Storyline Development

Principal Components Model
Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 1.268 1.097 1.156 0.254

Average Level of Difference During 

Storyline Conclusion/Brand Claims -0.002 0.002 -0.173 -1.165 0.250

F Ratio, p value = 1.358, n.s.

Adjusted r^2 = 0.008

DV = Cognitive Evaluations (e.g. ad informativeness, ad persuasiveness, ad believability)

Peak, Final Moment and Linear 

Trend Model

Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 0.205 0.299 0.684 0.498

Linear Trend of Average Affect Trace -0.050 0.064 -0.118 -0.787 0.435

F Ratio, p value = 0.620, p = n.s.

Adjusted r^2 = -0.009

DV = Residuals of Cognitive Evaluations NOT Explained by the Linear Trend of the Average Affect Trace

Peak, Final Moment and Linear 

Trend Model

Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) -0.018 1.444 -0.013 0.990

Final Moment of Average Affect Trace 0.000 0.002 0.002 0.013 0.990

F Ratio, p value = 0.000, p = n.s.

Adjusted r^2 = -0.023

DV = Residuals of Cognitive Evaluations NOT Explained by the Linear Trend or the Final Moment of the

Average Affect Trace

Peak, Final Moment and Linear 

Trend Model

Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 0.228 0.439 0.518 0.607

Peak of Average Affect Trace -0.007 0.014 -0.083 -0.550 0.585

F Ratio, p value = 0.302, p = n.s.

Adjusted r^2 = -0.016

Principal Components Model

Peak, Final Moment and Linear Trend Model

Unstandardized Coefficients

Unstandardized Coefficients

Unstandardized Coefficients

Unstandardized Coefficients

Unstandardized Coefficients

Unstandardized Coefficients
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TABLE 15 

INTER-ITEM CORRELATIONS BETWEEN THE MULTIPLE MEASURES OF AFFECTIVE AD EVALUATIONS 

AND THE OVERALL AFFECTIVE EVALUATION COMPOSITE VARIABLE 

Pearson Correlation Matrix for Overall Affective Evaluations: Cronbach Alpha = 0.93

Humor Rating Appeal Rating Happy Rating Excited Rating Warmth Rating
Ad For Me 

Rating
Funny Rating

Appealed to My 

Feelings Rating

Overall 

Affective 

Evaluation 

Composite 

Variable
Humor Rating 1.00 0.69 0.59 0.51 0.47 0.50 0.74 0.52 0.76

Appeal Rating 0.69 1.00 0.68 0.62 0.58 0.62 0.66 0.64 0.83

Happy Rating 0.59 0.68 1.00 0.76 0.72 0.69 0.71 0.65 0.88

Excited Rating 0.51 0.62 0.76 1.00 0.75 0.70 0.60 0.61 0.84

Warmth Rating 0.47 0.58 0.72 0.75 1.00 0.69 0.56 0.61 0.82

Ad For Me Rating 0.50 0.62 0.69 0.70 0.69 1.00 0.59 0.61 0.83

Funny Rating 0.74 0.66 0.71 0.60 0.56 0.59 1.00 0.56 0.83

Appealed to My Feelings Rating 0.52 0.64 0.65 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.56 1.00 0.78

Overall Affective Evaluation 

Composite Variable
0.76 0.83 0.88 0.84 0.82 0.83 0.83 0.78 1.00
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TABLE 16 

MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION AND STANDARD ERROR OF  

PRE- AND POST-EXPOSURE MEASURES 

Mean
Standard 

Deviation

Standard 

Error
Mean

Standard 

Deviation

Standard 

Error

Attitude Toward Brand: How do you currently 

feel about Brand X?

1 = I feel extremely bad about this brand…   

5 = I feel extremely good about this brand
3.64 0.96 0.01 3.64 0.97 0.01

Likelihood to Purchase Brand: How likely are 

you to purchase Brand X?

1 = Not at all likely…                                     

5 = Extremely likely                               
3.18 1.27 0.01 3.18 1.27 0.01

Mean
Standard 

Deviation

Standard 

Error
Mean

Standard 

Deviation

Standard 

Error

Humor: Did you find this ad humorous?
1 = Not at all humorous…                             

5 = Very humorous
3.78 1.20 0.01 3.59 0.01 1.31

Appeal: How appealing was this commercial 

OVERALL?

1 = Not at all appealing…                                 

5 = Extremely appealing   
3.48 1.14 0.01 3.47 1.13 0.01

Happy: The ad made me feel happy
1 = Completely agree…                                

5 = Completely disagree
3.44 1.22 0.01 3.36 0.01 1.22

Excited:  The ad made me feel excited
1 = Completely agree…                                

5 = Completely disagree
2.97 1.19 0.01 3.00 0.01 1.20

Warm: The ad made me feel warm
1 = Completely agree…                                

5 = Completely disagree
2.93 1.19 0.01 2.87 0.01 1.18

Ad For Me: The ad was for someone like me
1 = Completely agree…                                

5 = Completely disagree
3.06 1.31 0.01 3.04 0.01 1.31

Funny: The ad was funny
1 = Completely agree…                                

5 = Completely disagree
3.66 1.28 0.01 3.47 0.01 1.37

Appealed to Feelings: The ad appealed to my 

feelings

1 = Completely agree…                                

5 = Completely disagree
2.93 1.13 0.01 2.91 0.01 1.12

Attitude Toward Brand: How do you currently 

feel about Brand X?

1 = I feel extremely bad about this brand…            

5 = I feel extremely good about this brand
3.69 0.98 0.01 3.69 0.98 0.01

Likelihood to Purchase Brand: How likely are 

you to purchase Brand X?

1 = Not at all likely…                                           

5 = Extremely likely                               
3.29 1.25 0.01 3.25 1.26 0.01

Involvement 1: How interested are you in the 

subject of (insert advertised product 

category)?

1 = Not at all interested…                             

5 = Extremely interested
3.22 1.09 0.01 3.23 0.01 1.07

Involvement 2: In an average day, how often 

do you find yourself thinking about (insert 

advertised product category)?

1 = Never…                                                    

5 = Extremely frequently
2.52 1.02 0.01 2.60 0.01 1.03

Post Exposure Measures Scale

23 Ad Sample 30 Ad Sample

Pre Exposure Measures Scale

23 Ad Sample 30 Ad Sample
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TABLE 17 

MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION AND STANDARD ERROR OF  

MOMENT-TO-MOMENT MEASURES USED IN THIS RESEARCH 

Mean
Standard 

Deviation

Standard 

Error
Mean

Standard 

Deviation

Standard 

Error

Peak

Highest level of affect experienced over the 

course of the advertisement (Range: 0 - 

1000)

733.83 195.38 2.00 734.23 193.68 1.78

Final Moment
Level of affect experienced at the last second 

of the advertisement (Range: 0 - 1000)
638.74 228.50 2.34 637.87 226.17 2.08

Linear Trend

Slope of the linear regression line through the 

data points representing consumers' level of 

affect experienced during each second of the 

ad (Range: -52 to 52).

4.77 8.86 0.09 4.35 8.39 0.08

Setup Principal Component Score

Principal component score reflecting the level 

of affect experienced during the set-up portion 

of the advertisement (Range: -7.94 to 7.36)

0.00 1.00 0.01 0.00 1.00 0.01

Development Principal 

Component Score

Principal component score reflecting the level 

of affect experienced during the development 

portion of the advertisement (Range: -4.86 to 

4.57).

0.00 1.00 0.01 0.00 1.00 0.01

Conclusion Principal Component 

Score

Principal component score reflecting the level 

of affect experienced during the conclusion 

portion of the advertisement (Range: -4.26 to 

3.47).

0.00 1.00 0.01 0.00 1.00 0.01

Average Level of Affect During the 

Set-up

Average level of affect a consumer 

experiences during the set-up portion of the 

advertisement (Range: 0 - 1000).

547.16 139.71 1.43 549.10 138.96 1.28

Average Level of Affect During the 

Development of the Ad

Average level of affect a consumer 

experiences during the development portion 

of the advertisement (Range: 0 - 1000).

587.92 178.60 1.83 587.83 175.76 1.62

Average Level of Affect During the 

Conclusion of the Ad

Average level of affect a consumer 

experiences during the conclusion portion of 

the advertisement (Range: 0 - 1000).

625.44 204.10 2.09 624.44 201.64 1.85

Moment-to-Moment Measures How It Was Measured

23 Ad Sample 30 Ad Sample

 



 122 

TABLE 18 

INTER-ITEM CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ALL THE MEASURES USED FOR  

HYPOTHESIS TESTING IN THIS STUDY 

Prior Attitude 

Toward the 

Brand

Prior 

Likelihood to 

Purchase the 

Product

Product 

Category 

Involvement

Peak
Final 

Moment
Linear Trend

Set-up 

Principal 

Component

Development 

Principal 

Component

Conclusion 

Principal 

Component

Average Affect 

Experienced 

During the Set-

up

Average Affect 

Experienced 

During the 

Development

Average Affect 

Experienced 

During the 

Conclusion

Overall 

Affective 

Evaluation of 

the Ad

Post-Exposure 

Attitude 

Toward the 

Brand

Post-Exposure 

Likelihood to 

Purchase the 

Product

Change in 

Attitude 

Toward the 

Brand

Change in 

Likelihood to 

Purchase the 

Product

Prior Attitude Toward the 

Brand 1.00 0.74 0.27 0.13 0.18 0.15 0.06 0.04 0.12 0.12 0.13 0.17 0.21 0.63 0.63 -0.41 -0.19

Prior Likelihood to 

Purchase the Product 0.74 1.00 0.38 0.13 0.18 0.13 0.05 0.05 0.12 0.12 0.14 0.17 0.22 0.60 0.76 -0.16 -0.37

Product Category 

Involvement 0.27 0.38 1.00 0.13 0.16 0.13 0.05 0.05 0.14 0.09 0.12 0.16 0.24 0.31 0.47 0.05 0.12

Peak 0.13 0.13 0.13 1.00 0.73 0.61 0.23 0.32 0.58 0.49 0.66 0.75 0.46 0.20 0.21 0.09 0.10

Final Moment 0.18 0.18 0.16 0.73 1.00 0.78 0.15 0.20 0.80 0.42 0.62 0.88 0.55 0.28 0.27 0.12 0.13

Linear Trend 0.15 0.13 0.13 0.61 0.78 1.00 -0.14 0.26 0.81 0.12 0.51 0.81 0.47 0.23 0.23 0.11 0.13

Set-up Principal 

Component 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.23 0.15 -0.14 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.82 0.31 0.16 0.12 0.07 0.06 0.01 0.00

Development Principal 

Component 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.32 0.20 0.26 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.34 0.77 0.34 0.20 0.07 0.07 0.04 0.04

Conclusion Principal 

Component 0.12 0.12 0.14 0.58 0.80 0.81 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.20 0.40 0.86 0.43 0.21 0.20 0.10 0.12

Average Affect Experienced 

During the Set-up
0.12 0.12 0.09 0.49 0.42 0.12 0.82 0.34 0.20 1.00 0.71 0.50 0.33 0.16 0.15 0.06 0.04

Average Affect Experienced 

During the Development
0.13 0.14 0.12 0.66 0.62 0.51 0.31 0.77 0.40 0.71 1.00 0.76 0.47 0.21 0.20 0.10 0.09

Average Affect Experienced 

During the Conclusion
0.17 0.17 0.16 0.75 0.88 0.81 0.16 0.34 0.86 0.50 0.76 1.00 0.57 0.27 0.27 0.13 0.13

Overall Affective Evaluation 

of the Ad 0.21 0.22 0.24 0.46 0.55 0.47 0.12 0.20 0.43 0.33 0.47 0.57 1.00 0.43 0.40 0.25 0.26

Post-Exposure Attitude 

Toward the Brand 0.63 0.60 0.31 0.20 0.28 0.23 0.07 0.07 0.21 0.16 0.21 0.27 0.43 1.00 0.68 0.44 0.09

Post-Exposure Likelihood 

to Purchase the Product 0.63 0.76 0.47 0.21 0.27 0.23 0.06 0.07 0.20 0.15 0.20 0.27 0.40 0.68 1.00 0.07 0.32

Change in Attitude Toward 

the Brand -0.41 -0.16 0.05 0.09 0.12 0.11 0.01 0.04 0.10 0.06 0.10 0.13 0.25 0.44 0.07 1.00 0.33

Change in Likelihood to 

Purchase the Product -0.19 -0.37 0.12 0.10 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.04 0.12 0.04 0.09 0.13 0.26 0.09 0.32 0.33 1.00  
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TABLE 19 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PRIOR BRAND ATTITUDE AND PRODUCT CATEGORY INVOLVEMENT 

AND THE PEAK, FINAL MOMENT AND LINEAR TREND OF CONSUMERS' AFFECT TRACES 

Pearson Correlation Matrix

 
Prior Brand 

Attitude

Product Category 

Involvement
Peak Final Moment Linear Trend

Prior Brand Attitude 1.00 0.27* 0.13* 0.18* 0.15*

Product Category Involvement 0.27* 1.00 0.13* 0.16* 0.13*

Peak 0.13* 0.13* 1.00 0.73* 0.61*

Final Moment 0.18* 0.16* 0.73* 1.00 0.78*

Linear Trend 0.15* 0.13* 0.61* 0.78* 1.00

* significant at the p < 0.01 level  
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TABLE 20 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PRIOR BRAND ATTITUDE AND PRODUCT CATEGORY INVOLVEMENT 

AND LEVEL OF AFFECT EXPERIENCED DURING THE SET-UP, DEVELOPMENT AND CONCLUSION OF 

THE ADVERTISEMENT 

Pearson Correlation Matrix

 

Prior Brand 

Attitude

Product Category 

Involvement

Average Affect 

During Storyline 

Set-up

Average Affect 

During Storyline 

Development

Average Affect 

During Storyline 

Conclusion
Prior Brand Attitude 1.00 0.27* 0.12* 0.13* 0.17*

Product Category Involvement 0.27* 1.00 0.09* 0.12* 0.16*

Average Affect During Storyline Set-up 0.12* 0.09* 1.00 0.71* 0.50*

Average Affect During Storyline Development 0.13* 0.12* 0.71* 1.00 0.76*

Average Affect During Storyline Conclusion 0.17* 0.16* 0.50* 0.76* 1.00

* significant at the p < 0.01 level  
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TABLE 21 

INTERACTION BETWEEN THE LEVEL OF AFFECT EXPERIENCED  

AT THE DEVELOPMENT SEGMENT OF THE ADVERTISEMENT AND 

PRIOR BRAND ATTITUDE ON CONSUMERS' AFFECTIVE  

EVALUATIONS OF THE ADVERTISEMENT 

DV = Consumers Affective Evaluations of the Advertisement

23 Ad Sample
Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 2.50 0.04 65.35 0.000

Storyline Development PC Score 0.29 0.04 0.29 7.62 0.000

Prior Brand Attitude 0.21 0.01 0.21 21.06 0.000

Development * Prior Brand Attitude -0.03 0.01 -0.10 -2.59 0.010

F Ratio, p value = 291.201, p < 0.001

Adjusted r^2 = 0.084

Unstandardized Coefficients
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TABLE 22 

INTERACTION BETWEEN THE LEVEL OF AFFECT EXPERIENCED AT THE 

DEVELOPMENT SEGMENT OF THE ADVERTISEMENT AND  

PRODUCT CATEGORY INVOLVEMENT ON CONSUMERS'  

AFFECTIVE EVALUATIONS OF THE ADVERTISEMENT 

DV = Consumers Affective Evaluations of the Advertisement

23 Ad Sample
Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 2.56 0.03 80.96 0.000

Storyline Development PC Score 0.25 0.03 0.25 8.13 0.000

Involvement with Product Category 0.25 0.01 0.24 24.10 0.000

Development * Category Involvement -0.02 0.01 -0.07 -2.12 0.034

F Ratio, p value = 338.859, p < 0.001

Adjusted r^2 = 0.096

Unstandardized Coefficients
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TABLE 23 

INTERACTION BETWEEN THE LEVEL OF AFFECT EXPERIENCED AT THE 

CONCLUSION SEGMENT OF THE ADVERTISEMENT AND  

PRIOR BRAND ATTITUDE ON CONSUMERS' AFFECTIVE  

EVALUATIONS OF THE ADVERTISEMENT 

DV = Consumers Affective Evaluations of the Advertisement

23 Ad Sample
Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 2.67 0.04 74.91 0.000

Storyline Conclusion PC Score 0.56 0.03 0.56 16.47 0.000

Prior Brand Attitude 0.17 0.01 0.16 17.81 0.000

Conclusion * Prior Brand Attitude -0.04 0.01 -0.15 -4.52 0.000

F Ratio, p value = 876.865, p < 0.001

Adjusted r^2 = 0.217

Unstandardized Coefficients

 

 

Affective Evaluation of the Ad Depends on 
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TABLE 24 

INTERACTION BETWEEN THE LEVEL OF AFFECT EXPERIENCED AT THE 

CONCLUSION SEGMENT OF THE ADVERTISEMENT AND  

PRODUCT CATEGORY INVOLVEMENT ON CONSUMERS'  

AFFECTIVE EVALUATIONS OF THE ADVERTISEMENT 

DV = Consumers Affective Evaluations of the Advertisement

23 Ad Sample
Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 2.70 0.03 91.53 0.000

Storyline Conclusion PC Score 0.46 0.03 0.47 16.32 0.000

Involvement with Product Category 0.20 0.01 0.19 20.63 0.000

Conclusion * Category Involvement -0.02 0.01 -0.06 -2.09 0.037

F Ratio, p value = 915.344, p < 0.001

Adjusted r^2 = 0.224

Unstandardized Coefficients

 

 

Affective Evaluation of the Ad Depends on 

Reaction to the Storyline Conclusion and 
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TABLE 25 

THE INTERACTION BETWEEN LEVEL OF AFFECT EXPERIENCED AT THE 

CONCLUSION SEGMENT OF THE ADVERTISEMENT AND  

PRIOR BRAND ATTITUDE ON CONSUMERS' CHANGE IN  

ATTITUDE TOWARD THE ADVERTISED BRAND 

DV = Change in Attitude Toward Brand

23 Ad Sample
Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 1.41 0.03 46.84 0.000

Storyline Conclusion PC Score 0.25 0.03 0.31 8.82 0.000

Prior Brand Attitude -0.37 0.01 -0.43 -46.68 0.000

Conclusion * Prior Brand Attitude -0.03 0.01 -0.16 -4.52 0.000

F Ratio, p value = 772.804, p < 0.001

Adjusted r^2 = 0.196

Unstandardized Coefficients
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TABLE 26 

THE INTERACTION BETWEEN LEVEL OF AFFECT EXPERIENCED AT THE 

CONCLUSION SEGMENT OF THE ADVERTISEMENT AND  

PRODUCT CATEGORY INVOLVEMENT ON CONSUMERS' CHANGE IN 

ATTITUDE TOWARD THE ADVERTISED BRAND 

DV = Change in Attitude Toward Brand

23 Ad Sample
Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) -0.06 0.03 -2.11 0.035

Storyline Conclusion PC Score 0.06 0.03 0.07 2.12 0.034

Product Category Involvement 0.04 0.01 0.04 3.97 0.000

Conclusion * Product Category Involvement 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.88 0.379

F Ratio, p value = 0.012

Adjusted r^2 = 37.901, p < 0.001

Unstandardized Coefficients
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TABLE 27 

THE INTERACTION BETWEEN LEVEL OF AFFECT EXPERIENCED AT THE 

CONCLUSION SEGMENT OF THE ADVERTISEMENT AND  

PRIOR BRAND ATTITUDE ON CONSUMERS' CHANGE IN  

LIKELIHOOD TO PURCHASE THE ADVERTISED BRAND 

DV = Change in Likelihood to Purchase Brand

Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 0.80 0.03 23.30 0.000

Storyline Conclusion PC Score 0.24 0.03 0.27 7.25 0.000

Prior Brand Attitude -0.19 0.01 -0.21 -20.72 0.000

Conclusion * Prior Brand Attitude -0.03 0.01 -0.13 -3.56 0.000

F Ratio, p value = 193.325, p < 0.001

Adjusted r^2 = 0.057

Unstandardized Coefficients
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TABLE 28 

THE INTERACTION BETWEEN LEVEL OF AFFECT EXPERIENCED AT THE 

CONCLUSION SEGMENT OF THE ADVERTISEMENT AND  

PRIOR BRAND ATTITUDE ON CONSUMERS' CHANGE IN  

LIKELIHOOD TO PURCHASE THE ADVERTISED BRAND 

DV = Change in Likelihood to Purchase Brand 

Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) -0.18 0.03 -6.21 0.000

Storyline Conclusion PC Score 0.04 0.03 0.05 1.41 0.159

Product Category Involvement 0.10 0.01 0.11 10.37 0.000

Conclusion * Product Category Involvement 0.02 0.01 0.06 1.90 0.057

F Ratio, p value = 81.465, p < 0.001

Adjusted r^2 = 0.025

Unstandardized Coefficients
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TABLE 29 

CONSUMERS THAT EXPERIENCE LOW LEVELS OF AFFECT DURING THE 

CONCLUSION OF THE ADVERTISEMENT ARE MORE LIKELY TO 

TRANSFER THAT NEGATIVE AFFECT TO THE BRAND IN THE LOWEST 

RATED ADVERTISEMENTS THAN IN THE HIGHEST RATED 

ADVERTISEMENTS 

DV = Attitude Toward the Brand

Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 3.39 0.02 147.05 0.000

Storyline Conclusion PC Score 0.30 0.02 0.31 13.06 0.000

Attitude Toward the Ad Grouping 0.15 0.01 0.12 13.75 0.000

Conclusion * Attitude Grouping -0.04 0.01 -0.09 -3.73 0.000

F Ratio, p value = 285.237, p < 0.001

Adjusted r^2 = 0.067

Unstandardized Coefficients
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FIGURES 

FIGURE 1: 

Sample Snack Product Ad - Affect Curves for Top and Bottom Deciles  

During Set-Up (Principal Component 3: Moments 7 -13) 
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FIGURE 2: 

SAMPLE SNACK PRODUCT AD - AFFECT CURVES FOR TOP AND BOTTOM DECILES 

DURING DEVELOPMENT (PRINCIPAL COMPONENT 1: MOMENTS 14 - 22) 
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FIGURE 3:  

SAMPLE SNACK PRODUCT AD - AFFECT CURVES FOR TOP AND BOTTOM DECILES 

DURING CONCLUSION/BRAND CLAIMS PRINCIPAL COMPONENT 2: MOMENTS 25 - 30) 
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FIGURE 4:  

AVERAGE AFFECT TRACE FOR ALL CONSUMERS THAT VIEWED THE  

SAMPLE SNACK PRODUCT AD 
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APPENDIX 

RESULTS FROM THE 30 ADVERTISEMENT SAMPLE 

Differences between the 23 Advertisement Sample and the 30 Advertisement Sample 
 
The main body of the paper contained results from a sample of 23 product advertisements 
from the 2005 Super Bowl.  This sample of 23 advertisements contained all the 
dependent and independent variables analyzed in H1 to H5 of this study.  Since the 
hypotheses were all conceptually linked, I wanted to test them all on the same set of data.  
However, dependent and independent variables for H1 through H5 were also contained in 
a larger 30 advertisement sample.  H1 through H5 were also analyzed on the 30 
advertisement sample and the same results were obtained (except for H3B, where the 
interaction was of marginal significance).  Details of these analyses are contained below. 
 
Before discussing the results of the hypothesis tests on the 30 advertisement sample, it is 
important to point out a few differences between the 23 advertisement sample and the 
additional 7 advertisements that make up the 30 advertisement sample. 
 
Manipulation Check:  Examining the Differences Between the 23 Advertisement Sample Used in the Main Body of the Paper

And The Seven Additional Automobile Advertisements That Make Up The 30 Advertisement Sample

Mean
Standard 

Deviation

Standard 

Error
Mean

Standard 

Deviation

Standard 

Error
t p

Measure of Product Category Involvement 2.87 0.93 0.01 3.11 0.90 0.02 11.30 p < 0.001

Measure of Prior Brand Attitude 3.64 0.96 0.01 3.65 1.02 0.02 0.38 p = n.s.

Peak 733.83 195.38 2.00 735.83 186.63 3.86 0.46 p = n.s.

Final Moment 638.74 228.50 2.34 634.33 216.42 4.48 -0.87 p = n.s.

Linear Trend 4.77 8.86 0.09 2.65 5.83 0.12 -14.09 p < 0.001

Setup Principal Component 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.00 1.00 0.02 -0.11 p = n.s.

Development Principal Component 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.00 1.00 0.02 0.05 p = n.s.

Conclusion Principal Component 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.00 1.00 0.02 0.14 p = n.s.

Level of Affect During the Storyline Setup 547.16 139.71 1.43 557.00 135.61 2.81 3.12 p < 0.005

Level of Affect During the Storyline Development 587.92 178.60 1.83 587.45 163.74 3.39 -0.12 p = n.s.

Level of Affect During the Storyline Conclusion 625.44 204.10 2.09 620.39 191.26 3.96 -1.13 p = n.s.

Overall Affective Evaluation of the Advertisement 3.28 0.99 0.01 2.94 0.96 0.02 -15.05 p < 0.001

Change in Attitude Toward the Brand 0.05 0.83 0.01 0.04 0.73 0.02 -0.35 p = n.s.

23 Advertisement Sample
Additional Seven Ads in 30 

Advertisement Sample

Independent Samples 

t-test

 
 
The results show that these two samples are similar in terms of prior brand attitude (M = 
3.64), peak (M = 734.23), final moment (M = 637.87), set-up component (M = 0.00), 
development component (M = 0.00), conclusion component (M = 0.00), level of affect 
during the storyline development (M = 587.83), level of affect during the storyline 
conclusion (M = 624.44), and change in attitude toward the brand (M = 0.05).  However, 
the additional seven advertisements also exhibited differences from the other 23 ad 
sample in that consumers tended to have higher levels of involvement in the product 
category (M = 3.11 versus 2.87, t = 11.30, p < 0.01) and lower overall affective 
evaluations of the advertisement (M = 2.94 versus 3.28, t = -15.05, p < 0.01).  The 
additional seven ads also had lower overall linear trends of the affect trace (M = 2.65 
versus M = 4.77, t = -14.09, p < 0.01), but higher levels of average affect during the 



 139 

storyline set-up (M = 557.00 versus 547.16, t = 3.12, p < 0.01).  It is important to note 
that these additional seven advertisements were all automobile advertisements.  
Automobile advertisement storylines differ from standard Super Bowl advertisement in 
that they tend to use less humor and focus more on depicting product performance and 
benefits.  While the average levels of affect for the development and conclusion segments 
of the storyline do not differ from non-automobile advertisements, the slope is more of a 
steady incline rather than drastic reactions to humor or other attention getting devices in 
non-automobile advertisements.  It also makes sense that consumers have a higher level 
of involvement in the product category because of the higher purchase price, durability of 
the product, and advanced technological nature of automobiles versus the other product 
categories comprising the 23 advertisement sample. 
 
H1A:  Consumers that have more positive attitudes (versus more negative attitudes) 
toward the advertised brand prior to viewing the advertisement will experience affect 
traces characterized by a higher (versus lower) peak, final moment and linear trend.  
Confirmed. 
 
H1B:  Consumers that have higher (versus lower) levels of involvement with the 
advertised product category will experience affect traces characterized by a higher 
(versus lower) peak, final moment and linear trend.  Confirmed. 
 
The Relationship Between Prior Brand Attitude and Product Category Involvement and the 

Peak, Final Moment and Linear Trend of Consumers' Affect Traces

Pearson Correlation Matrix

 

Prior Brand 

Attitude

Product Category 

Involvement
Peak Final Moment Linear Trend

Prior Brand Attitude 1.00 0.23* 0.13* 0.18* 0.15*

Product Category Involvement 0.23* 1.00 0.13* 0.15* 0.12*

Peak 0.13* 0.13* 1.00 0.73* 0.59*

Final Moment 0.18* 0.15* 0.73* 1.00 0.77*
Linear Trend 0.15* 0.12* 0.59* 0.77* 1.00

* significant at the p < 0.01 level  
 
H2A:  Consumers that have more positive attitudes (versus more negative attitudes) 
toward the advertised brand prior to viewing the advertisement will experience higher 
(versus lower) levels of affect during the set-up, development and conclusion segments of 
the storyline.  The influence of prior brand attitude on consumers’ level of affect during 
each segment of the storyline is weakest during the storyline set-up, greater during the 
storyline development, and greatest during the storyline conclusion.  Confirmed. 
 
H2B:  Consumers that have higher (versus lower) levels of involvement with the 
advertised product category will experience higher (versus lower) levels of affect during 
the set-up, development and conclusion segments of the storyline.  The influence of 
involvement on consumers’ level of affect during each segment of the storyline is 
weakest during the storyline set-up, greater during the storyline development, and 
greatest during the storyline conclusion.  Confirmed. 
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The Relationship Between Prior Brand Attitude and Product Category Involvement and Level of Affect 

Experienced During the Set-up, Development and Conclusion of the Advertisement

Pearson Correlation Matrix

 

Prior Brand 

Attitude

Product Category 

Involvement

Average Affect 

During Storyline 

Set-up

Average Affect 

During Storyline 

Development

Average Affect 

During Storyline 

Conclusion
Prior Brand Attitude 1.00 0.23* 0.12* 0.14* 0.17*

Product Category Involvement 0.23* 1.00 0.09* 0.12* 0.15*

Average Affect During Storyline Set-up 0.12* 0.09* 1.00 0.71* 0.51*

Average Affect During Storyline Development 0.14* 0.12* 0.71* 1.00 0.76*

Average Affect During Storyline Conclusion 0.17* 0.15* 0.51* 0.76* 1.00

* significant at the p < 0.01 level  
 
H3A:  The positive relationship between the level of affect consumers experience during 
the development of the advertisement and overall affective evaluations of the ad (A_Ad) 
will be stronger for consumers that have more negative (versus more postive) prior 
attitudes toward the advertised brand.  Confirmed. 
 
Interaction Between The Level of Affect Experienced at the Development Segment of the Advertisement

and Prior Brand Attitude on Consumers' Affective Evaluations of the Advertisement

DV = Consumers Affective Evaluations of the Advertisement

30 Ad Sample
Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 2.43 0.03 71.31 0.000

Storyline Development PC Score 0.25 0.03 0.25 7.57 0.000

Prior Brand Attitude 0.22 0.01 0.21 23.85 0.000

Development * Prior Brand Attitude -0.02 0.01 -0.07 -2.15 0.032

F Ratio, p value = 356.002, p < 0.001

Adjusted r^2 = 0.083

Unstandardized Coefficients
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H3B:  The positive relationship between the level of affect consumers experience during 
the development of the advertisement and overall affective evaluations of the ad (A_Ad) 
will be stronger for consumers that have low (versus high) involvement with the product 
category.   Marginal Evidence. 
 
Interaction Between The Level of Affect Experienced at the Development Segment of the Advertisement

and Product Category Involvement on Consumers' Affective Ratings of the Advertisement

DV = Consumers Affective Evaluations of the Advertisement

30 Ad Sample
Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 2.57 0.03 88.47 0.000

Storyline Development PC Score 0.23 0.03 0.23 7.93 0.000

Involvement with Product Category 0.22 0.01 0.21 23.42 0.000

Development * Category Involvement -0.01 0.01 -0.05 -1.60 0.111

F Ratio, p value = 356.002, p < 0.001

Adjusted r^2 = 0.083

Unstandardized Coefficients
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H4A:  The positive relationship between the level of affect consumers experience during 
the conclusion of the advertisement and overall affective evaluations of the ad (A_Ad) 
will be stronger for consumers that have more negative (versus more positive) prior 
attitudes toward the advertised brand.  Confirmed. 
 
Interaction Between The Level of Affect Experienced at the Conclusion Segment of the Advertisement

and Prior Brand Attitude on Consumers' Affective Evaluations of the Advertisement

DV = Consumers Affective Evaluations of the Advertisement

30 Ad Sample
Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 2.60 0.03 81.75 0.000

Storyline Conclusion PC Score 0.55 0.03 0.55 18.06 0.000

Prior Brand Attitude 0.17 0.01 0.16 19.98 0.000

Conclusion * Prior Brand Attitude -0.04 0.01 -0.15 -4.87 0.000

F Ratio, p value = 1057.736, p < 0.001

Adjusted r^2 = 0.211

Unstandardized Coefficients
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H4B:  The positive relationship between the level of affect consumers experience during 
the development of the advertisement and overall affective evaluations of the ad (A_Ad) 
will be stronger for consumers that have low (versus high) involvement with the product 
category.  Confirmed. 
 
Interaction Between The Level of Affect Experienced at the Conclusion Segment of the Advertisement

and Product Category Involvement on Consumers' Affective Ratings of the Advertisement

DV = Consumers Affective Evaluations of the Advertisement

30 Ad Sample
Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 2.71 0.03 99.74 0.000

Storyline Conclusion PC Score 0.45 0.03 0.45 17.41 0.000

Involvement with Product Category 0.17 0.01 0.16 19.62 0.000

Conclusion * Category Involvement -0.02 0.01 -0.05 -1.92 0.055

F Ratio, p value = 1044.464, p < 0.001

Adjusted r^2 = 0.209

Unstandardized Coefficients
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H5A:  The positive relationship between the level of affect experienced at the conclusion 
segment of the advertisement and consumers’ overall change in attitude toward the 
advertised brand will be greater for consumers with more negative prior brand attitudes 
(versus more positive prior brand attitudes).  Confirmed. 
 
The Interaction Between Level of Affect Experienced at the Conclusion Segment of the Advertisement

and Prior Brand Attitude on Consumers' Change in Attitude Toward the Advertised Brand

DV = Change in Attitude Toward Brand

30 Ad Sample
Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) 1.37 0.03 52.39 0.000

Storyline Conclusion PC Score 0.25 0.02 0.31 10.17 0.000

Prior Brand Attitude -0.36 0.01 -0.43 -52.24 0.000

Conclusion * Prior Brand Attitude -0.03 0.01 -0.15 -4.85 0.000

F Ratio, p value = 974.630, p < 0.001

Adjusted r^2 = 0.198

Unstandardized Coefficients
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H5B:  The positive relationship between the level of affect experienced at the conclusion 
segment of the advertisement and consumers’ overall change in attitude toward the 
advertised brand will be greater for consumers with higher (versus lower) levels of 
involvement with the advertised product category.  Not supported. 
 
The Interaction Between Level of Affect Experienced at the Conclusion Segment of the Advertisement

and Product Category Involvement on Consumers' Change in Attitude Toward the Advertised Brand

DV = Change in Attitude Toward Brand

30 Ad Sample
Standardized 

Coefficients
t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta

(Constant) -0.06 0.02 -2.60 0.009

Storyline Conclusion PC Score 0.06 0.02 0.07 2.43 0.015

Product Category Involvement 0.04 0.01 0.04 4.64 0.000

Conclusion * Product Category Involvement 0.01 0.01 0.03 1.15 0.252

F Ratio, p value = 54.337, p < 0.001

Adjusted r^2 = 0.013

Unstandardized Coefficients
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