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CHAPTER 6 

RESEARCH HYPOTHESES AND METHODOLOGY 

Many parts of the Humorous Message Taxonomy (HMI) require further 

study. Previous research suggests that thematically-unrelated message 

forms are not likely to produce positive communication effects. On 

the other hand, thematically-related humor has often demonstrated 

significant positive effects. Still, even if we consider only the 

left half of the HMT (thematically-related humor), there is a clear 

need for additional work—for several overall comparisons, as well as 

comparative studies within each processing type: 

1. Overall Comparisons That Are Needed; 

a. General 2- and 3-way comparisons of CR-, PR- and HD-

types. That is, does CR-humor generally produce different 

effects than PR-humor or HD-humor? 

b. Comparisons of specific HTs across processing styles. 

For instance, how do CR-13 (satire embedded in an informational 

message) and PR-13 (satire embedded in an image appeal) compare 

to HD-3 (a message whose overall structure is satiric)? 

2. CR-Studies That Are Needed: 

a. More comparisons of specific HTs across various 

message positions. For example, does the effect of a pun (HTl) 

vary when it appears in an initial or middle message position 

versus a closing position? So far, only Duncan, Nelson and 

Fronticzak have considered this question. 
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b. More comparisons of effects across HTs. Is embedded 

sentimental humor more effective than embedded satire? Only the 

study by Gelb and Pickett has considered this issue. 

c. Work on all aspects of closing humor. 

3. PR-Studies That Are Needed: 

a. Everything! 

4. HP-Studies That Are Needed: 

a. More basic work on all nonsatiric forms (HDl, HD2, HD4 

and HD5). Two of Madden's manipulations constitute the only 

research on HD5 (full comedy). 

b. Comparisons across HTs. For instance, does full comedy 

(HD5) differ generally from sentimental wit (HD4), satire (HD3), 

and other humor forms? 

6.1 The Primary Experiment 

In a general sense, this experiment serves as a test of the 

theory presented in chapters 2, 3 and 4 and summarized in the humorous 

message taxonomy (HMT) . By using ads that have been classified 

according to the HMT, this experiment constitutes a partial test of 

that taxonomy and, indirectly, a partial test of the theory upon which 

the taxonomy is based. 

More particularly, this experiment focuses on the communication 

effects of humor-dominant (HD) television ads. The content analysis 

of CBS commercials (chapter 4) indicates that most humorous, national, 

primetime ads (65%) are humor-dominant (HD). Theory on humor 

processing (chapter 3) suggests that HD ads may produce communication 
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effects that differ from those produced by non-HD humorous ads. The 

literature review (chapter 5) demonstrated that little research has 

been done on HD-forms other than satire (HD3/HD13). This experiment 

therefore focuses exclusively on HD-ads, specifically HMT types HDl-

HD5 (see figure 6.1). 

6.1.1 Global Propositions 

Three questions lie at the core of this experiment. Are HD-ads 

more (or less) effective than nonhumorous? Are different types of 

HD-ads (HT1-HT5) more (or less) effective than each other? And, if 

there are differences observed across HD-types, do these differences 

correspond to the presence or the absence of underlying humor 

dimensions (H1-H3). In other words, are there GENERAL HUMOR EFFECTS 

(G-effects), HUMOR TREATMENT EFFECTS (HT-effects), or effects that 

seem related to UNDERLYING HUMOR DIMENSIONS (D-effects). These three 

central questions will be asked for every dependent measure. 

Overall humor effects: a general two-way comparison of humorous 

ads to nonhumorous ads. Since so little research exists on nonsatiric 

HD-types, it is important to learn whether HD-ads are generally 

effective compared to nonhumorous ads. Research on CR-humor suggests 

that CR-humor consistently improves certain measures (attention and 

attitude toward the ad), but that recall and persuasion are either 

seldom or negatively affected. Does HD-humor demonstrate a similar 

pattern? Based on our model of humor processing for HD-messages 

(table 3.2) and based on evidence from studies reviewed in section 5.3 

(especially, tables 5.11 and 5.12 and the correlational findings), we 
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Fig. 6.1. The five humor-dominant message types investigated 
in this experiment. These are humor-dominant message 
forms which employ thematically-related humor and 
structurally-related message elements. 
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might suspect several OVERALL HUMOR EFFECTS. These effects are 

outlined in the following global propositions (GP): 

GP.l. Overall, HD-ads should outperform nonhumorous ads. 

More particularly, 

GP.IA. Overall, HD-ads should be superior to nonhumorous 

ads in GAINING AND HOLDING ATTENTION. 

GP.IB. Overall, HD-ads should be superior to nonhumorous 

ads in ATTITUDE TOWARD THE AD. 

GP.IC. Overall, HD-ads should be superior to nonhumorous 

ads in COMPREHENSION. 

GP.ID. Overall, HD-ads should be superior to nonhumorous 

ads in PERSUASION (attitude toward the product). 

GP.IE. Overall, HD-ads should be superior to nonhumorous 

ads in resisting WEAROUT. 

And of course, as a manipulation check, 

GP.IF. Overall, HD-ads should be rated higher than 

nonhumorous ads in PERCEIVED HUMOR. 

General humor effects: five two-way comparisons of individual 

HTs to the nonhumorous control (NHC). Even when average humor differs 

from nonhumor, individual humor types may deviate from the average. 

GENERAL HUMOR EFFECTS exist only when all five HTs deviate in a 

consistent and significant way from the nonhumorous control. General 

humor effects are addressed in the following global propositions: 

GP.2. There should be GENERAL HUMOR EFFECTS regarding attention, 

attitude toward the ad, and perceived humor. 

Specifically, 
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GP.2A. Each of the five HD-types (HT1-HT5) should be 

superior to the NHC in GAINING AND HOLDING ATTENTION. 

GP.2b. Each of the five HD-types (HT1-HT5) should be 

superior to the NHC in ATTITUDE TOWARDS THE AD. 

GP.2C. Each of the five HD-types (HT1-HT5) should be 

superior to the NHC in PERCEIVED HUMOR. 

On the other hand, 

GP.3. There should not be GENERAL HUMOR EFFECTS regarding recall 

and comprehension, persuasion, wearout, or attitude toward the source. 

Specifically, 

GP.3A. There should be no G-effect regarding RECALL or 

COMPREHENSION. 

GP.3B. There should be no G-effect regarding PERSUASION. 

GP.3C. There should be no G-effect regarding WEAROUT. 

GP.3D. There should be no G-effect regarding ATTITUDE 

TOWARD THE SOURCE. 

Humor treatment effects: comparing HTs to each other. Apart 

from the question of whether humor performs better (or worse) than 

nonhumor is the question of whether one type of HD-humor outperforms 

other HD-types. Variables that demonstrate a GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT may 

or may not demonstrate HUMOR TREATMENT EFFECTS. 

GP.4. There should not be HUMOR TREATMENT EFFECTS regarding 

ATTENTION. 

On the other hand, 

GP.5. There should be HUMOR TREATMENT EFFECTS regarding all other 

measures, including wearout, comprehension, attitude toward the ad, 
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attitude toward the source, and persuasion (attitude toward the 

product and product purchase). 

Dimensional effects: nested contrasts that test for the impact 

of specific humor dimensions. Perhaps HT-effects (HT1-HT5) are no 

more than a result of underlying dimensional effects (H1-H3)? There 

are five pairs of nested HTs which allow us to consider the 

incremental effect of adding specific humor dimensions. If the 

effects of combining dimensions are strictly additive (this research 

does not make that assumption), one can estimate dimensional effects 

by comparing HTs which are similar—except for the presence of a 

single humor dimension. Thus, the difference between 

HT2 [H3] 

HTl [HI] 

HT3 [Hl/2] 

HT4 [Hl/3] 

HTl [HI] 

and HT4 [Hl/3] 

and HT4 [Hl/3] 

and HT5 [Hl/2/3] 

and HT5 [Hl/2/3] 

and HT3 [Hl/2] 

is 

is 

is 

is 

is 

HI, 

H3, 

H3, 

H2, 

H2. 

If the effect of combining humor dimensions is additive, these 

nested comparisons constitute an analysis of the unshared dimension's 

differential impact. And if HT-effects are really nothing but an 

artifact produced by D-effects, then contrasts that test for D-effects 

should be significant whenever associated HT-effects are significant. 

On the other hand, if the effect of combining humor dimensions is not 

additive, D-effects will not always parallel HT-effects. In essence, 

an overall comparison of HT- versus D-effects constitutes a test of 

the HMT's dimensionality. That is, if treatment differences can be 
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explained equally well by either humor type (HT1-HT5) or humor 

dimension (H1-H3), then the three humor dimensions should replace the 

five humor types in the taxonomy and the number of HMT cells would 

drop from eighty to forty-eight. In general, this research has 

assumed that humor types have molar properties, that the combination 

of humor dimensions is not strictly additive, and therefore 

GP.6. Dimensional differences will not adequately explain 

variance among humor types. 

6.1.2 Specific Propositions 

Aside from the global propositions regarding GENERAL, HUMOR 

TREATMENT and DIMENSIONAL EFFECTS, a number of specific HT- and 

D-effects can be suggested. These specific propositions are based on 

earlier discussions of humor processing, theories of humor 

communication effects, and/or trends observed in prior research. 

SP.l. Regarding RESISTANCE TO WEAROUT, one HD form (HTl) should 

wear out faster than the NHC, while other HD-forms (HT2-HT5) should 

wear out more slowly than nonhumorous ads. [The gratification 

provided by H2 and H3 (dispositional and arousal-safety humor) is, at 

least for the short term, enhanced by repetition, while the pleasure 

associated with HI (incongruity-resolution) is diminished.] 

HTl < NHC < Other HTs 

SP.2. Regarding RECALL and COMPREHENSION, while the four HD 

forms that involve HI (incongruity-resolution humor) should be 

superior to the NHC in comprehension and recall, the one that does not 

(HT2) should be inferior. [Humor forms which employ less cognitive 
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processes will be less likely to occasion thoughtful consideration of 

message arguments.] 

HT2 < NHC < Other HTs 

SP.3. Regarding PERCEIVED HUMOR, HD-forms which involve more 

humor dimensions should be perceived as more humorous than HD-forms 

that employ fewer humor dimensions. 

HT5 > HT4 or HT3 > HTl or HT2. 

SP.4. Regarding ATTITUDE TOWARD THE AD, 

SP.4A. HD-forms which involve more humor dimensions should 

be perceived as more ENJOYABLE than HD-forms that employ fewer 

humor dimensions. 

HT5 > HT4 or HT3 > HTl or HT2. 

SP.4B. HT2 (sentimental humor) should appear less 

intellectual and therefore less INFORMATIVE than HTs that include 

HI (incongruity-resolution humor). 

HT2 < Other Hts 

SP.4C. As a corollary, HT2 should appear more EMOTIONAL. 

HT2 > Other HTs 

SP.4D. Humor-types that employ H3 (arousal-safety humor) 

should appear more POSITIVE. However, humor types which employ 

H2 (dispositional humor) should appear more negative (and 

therefore less POSITIVE). Consequently, 

HT2 or HT4 > HTl or HT5 > HT3 

SP.5. Regarding ATTITUDE TOWARD THE SOURCE, H2 (dispositional 

humor) should make a humorous source appear less LIKABLE and less 
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TRUSTWORTHY. However, H3 (arousal-safety humor) should make a source 

more LIKABLE and more TRUSTWORTHY. 

HT2 or HT4 > HTl or HT5 > HT3 

also NHC > HT3 

SP.6. Regarding PERSUASION, HTs that employ H3 (dispositional 

humor) should produce more persuasion. [Supposedly, H2 is the only 

humor process that requires one to reevaluate attitude schemas.] 

HT3 or HTS > Other HTs 

6.1.3 Experimental Design 

Figure 6.2 describes the basic design of the experiment. 

Ostensibly, it is a 6 (humor type) x 5 (product category) factorial 

design. The six levels of humor include five humorous conditions and 

one nonhumorous. Humorous message type is the manipulation of 

interest. The five humor types are HD1-HD5. Allowing for a 

nonhumorous control, there are six levels of humor. Five examples of 

each humor type were required to offset variance associated with 

individual ads. Product category was introduced as a way to block 

across humor type. Each of the thirty treatment levels (humor type x 

product category) was represented by a single ad. 

Humor generally elicits a great deal of individual variance. 

Repeated measures can be used to estimate and remove subject-related 

variance. However, it was impractical to expose each subject to all 

30 ads in a completely crossed, repeated measures design. In order to 

preserve an element of repeated measures, we adopted the incomplete, 

but balanced, design indicated in figure 6.3. Humor type (indicated 
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PRODUCT CATEGORY 
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AT&T 
Phones 

Zenith 
Smart Set 

AT&T 
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NHC Mc Milky 
Donald's Way 

Welch's Actifed Mazda 
Drink 626 

Fig. 6.2. The basic experimental design ( 6 x 5 factorial). 
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Fig. 6.3. The final design (incomplete but balanced across 
humorous message type and product category). 
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by numbers) was completely crossed with product category (indicated by 

letters), but each subject was required to view only eight (rather 

than 30) experimental ads. 

Ten video tapes were prepared, each with ten 30-second ads: 2 

nonhumorous public service announcements, 6 humorous ads, and 2 

nonhumorous ads for products similar to products in the humorous ads. 

Sixteen to twenty subjects viewed each of the ten video tapes. Each 

group viewed only one tape. As indicated in figure 6.3, each group of 

subjects (Gl-GlO) was exposed to only four levels of humor (including 

the nonhumorous control). Each group of subjects was shown 

commercials in only two (of five) product categories. 

In all, 182 subjects participated. Since each subject evaluated 

8 experimental ads, the total number of observations was 1456 (1424 

after omitting invalid responses.) Not every ad was used in the same 

number of tapes. Although two ads from each humor level (HT1-HT5) 

were used three times, three ads from each humor level were used only 

twice. This resulted in an imbalanced design across individual ads, 

but in a balanced design across product and humor levels. 

Consequently, each of the 25 humorous ads was evaluated by 34-57 

subjects, but each humor type was evaluated by 210-217 subjects. Each 

NHC ad was evaluated by 66-75 subjects, and in all NHCs were evaluated 

364 times. Each of the five product categories was evaluated 269-293 

times. Each PSA was evaluated 178-180 times. 

Overall, the experiment employed 25 humorous ads (5 types of 

humor x 5 product categories), 5 control ads (one nonhumorous ad in 

each product category) and 2 health-related PSAs (public service 
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announcements). The health-related PSAs were used to mask the purpose 

of the experiment; they were inserted into the 1st and 4th positions 

of each 10-ad sequence (see figure 6.4). Humor types and product 

types were systematically rotated across the remaining eight positions 

in order to minimize sequence and context effects. (The selection of 

ads and the determination of position within each 10-ad sequence are 

discussed extensively in section 6.2.) 

6.1.4 The Independent Variable 

The 30-second ads used in this study were drawn from a pool of 

160 ads evaluated in a pretest. Those 160 pretested ads were drawn 

from a pool of 300 ads (266 humorous) identified in a content analysis 

of ads contained in 84 hours (four weeks) of primetime programming. 

Section 6.2 will discuss this selection process. 

Several issues related to the basic manipulation require comment. 

The humor manipulation employed in this experiment (1) is a manipula

tion of humorous message type and not a manipulation of humor level, 

(2) involves both manipulated and perceived humor, (3) employs actual 

"off the air" ads as stimuli, (4) includes multiple examples of each 

humor type, and (5) embeds individual ads in ad sequences rather than 

program contexts. 

Humor versus humor type versus humor level. This experiment 

explores the effects of five HMT types. HMT classification is a 

function of stimulus properties. While it is assumed that all HTs 

should be humorous (in a qualitative sense), it is not assumed that 

they should be equally humorous (in a quantitative sense). Humor 
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KEY: X = PSA, C = NHC, and 1-5 = HT1-HT5. 

Fig. 6.4. The position of humor types within each of 
the ten treatment sequences. 
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level is a consequence of the individual subject's response to an HMT 

type. Some HTs may be more (or less) humorous than others. The humor 

manipulations that are most central to this study involve qualitative 

distinctions: (1) whether the ad is generally humorous (irrespective 

of humor level) and (2) whether the ad satisfies the appropriate HMT 

characteristics. Humor level per se (a quantitative characteristic) 

is not central to the hypotheses examined here. 

Manipulated humor versus perceived humor. Several authors 

suggest that the most appropriate humor manipulation is "perceived 

humor" rather than "manipulated humor" (Sternthal and Craig 1973, 

Duncan and Nelson 1985, Gelb and Pickett 1983, and Gelb and Zinkhan 

1986). Manipulated humor requires only that subjects be exposed to 

humorous treatments. Since no allowance is made for individual 

differences, the relationship between perceived humor and the 

dependent variables is obscured. If, on the other hand, perceived 

humor were measured for each subject, one can directly assess the 

relationship between perceived humor and other variables. 

This writer agrees that humor response is ultimately subjective 

and that studies which depend entirely on manipulated humor estimate 

no more than an average response to humor exposure. Since exposed 

groups generally contain some subjects who see and appreciate the 

humor and others who do not, it is important to determine (1) what 

percent of the exposed subjects perceive the humor and (2) how much 

they are affected by that perception. On the other hand, from an 

advertiser's perspective, it is important to know what type of 

exposure has the greatest likelihood of affecting subjects in general. 
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Accordingly, this experiment employs both types of manipulation: 

exposure to pretested humor stimuli and measures of perceived humor. 

Manipulated humor will be used in the analysis of processing 

measures which are likely to be influenced by mere exposure to the 

humor stimulus (attention and comprehension). The analysis strategy 

will differ somewhat for dependent measures which require a successful 

perception of humor (all of the attitude measures). For those 

measures, perceived humor will be used to identify the subset of 

subjects who were successfully manipulated, and analysis will proceed 

using only those subjects. Hence, although perceived humor will 

sometimes serve to delimit the pool of observations used in an 

analysis, perceived humor is not treated as the independent variable. 

Benefits and problems related to the use of real ads. The 

humorous stimuli used in this experiment were aired in primetime on 

major networks in October, 1984. Two other experiments on humorous 

advertising have used real television commercials. Murphy, Cunningham 

and Wilcox (1979) used three humorous one-minute, award-winning Clio 

ads. [Their control included three nonhumorous one-minute, award-

winning Clio ads.] Belch and Belch (1984) used two humorous 30-second 

Federal Express commercials [which were matched against two 

nonhumorous 30-second Federal Express commercials]. Real ads (1) 

enhance external validity, (2) provide humor manipulations which are 

very strong compared to experimenter generated stimuli, and (3) 

facilitate the use of multiple examples. On the other hand, real ads 

require a researcher to guard against (1) violations of construct 
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validity and (2) the introduction of extraneous factors. 

Construct validity is threatened when care is not taken to select 

ads which represent the variable of interest. Here, the variables of 

interest are humorous message type and, by necessity, humor. Exten

sive pretesting was used to assure that the ads used (1) represented 

the appropriate HMT forms and (2) were successful instances of humor. 

(Details concerning their selection is reported in section 6.2.) 

Further, extraneous factors associated with the ads chosen could 

obscure the results. For instance, true humor effects might be 

obscured by (1) the subject's prior experience of the ad, (2) the 

subject's prior familiarity with the brand advertised, (3) the 

subject's prior interest in or knowledge of the product category, and 

(4) the presence of other executional elements in the ad. 

Prior familiarity with the ad. Four tactics were adopted to 

assure that ad-familiarity would not present a problem. Highly 

familiar ads were screened out in the pretest, humor treatments were 

generally balanced in regard to overall ad-familiarity, eighteen 

months were allowed to pass between the collection and the use of 

experimental ads, and FAMILIARITY-WITH-THE-AD was included for use as 

a covariate. 

Prior experience with the brand or product. Many studies have 

avoided brand- and product-familiarity issues by creating ads for 

fictitious brands or new products. However, in chapter 5, it was 

noted that humor used with unfamiliar brands or products was less 

effective than humor employed with familiar brands and products. 

Desiring to examine humor in a situation where strong effects are 
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likely, this writer chose to use familiar brands and familiar product 

categories, such as those presented in many real ads, and to not use 

fictitious or unfamiliar brands. Two tactics were adopted to avoid 

problems related to brand- and product-familiarity. PRODUCT CATEGORY 

was introduced into the basic design as a blocking variable, and 

benchmark values were obtained for all attitude-to-the-product 

measures. 

Executional elements other than humor. Humorous ads include a 

variety of executional elements besides humor, and it is—at best— 

difficult to determine which aspect of the ad (humor or some other 

dimension) is responsible for a particular effect. The ordinary 

technique for isolating humor effects is to use a control treatment 

which is identical to the humor stimulus in all respects save the 

inclusion of humor. In the strictest sense, nonhumorous controls can 

only be used in the study of CR- and PR-ads. There is no true 

nonhumorous equivalent of an HD-ad. Belch and Belch (1984) create an 

approximate control by matching serious and humorous Federal Express 

ads that contained similar message arguments. 

This study adopted three tactics to get around this problem. 

Each humor type was represented by multiple ads, analysis was 

conducted in such a way that individual ad effects could be separated 

from humor type effects, and an approximate NHC was included. 

Regarding this NHC, there was no attempt to match individual humorous 

ads with individual nonhumorous ads. Instead, the whole set of 

humorous ads was matched against the whole set of nonhumorous ads. 
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Since all ads (HTs and NHCs) made use of executional techniques other 

than humor, the larger the set size, the more likely that differences 

resulting from factors unrelated to humor would wash out. 

Treatment context. Most studies of humor in advertising embed 

target ads in a program context. Several experiments have 

specifically addressed the effects of program context on humor. This 

experiment is not concerned with context, except (1) as a mechanism 

for enhancing the external validity of the manipulation and (2) as a 

nuisance variable that can obscure true humor effects. If humorous 

ads were presented within a program, either the findings would be 

limited to the type of context selected or the design would have to 

include several different contexts. If more program contexts are 

built in, fewer ads could be used, and fewer total ads would mean that 

either fewer humor types or fewer examples of each humor type could be 

included. For reasons discussed previously, it was imperative to use 

multiple examples of six humor types. Thus, multiple program contexts 

could not be used, and a single program context would severely limit 

the generalizability of the findings. 

Real ads do not occur only in a program context; they also occur 

in an ad context. Generally, ads occur in pods of four to six, or 

even, on occasion, eight. Although, these ad-related context effects 

are not much studied, it is certain that the most immediate context 

for most television commercials is an envelope of other commercials. 

It was therefore determined that the problems related to program 

context could be avoided and yet external validity could be obtained 

if no program at all were used and the experimental ads were viewed 
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only within a sequence of other ads. This tactic does not solve the 

problem of context effects, rather it transforms it into one that 

can be solved without adding program material or altering the 

experimental design. 

Each treatment consisted of a 10-ad sequence. Ads followed 

immediately after each other with only two to three seconds between 

ads. The 1st and 4th positions in the 10-ad sequence were always 

filled with the same two health-related PSAs. These PSAs served to 

mask the intent of the experiment and to allow subjects 30-seconds to 

get involved before encountering the first experimental ad. 

Experimental ads were rotated across the remaining eight positions in 

order to minimize context effects. (The rationale for this rotation 

is presented in sections 6.2.2 and 6.2.3.) By creating ten different 

sequences and by altering the position of humor-types within each 

sequence, each humor-type appeared in two different positions on six 

different tapes (refer back to figure 6.1.3). Each tape, being a 

distinct combination of message types and product types, constitutes a 

distinct advertising context. Multiple contexts were thus used to 

minimize any specific context effect. 

6.1.5 Nuisance Variables 
Included in the Analysis Model 

Six nuisance variables were identified as being potentially 

troublesome for the analysis of humor response: individual 

differences in humor responsiveness, stimulus context effects, 

administration effects, product effects, brand effects, and individual 



277 

ad effects. By design, all of these variables were included in the 

analysis model and estimated in a two-stage analysis of variance. 

ABSORB, an option within the SAS General Linear Models procedure (PROC 

GLM), was used to estimate and remove within-subject variance before 

analyzing between-subject variance. The basic ANOVA model included 

five terms: 

Y = SUBJECT, GROUP, HUMOR, PRODUCT, HUMOR x PRODUCT 

Subjects and treatment groups were treated as within-subject 

terms and treated within the ABSORB function. The SUBJECT term 

captured variance related to individual differences. Given the highly 

subjective nature of humor response and the use of 181 subjects, this 

term was expected to be very significant. The GROUP term captured 

variance related to differences in the ten treatment sequences and 

circumstances related to their administration. Thus, it represents 

the effects of situational, environmental, and stimulus contexts. 

Since humor response and attention are very sensitive to situational 

factors, these effects were expected to be moderately strong. 

Product category, humor type and the interaction of product and 

humor type were treated as between-subject terms. The PRODUCT term 

captured variance related to product category. Selective attention, 

comprehension and even attitude partially depend on product experience 

and relevance. However, in a forced exposure situation, this product 

category effect was not expected to be very strong. The INTERACTION 

term (humor type x product type) probably combines three different 

sources of variance. First, it includes any true interaction between 

product type and humor type, including any interaction between product 
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type and humor in general. Second, since each interaction is 

represented by a single ad, true interaction is confounded with 

individual ad effects, including the effects of all executional 

elements other than humor type and the effects of all message elements 

other than product category. Third, since each ad represents a unique 

brand, brand effects are confounded with individual ad effects. 

Although it is impossible to determine what part of this INTERA(mON 

term is produced by true interaction, individual ad effects, or brand 

effects, it is very likely that the combination will be significant 

across all dependent measures. 

In fact, subsequent analysis suggests that all four nuisance 

terms were generally significant. Out of 22 ANOVAs reported in 

later chapters, the SUBJECT term is significant (P<.05) in every 

instance. Furthermore, for every measure except PERCEIVED HUMOR, the 

SUBJECT term accounts for more total variance than any other term in 

the model, including HUMOR TYPE. Likewise, in 20 out of 22 instances, 

the INTERACTION term is significant, and in all but 4 instances, it 

accounts for more variance than any term besides the SUBJECT term. 

The GROUP TREATMENT term is significant in all but two cases. 

Approximately half the time, GROUP explains more variance than HUMOR 

TYPE (half of the time it explains less). Generally, the PRODUCT term 

accounts for less variance than other terms in the model, including 

HUMOR TYPE. Still, in all but four instances, PRODUCT is significant. 

In short, four nuisance terms were included in the analysis model 

in order to reduce MSE and to isolate humor type effects from other 
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effects. These four nuisance terms actually represent six nuisance 

variables. Since HUMOR TYPE is the variable of interest, it is 

inconsequential that several nuisance effects were confounded. What 

matters is that the variance associated with these six effects is 

dissociated from humor type and removed from MSE. Based on the 

pattern of results obtained, it appears that this strategy worked. 

6.1.6 Dependent Variables 

Since the purpose of this study is largely exploratory, the 

dependent variables used in this study included a full array of 

communication effects—from attention to persuasion. These variables 

are listed in figure 6.5. 

Methods for operationalizing dependent variables appear in 

chapters 7 and 8. A copy of the experimental questionnaire appears in 

appendix B. This section considers several broader issues related to 

the measurement of dependent variables in humor research. 

Physiological versus physical versus self-report measures. This 

study is based entirely of pencil and paper data. No attempt was made 

to consider physical (laughter, smiling, eye movement) or 

physiological (heart rate, EEC) activity. Although some interesting 

progress has been made in the application of such measures to 

information processing and humor response, in humor research self-

report is still considered the technique of choice (McGhee 1983b). 

Single-item versus multi-item scales. Although multi-item scales 

are generally preferable to single-item scales (see Duncan and Nelson 

1985), this study generally employs single-item scales. This decision 
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GENERAL CONSTRUCT SPECIFIC MEASURES 

Attention Initial Attention 
Sustained Attention 
Projected Attention 
Overall Attention 

Recall 

Comprehension 

Wearout 

Unaided Brand Recall 
Aided Brand Recall 

Descriptive Comprehension 
Message Comprehension 
Humor Comprehension 

Initial Wearout 
Projected Wearout 
Overall Wearout 

Attitude To The Source Source's Likability 
Source's Knowledge 
Source's Trustworthiness 

Attitude To The Ad Informative 
Clear 
Effective 
Enjoyable 
Emotional 
Positive 
Attractive 

Attitude To the Product Product Knowledge 
Product Quality 
Purchase Intention 

Fig. 6.5. A list of the dependent variables used 
in this experiment. 
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was necessitated by (1) the number of variables being measured, (2) 

the number of ads being responded to, and (3) the limited time 

available for subject response. As it is, experimental sessions ran 

just over an hour. The experimental task could not be lengthened. In 

any case, other aspects of the design (the use of multiple examples 

and repeated measures) provided some of the same benefits as multi-

item scales. 

No delayed measures were used. Some studies have found evidence 

of a "humor-related sleeper effect" regarding recall and persuasion 

(e.g., Lammers e_t ̂ . 1983). Perhaps humorous messages are rehearsed 

more or recalled more easily. Although delayed measures could be used 

(perhaps in addition to immediate measures) to increase the likelihood 

of observing positive effects, many positive effects have been 

observed using immediate measures. This study uses only immediate 

measures. The effect, if any, of using immediate measures would be to 

underestimate total long term humor effects. 

Subjects viewed all ten ads before any measures were taken. If 

measures were included after each ad, the mental activity required by 

the response task could undermine the playful mood required for 

successful humor, and exposure to earlier question banks could affect 

one's perception of subsequent ads. However, since no measures are 

taken until after all ads have been viewed, there is a difference in 

the elapsed time between the first experimental ad and the first phase 

of the questionnaire (4:30) versus the last experimental ad and the 

first phase of the questionnaire (0:30). Nominally, this four minute 

differential carries through the entire response task. 
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Two tactics were employed to reduce this time differential 

effect. First, in all sections of the questionnaire, items are 

ordered to match the sequence of ads (first seen, first measured, last 

seen, last measured). Second, since humor types were evenly 

distributed across sequence positions for the ten treatment, any time 

differential effect should have washed out. 

Comments on specific variable groups. Individual measures are 

discussed extensively in the two results chapters. The following 

comments are presented in the same order as variables in the 

questionnaire. 

BRAND RECALL was measured with both unaided and aided listing 

procedures. However, recall results were so totally dominated by a 

sequence order effect and so poorly correlated with all other measures 

that they are not reported in this dissertation. This problem might 

have been avoided if a short filler task had been introduced between 

the manipulation and the recall procedure. 

COMPREHENSION was measured using twenty open-ended questions that 

asked subjects to describe what happened in an ad and to explain the 

ad's main point. The first question addressed descriptive 

comprehension (message recall), while the second addressed message 

comprehension. Responses were subsequently evaluated on a 4-point 

scale. 

ATTITUDE TO THE SOURCE was measured with 7-point Likert items. 

In order to make standard source-related items applicable to all 30 

commercials, source was broadly defined to include spokespeople, 
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narrators, and sponsors. Since important humor-related differences 

have been noted in other studies, items distinguished between likable, 

knowledgeable and trustworthy dimensions of A-source. 

ATTENTION was not measured directly. It was measured with a 

series of self-report items (7-point Likert) that distinguished 

between initial-, sustained- and projected-attention (Madden 1982 and 

Madden and Weinberger 1982). 

INITIAL-WEAROUT is a by-product of diminished attention. As it 

is defined in this study, wearout can occur within a single exposure, 

as well as across several exposures. The difference between initial-

and sustained-attention constitutes initial-wearout. 

FUTURE-WEAROUT was estimated using two projective interest 

measures. Subjects were asked how interested they would be in seeing 

some ad after so many additional viewings. In the strictest sense, 

this is an attitude measure: what is a subject's attitude about the 

hypothesized event (seeing the ad again). Although these items do not 

measure actual wearout, they may capture gross attitudes that directly 

affect wearout. 

ATTITUDE TO THE AD was measured using several 7-point Likert 

items. Two items were directed toward utilitarian dimensions. Other 

items captured more affective dimensions of the ad. These items were 

not combined into a more global measure, since the purpose of this 

study was to identify differences related to specific measures. 

In this study PERSUASION was operationalized as change in the 

subject's BELIEFS, ATTITUDES, and INTENTION ABOUT THE PRODUCT. For 

these measures, and only for these measures, population baseline 
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levels were determined. However, due to limitations in the design, 

baseline values for nonhumorous ads could not be obtained, and as a 

result, only 5-way comparisons among humor types (HT1-HT5) were 

possible. 

6.1.7 Subjects 

Subjects were recruited from junior and senior level marketing 

classes at a large state university. As an incentive, they were 

offered extra credit in their courses for participating in the study. 

No students were drawn from classes currently taught by the 

experimenter. Only one subject had been in a class taught by the 

experimenter. All subjects completed an information sheet/screening 

questionnaire at the time of recruitment. Eighteen to twenty students 

were recruited for each session. Equal numbers of males and females 

were randomly assigned to each treatment. Students were provided with 

information relative to the time and place of the experimental 

session. Concerning the experiment, prospective subjects were told 

only that it involved television commercials. 

Twenty-four to forty-eight hours before each session was 

scheduled, the experimenter contacted students assigned to the session 

to remind them of the appointment, to see whether a conflict had 

developed which might affect their participation, and to thank them 

for participating. If students reported a conflict, they were 

replaced by other students (generally of the same sex) drawn at random 

from a pool of students who had not yet been assigned to a treatment 

group. Despite these precautions, five percent of the students failed 
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to make their sessions. In all, 182 subjects participated in the 

experiment (92 M, 90 F). Two subjects (1 M, 1 F) were omitted from 

the analysis due to extreme patterns of nonresponse or extreme 

patterns of systematic bias. Data analysis was therefore based on 8 

experimental observations by each of 180 subjects. Sixteen individual 

observations also had to be omitted. The total number of observations 

employed was 1424: HTl (213), HT2 (217), HT3 (213), HT4 (215), HTS 

(210), and NHC (356). Gender was approximately equal across all ads 

and all humor treatments. 

6.1.8 Experimental Procedure 

A copy of the questionnaire appears in appendix B. Each 

experimental session was designed to require just over an hour. The 

order and timing of experimental events is listed in figure 6.6. 

Group size and composition can affect humor response. If 

subjects are run individually or in very large groups, response may be 

diminished. Small group size (1-4) could heighten one's awareness of 

the experimental setting, while very large groups (over 20) could 

invite social loafing in regard to the experimental task. Subjects 

were therefore run in administration groups of 6-20. One's humor 

response can also be affected by (1) distance from the humor stimulus, 

(2) physical proximity to other subjects, and (3) the gender, age or 

identity of Other subjects (including same-sex/ opposite-sex gender 

effects). To minimize such effects, subjects (age 19-24) were always 

seated at the same distance from the television monitor in an 

alternating M-F-M-F arrangement in evenly spaced chairs. 
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ACTIVITY TIME 

Instructions from the administrator 00-04 

Preliminary questions 04-07 

Experimental manipulation 07-13 

Completion of questionnaire 

Timed sections: 

Unaided recall (listing) 13-16 

Aided recall (listing) 16-19 

Comprehension protocols 19-27 

Self-paced sections: 27-65 

Attitude scales (7-point) 

A-source 

A-ad 

A-product 

Demographic questions 

Debriefing and dismissal 65-70 

Fig. 6.6. A timetable of events at a typical 
experimental session. 
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The experimenter was present throughout the experiment. His role 

was to seat the subjects, to introduce each phase of the experiment, 

to start and stop the VCR, to act as timekeeper, and to close the 

session. For most of the 70 minutes, he sat quietly, to the side of 

all subjects. Since ample written instructions were provided, the 

administrator would advise subjects to read the instructions, then he 

would highlight or repeat critical points. Whenever some subjects 

finished the final, self-paced section well ahead of others, the 

administrator provided them with a magazine or newspaper. This 

reading material kept finished subjects occupied; otherwise, their 

restlessness or even their idleness might have affected those who were 

still completing the questionnaire. When all subjects had finished, 

the administrator collected the questionnaires, answered questions, 

reminded subjects to avoid discussing the experiment with others, 

assured them that they would receive their extra credit, thanked them 

again, and dismissed them. 

The questionnaire was designed to enhance a subject's ability and 

motivation to provide good answers. It was designed (1) to be very 

explicit, (2) to facilitate the timely recall of appropriate 

information, (3) to facilitate efficient processing, and (4) to vary 

format or task often enough to keep subjects involved. Extensive 

instructions, examples and "signed" scales (-3/-I-3) were used to assure 

clarity. Since the task was relatively long and subjects had viewed 

several ads for brands from the same product group, it was possible 

that some subjects would confuse similar ads or ads for similar 

products. To minimize such confusion, the attitude section included 
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brief cues that helped to clarify which ad was being asked about. 

Since so many items were included, it was very important to 

standardize format within each section. As a consequence, subjects 

moved through the second half of some sections much more quickly than 

the first. On the other hand, too much standardization or the use of 

very long and monotonous sections might bore or weary subjects. 

Therefore, the questionnaire was divided into several major parts, and 

a different task or format was used in each part. 

6.1.9 Data Analysis 

Analysis primarily involved ANOVA and ANCOVA. Due to the large 

number of categorical variables in the analysis model, the original 

correlation matrix could not be inverted. The ABSORB option in the 

SAS GLM procedure was used to simplify the matrix by estimating and 

removing within-subject variance (SUBJECT and GROUP terms) before 

analyzing between-subject effects. The ABSORB option was therefore 

used in all ANOVA and ANCOVA runs. 

Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) was used in two distinct ways. 

First, many variables were analyzed using FAMILIARITY WITH THE AD as a 

covariate. This strategy was employed to protect against experience 

effects that were not successfully controlled for by stimulus 

selection or design. In fact, the FAMILIARITY WITH THE AD covariate 

was seldom significant. Next, ANCOVA was regularly used in a 

rather nonstandard way, to separate out the effects of prior 

processing stages. By adopting this tactic, the researcher was able 

to contrast the total effect of HUMOR TYPE on each variable (ANOVA 
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results) to the direct effect of HUMOR TYPE on the variable (ANCOVA 

results). 

Multiple t-tests were never employed. Instead, whenever a 6-way 

main effect for humor type was significant, six a priori linear 

contrasts were considered. (This family of contrasts tested for a G-

effect.) Whenever a 5-way main effect for humor type was significant, 

two sets of five a priori linear contrasts were considered. (These 

tested for HT- and D-effects.) In all cases, the level of 

significance was .05. 

Analyses reported in chapter 7 used a somewhat different set of 

observations than those presented in chapter 8. The PROCESSING 

VARIABLES examined in chapter 7 only require "manipulated" humor 

(mere exposure to a humorous stimulus). Thus, analyses in chapter 7 

use all valid observations (n = 1424). On the other hand, the 

ATTITUDE VARIABLES discussed in chapter 8 are more apt to require 

"perceived" humor. Hence, analyses in chapter 8 use only observations 

where the humor/nonhumor manipulation was successful (n = 1116). 

The product-related variables are analyzed differently than other 

variables. Most variables compare the effect of exposure to humorous 

ads to the effect of exposure to nonhumorous ads. Product variables 

compare the effect of being exposed to a humorous ad for Brand X to 

the effect of not being exposed to any ad for Brand X. Since the 

control group is drawn from the same population as the experimental 

group (subjects serve as each other's control), unexposed levels 

approximate each treatment group's preexisting PRODUCT BELIEF, 
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ATTITUDE and INTENTION. These benchmark levels are used to determine 

the estimated changes in product measures induced by the humor 

manipulation. Analyses are conducted on the estimated change. 

Finally, since this study's primary purpose is to explore 

differences that may exist among HMT humor types, all analyses are 

univariate. 

6.2 Operationalizing the Independent Variable 

A chronology of the entire experimental process appears in table 

6.7. Some steps have already been discussed. The remainder of this 

chapter will focus on the selection (6.2.1) and ordering (6.2.2-6.2.3) 

of the 30 ads used in the experiment (steps 7-9). Given the experi

mental risks connected with "real ads" and with "context effects" 

(discussed in section 6.1.4), it was imperative for these steps to be 

very tightly controlled. 

6.2.1 Selecting Ads to 

Operationalize the Independent Variable 

HD-ads used in this experiment were drawn from a pool of 320 

humorous ads taped off the air in October, 1984 and May, 1985. Ads 

with poor transmission quality and those which were not 30-seconds 

long were eliminated. Next, all humorous ads which did not appear to 

have HD-characteristics were eliminated. Finally, ads were grouped by 

product category in order to identify categories that might be used 

for blocking purposes. Only seven product categories contained enough 

humorous ads to be useful in blocking. In all, these seven product 

categories included 124 humorous ads: snack foods (22), nonalcoholic 
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STEP RESEARCH ACTIVITY DISCUSSION 

1 Collection of primetime ads 
(drawn from 84 hours of programing) 4.2 

2 Initial classification of 1400 ads 
(humorous or nonhumorous) 

3 Preliminary HMT classification 
of 320 humorous ads 
by the chief researcher 4.2 

4 Elimination of 196 humorous ads 
based on ad length, tape quality 
or product category 

5 Identification of 28 nonhumorous 
ads based on product category 

6 Identification of 8 PSAs 

7 Confirmatory HMT classification 
of 160 ads by trained panels 
(124 humorous, 28 NH, 8 PSAs) 6.2 

8 Selection of 30 experimental ads 
based on evidence from preliminary 
and confirmatory classifications 6.2 

9 Assignment of the 30 experimental 

ads to 10 treatment sequences 6.3-6.4 

10 Production of 10 video tapes 

11 Recruitment of 182 subjects 

(92 male, 90 female) 6.1.7 
12 Random assignment (by sex) 

of subjects to the 10 treatments 6.1.7 

13 The 10 experimental sessions 
(run over a period of two weeks) 6.1.8 

Fig. 6.7. A chronology of steps in the experimental 
process. (References direct the reader to 
those sections where various activities 
are discussed.) 
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beverages (24), fast food restaurants (18), breakfast foods (10), 

automobiles (16), personal high tech equipment (14), and nongender 

specific personal products (20). 

Products categories which were less likely to interest student 

subjects of both sexes were eliminated. These rejected product 

categories included traditionally "male" products (such as, beer, car 

care products, and pick-up trucks), traditionally "female" products 

(such as, kitchen products, laundry products, and pantyhose), and 

"nonstudent" products (those generally associated with later stages of 

the consumer life cycle) . The researcher then identified four 

nonhumorous ads from each of the seven product categories. 

Pretest panels. In all, 160 ads were submitted to trained 

panels: 124 humorous ads, 28 nonhumorous ads, and 8 nonhumorous, 

health-related public service announcements. Five panels of nine to 

twelve students participated. Panel members were students whose 

demographic and scholastic profiles paralleled those of subjects used 

in the final experiment (3rd and 4th year male and female 

undergraduate marketing students at a large state university). Each 

panel evaluated 32 ads. The number of males and females on each panel 

was generally balanced. 

Each panel met for an hour and a half. For 45 minutes, panel 

members were trained (1) to understand the questions on their standard 

response sheets, (2) to understand the conceptual distinctions implied 

by those questions, and (3) to recognize these distinctions in 

humorous stimuli. A video tape of prototypic examples was used by 

the researcher to demonstrate these differences. Examples were shown 
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and discussed as the researcher led each panel through a sample 

response sheet. Questions were answered and, if necessary, additional 

ads were shown to clarify definitions. After this basic training, 

each panel was exposed to 32 ads. Panel members completed individual 

response sheets immediately after seeing each ad. Only after all 

panel members finished a response did the researcher proceed to the 

next commercial. 

Panel responses would provide evidence that (1) the HD-ads 

selected are humorous, (2) the NHC ads selected are nonhumorous, (3) 

all ads selected are of interest to college students, (4) all ads 

selected are generally effective, (5) none of the ads selected are 

"too" familiar, and (6) the ads selected to represent the five humor 

types (HDl-HDS) have the appropriate HMT characteristics. 

The researcher himself had previously classified these 160 ads. 

Information from the trained panels would provide him with additional 

evidence for making a final selection. 

The pretest instrument. Panel members responded on an instrument 

that included ten 5-point Likert-type scales (see appendix C). This 

questionnaire was used to determine whether an ad (1) met certain basic 

criteria, (2) the extent to which it employed humor, and (3) the kind 

of humor it employed. 

Regarding BASIC CRITERIA, the pretest helped identify ads which 

are at least moderately effective (x > 3.0), moderately unfamiliar 

(x < 3.0), and involve products with at least a moderate level of 

student interest (x > 3.0). Regarding THE PRESENCE AND LEVEL OF 
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HUMOR, the pretest helped identify ads which are humorous (70% 

interjudge reliability), have at least a modest level of perceived 

humor (x > 2.0), are perceived to have humor-dominant message 

structures (60% interjudge reliability), and employ humor that was 

somehow related to the product (70% interjudge reliability). 

Regarding THE KINDS OF HUMOR EMPLOYED, the pretest was designed to 

measure the perceived level of HI, H2 and H3 (incongruity-resolution, 

dispositional, and arousal-safety humor) associated with each ad. 

Panel results were used to screen out ads that were too familiar, 

ineffective, or unrelated to student interests. Panel data were then 

used to separate humorous ads from nonhumorous. Nonhumorous ads were 

set aside as potential control ads. The pool of humorous ads was 

reduced to those which were humor-dominant and employed product 

related humor. This pool was then (1) classified by product category, 

(2) classified according to the kind and level of humor observed, and 

(3) ranked according to the various selection criteria. Not all 

product categories contained good examples of the five HMT types (HTl-

HTS). Ads in the breakfast food category were omitted. Ads in the 

automobile and personal high-tech categories were combined into one 

category (personal big-ticket/high tech product). All remaining ads 

fell into one of five revised categories: snacks, personal goods, 

nonalcoholic drinks, fast food restaurants, and autos/high tech. 

Using data from the trained panels, 32 ads were selected for this 

experiment: 2 health-related PSAs, 5 nonhumorous controls, and 25 

humorous ads. The PSAs and the nonhumorous controls were selected 

based on their judged effectiveness, low familiarity, moderate to high 
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interest, and lack of humor. The 25 humorous ads were determined to 

have the best overall combination of characteristics for ads in each 

PRODUCT CATEGORY x HMT TYPE combination. The remainder of this section 

profiles those ads selected for the manipulation. (The 30 experimental 

ads are described in appendix D.) 

HD-ads used to operationalize HTl. HTl employs only HI 

(incongruity-resolution humor). After analyzing panel data, HTl 

examples were selected for each product category. These five ads will 

now be discussed in terms of the selection criteria. 

Table 6.1 summarizes pretest results regarding the humorousness, 

the humor-dominance, and the humor-relatedness of five HTl ads. In 

general, these HTl ads were seen as humorous (95% of the time), as 

humor-dominant (76% of the time), and as using product-related humor 

(88% of the time). However, levels of humor, humor-dominance, and 

TABLE 6.1 

HTl PRETEST DATA: HUMOR PRESENCE, HUMOR-
DOMINANCE AND HUMOR-RELATEDNESS 

Is It How Is It How Is the How 
Humor- Humor- Humor- Humor- Humor Related 
ous? ous? Dominant Dominant Related Is It? 

Burger King 
Jeno's 
Dr. Pepper 
Sure 
Nissan 

11/11 
12/12 
12/12 
8/11 
12/12 

3.4 
2.7 
4.3 
2.1 
3.5 

9/11 
8/12 
11/12 
6/11 
10/12 

3.7 
3.0 
4.5 
3.0 
3.7 

10/10 
9/11 
9/12 
11 1 
11/12 

4.0 
2.8 
2.8 
3.7 
3.5 

Totals 55/58 44/58 46/52 

Group Averages 3.2 3.6 3.4 

As a Percent 
of the Ideal 95% 55% 76% 65% 88% 60% 
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humor-relatedness varied considerably. Humor in the Sure commercial 

was viewed as less strong but more product-related, while humor in the 

Dr. Pepper ad was judged stronger but less product-related. Still, on 

these basic criteria, the five HTl ads were generally acceptable. 

Table 6.2 summarizes data regarding the dimensionality of humor. 

In each ad, at least 60% of the perceived humor is associated with HI 

characteristics. Little humor is associated with H2 (4-16%) and 

relatively little with H3 (10-33%). Although the Burger King and 

Nissan ads are cleaner examples of HTl, HI dominates in all five ads. 

When humor level is taken into account, the real impact of each humor 

dimension is estimated (see the adjusted scores). Adjusted scores of 

less than 15 are inconsequential; those from 15 to 20 are marginal. 

The Sure ad has a marginal adjusted score for HI, and in three ads, 

H3-scores are marginally significant. Still, the HI scores are much 

higher. Considering these ads as a group, HI humor clearly dominates 

(66%), and the overall adjusted level of HI is strong (36). 

TABLE 6.2 

HTl PRETEST DATA: THE DOMINANCE 
OF HI HUMOR 

Burger King 
Jeno's 
Dr. Pepper 
Sure 
Nissan 

The Percent of 
Observed Humor 
Atti 
HI 

74 
60 
61 
61 
73 

•ibuted 
H2 

16 
7 
6 
10 
4 

To: 
H3 

10 
33 
33 
29 
23 

Adjusted Score: 
Percent 
Percent 
HI 1 

44 
25 
51 
16 
46 

of Type X 
of Humor: 

n H3 

9 6 
3 14 
5 27 
3 8 
3 15 

Group Averages 66% 9% 25% 36 14 
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TABLE 6.3 

HTl PRETEST DATA: STUDENT INTEREST, 
EFFECTIVENESS, AND FAMILIARITY 

Burger King 
Jeno's 
Dr. Pepper 
Sure 
Nissan 

Group Average 

As a Percent 
of the Ideal 

Total Percent 
Unacceptable 

Is Product 
of Interest 
to Students 

Avg. 

4.5 
3.7 
4.7 
4.1 
3.6 

4.1 

78% 

# Low 

2 

2 

7% 

Is the Ad 
Generally 
Effective 

Avg. 

3.8 
2.7 
4.1 
3.5 
4.0 

3.6 

65% 

# Low 

1 
5 

1 

12% 

Is the Ad 
Familiar 

Avg. # H 

1.6 1 
2.3 3 
2.3 4 
2.5 2 
1.7 1 

2.1 

73% 

17: 

Table 6.3 summarizes information relevant to other selection 

criteria. Student interest was high (x > 3.4) for all five ads, and 

product interest was unacceptably low (1 or 2) for only 4 of 58 judges 

(7%). Effectiveness was high (x > 3.4) for all but one ad (Jeno's), 

and even in that case, more judges found the ad effective than 

ineffective (7/5) and the ad's average effectiveness was marginally 

acceptable (x > 2.6). Familiarity was low for all five ads (x < 2.6). 

Although the Jeno's ad is somewhat weaker on these criteria, 

individually and as a group, the five HTl ads appear generally 

effective, generally unfamiliar and generally concerned with products 

that are of interest to college students. 

HD-ads used to operationalize HT2. HT2 employs only H3 (arousal-

safety humor). After analyzing panel data, HT2 examples were selected 
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for each of the five product categories. These five ads will now be 

discussed in terms of their selection criteria. 

Table 6.4 summarizes pretest results regarding the humorousness, 

the humor-dominance, and the humor-relatedness of five HT2 ads. In 

all five ads, humor is viewed as product-related by most panel judges 

(71%), and each ad's level of relatedness is moderately high (x > 

3.0). In regard to humor level, none of these ads is strong, and one 

is very weak (Crest = 1.4). Still, most judges viewed these ads as 

being humorous (70%). In regard to humor-dominance, this set of ads 

is also weak. Although fewer than half the judges (42%) considered 

these ads humor-dominant; overall levels of humor-dominance were 

marginally acceptable (x > 2.6). (The Coke and Crest ads were 

especially weak.) Despite these weak to marginal panel results, the 

experimenter felt that these five ads do possess overarching humor 

TABLE 6.4 

HT2 PRETEST DATA: HUMOR PRESENCE, HUMOR-
DOMINANCE AND HUMOR-RELATEDNESS 

Is It How Is It How Is the How 
Humor- Humor- Humor- Humor- Humor Related 
ous? ous? Dominant Dominant Related Is It? 

Pizza Hut 
Juicy Fruit 
Coke 
Crest 
Chevy 

Totals 40/57 24/57 22/31 

Group Averages 2.2 2.7 3.2 

As a Percent 
of the Ideal 70% 30% 42% 43% 71% 55% 

9/11 
9/10 
7/12 
5/12 
10/12 

2.3 
2.3 
2.3 
1.4 
2.5 

5/11 
6/10 
4/12 
3/12 
6/12 

2.8 
2.8 
2.7 
2.8 
2.6 

6/ 8 
6/ 8 
11 4 
3/ 4 
5/ 7 

3.0 
3.3 
3.0 
3.3 
3.4 
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themes and that these themes provide the basic structure of each 

commercial. In sum, although the panel evidence is somewhat weak, 

these ads can be tentatively viewed as generally humorous (70%), as 

employing humor that is product-related (71%), and as often being 

judged humor-dominant. (Other HT2 commercials considered in the 

pretest exhibited the same pattern.) 

TABLE 6.5 

HT2 PRETEST DATA: THE DOMINANCE 
OF H3 HUMOR 

Pizza Hut 
Juicy Fruit 
Coke 
Crest 
Chevy 

The Percent of 
Observed Humor 
Attributed To: 
HI 

41 
32 
37 
6 
18 

H2 H3 

7 52 
13 55 
11 52 

94 
82 

Adjusted 
Percent 

I Score: 
of 

the Level c 
HI 

13 
11 
11 
1 
7 

H2 

2 
4 
3 
— 

— 

Humor x 
if Humor 

H3 

17 
18 
16 
10 
31 

Group Averages 27% 6% 67% 9 2 18 

Table 6.5 summarizes data regarding the dimensionality of humor. 

In each of these HT2 ads, at least 50% of the perceived humor is 

associated with H3 (arousal-safety) characteristics. Very little 

humor is associated with H2 (0-13%), though somewhat more (6-41%) is 

associated with HI. The Chevy commercial is the cleanest example of 

HT2, but H3 dominates in all five ads. When each ad's level of 

perceived humor is taken into account, the real impact of various 

humor dimension can be more accurately estimated (see the adjusted 

scores). In four cases, the adjusted score for H3 is at least 

marginally significant (x > 15). The adjusted H3 score is moderately 
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high in only one instance (Chevy = 31). The adjusted score for the 

Crest ad is very low (10), but those judges who viewed it as humorous 

(n = 5), saw it as almost pure H3 (94%). Generally, to the extent 

that some humor dimension might affect a viewer's response to any of 

these five ads, it is most likely to be H3. Considering this set of 

HT2 ads as a whole, H3 characteristics generally dominate (67%), and 

the overall adjusted score for H3 is marginally acceptable (18). 

As a Percent 
of the Ideal 

Total Percent 
Unacceptable 

TABLE 6.6 

HT2 PRETEST DATA: STUDENT INTEREST, 
EFFECTIVENESS, AND FAMILIARITY 

Is Product 
of Interest 
to Students 

Is the Ad 
Generally 
Effective 

Group Average 4.0 

75% 

3.6 

65% 

12% 

Is the Ad 
Familiar 

Avg. # Low Avg. # Low Avg. # High 

Pizza Hut 
Juicy Fruit 
Coke 
Crest 
Chevy 

4.5 
4.4 
4.5 
2.8 
3.7 

— 

— 

1 
4 
2 

3.8 
3.3 
3.9 
3.3 
3.5 

-

2 
1 
2 
2 

2.0 
2.1 
2.3 
3.0 
2.8 

2 
2 
3 
6 
4 

2.4 

65% 

30% 

Table 6.6 summarizes information relevant to other selection 

criteria. Product interest was high (x > 3.4) for four HT2 ads and 

acceptable (x > 2.6) for the fifth. Product interest was unacceptably 

low (1 or 2) for only 7 of 57 judges (12%). Ad effectiveness was high 

(x > 3.4) or moderately high (3.0 < x < 3.4) for all five ads. Ad 
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effectiveness was viewed as unacceptably low by only 7 of 57 judges 

(12%). None of the ads was highly familiar. Although the Pizza Hut, 

Juicy Fruit and Coke ads do better than the other two on these cri

teria, individually and as a group all five HT2 ads appear generally 

effective (65%), generally unfamiliar (65%) and generally concerned 

with products that are of interest to college students (75%). 

HD-ads used to operationalize HT3. HT3 employs a combination of 

HI and H2 (incongruity-resolution and dispositional humor). HT3 

examples were chosen for each of the five product categories. These 

five ads will now be discussed in terms of the selection criteria. 

Table 6.7 summarizes pretest results regarding the humorousness, 

the humor-dominance, and the humor-relatedness of five HT3 ads. 

Although the level of perceived humor varies considerably (2.0-4.6), 

93% of the panel members considered these five HT3 ads to be humorous 

TABLE 6.7 

HT3 PRETEST DATA: HUMOR PRESENCE, HUMOR-
DOMINANCE AND HUMOR-RELATEDNESS 

Is It How Is It How Is the How 
Humor- Humor- Humor- Humor- Humor Related 
ous? ous? Dominant Dominant Related Is It? 

Dairy Queen 
Take Five 
Pepsi 
Energizer 
AT&T Phones 

11/12 
11/11 
11 9 
11/11 
11/12 

2.6 
4.6 
2.0 
3.6 
2.6 

5/12 
11/11 
5/ 9 
10/11 
5/12 

2.6 
4.5 
3. 3 
3. 8 
2. 5 

11 9 
11/11 
5/ 7 
11/11 
11 8 

3.3 
3.7 
2.9 
4.3 
3.4 

Totals 51/55 36/55 41/46 

Group Averages 3.1 3.3 3.5 

As a Percent 
of the Ideal 93% 53% 65% 58% 89% 63% 



302 

Even the ad with the lowest perceived humor (Pepsi =2.0) was seen as 

somewhat humorous by 7 of 9 judges. The group's overall humor level 

is moderately high (3.1). Most judges saw the humor as being product-

related (89%) and the overall level of relatedness as being moderately 

high (3.4). Although panel members generally judged these ads to be 

humor-dominant (65%) and the overall level of humor-dominance is 

acceptable (3.3), humor-dominance is not clear in two cases (Dairy 

Queen and AT&T). In the researcher's opinion, the AT&T ad is very 

humor-dominant, but the Dairy Queen ad is only marginal. Despite such 

problems, collectively and individually, these HT3 ads are generally 

humorous, generally employ humor that is product-related, and employ 

message structures which are generally perceived as being humor-

dominant . 

Table 6.8 summarizes data regarding the dimensionality of humor. 

In each of these ads, most humor (78-90%) is accounted for by a 

combination of HI and H2 characteristics. Little humor is associated 

TABLE 6.8 

HT3 PRETEST DATA: THE COMBINED 
DOMINANCE OF HI AND H2 

Dairy Queen 
Take Five 
Pepsi 
Energizer 
AT&T Phones 

The Percent of 
Observed Humor 
Attr 

HI 

43 
47 
38 
44 
40 

•ibuted To: 
H2 H3 

47 10 
37 16 
49 13 
34 22 
48 12 

Adju isted S( 
Percent of 
Percent of 
HI 

17 
43 
10 
28 
16 

H2 

19 
34 
12 
22 
19 

:ore: 
Type x 
Humor: 

H3 

4 
15 
3 
14 
5 

Group Averages 42% 43% 15% 23 21 8 
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with H3 characteristics (10-22%). HI and H2 are generally balanced. 

When humor level is taken into account, the real impact of each humor 

dimension can be more accurately estimated. Adjusted scores are 

especially high for Take Five and relatively low for Pepsi. For all 

five HT3 ads, HI and H2 are approximately equal. 

Table 6.9 summarizes information relevant to other selection 

criteria. Product interest was high or moderately high for all five 

HT3 ads (x > 3.0) and very strong overall (3.8). Ad effectiveness was 

high to moderately high (x > 3.0) for all five ads and strong overall 

(3.6). Four of the five are very unfamiliar and the fifth (Dairy 

Queen) was not highly familiar (x < 3.4). Thus, individually and as a 

group, all five ads appear generally effective (65%), unfamiliar (75%) 

and concerned with products that interest college students (70%). 

Dairy Queen 
Take Five 
Pepsi 
Energizer 
AT&T Phones 

As a Percent 
of the Ideal 

Total Percent 
Unacceptable 

TABLE 6.9 

HT3 PRETEST DATA: STUDENT INTEREST, 
EFFECTIVENESS, AND FAMILIARITY 

Is Product 
of Interest 
to Students 

4.3 
3.6 
4.3 
3.3 
3.3 

1 
1 
2 
3 

Group Average 3.8 

70% 

Is the Ad 
Generally 
Effective 

Avg. # Low Avg. 

3.3 
4.3 
3.2 
3.8 
3.6 

3.6 

65% 

# Low 

1 

2 

1 

Is the Ad 
Familiar 

Avg. # High 

3.2 
1.3 
2.1 
1.4 
2.2 

2.0 

75% 

6 
1 
2 

13% 20% 
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HD-ads used to operationalize HT4. HT4 employs a combination of 

HI and H3 (incongruity-resolution and arousal-safety humor). HT4 

examples were chosen for each of the five product categories. These 

five ads will now be discussed in terms of the selection criteria. 

TABLE 6.10 

HT4 PRETEST DATA: HUMOR PRESENCE, HUMOR-
DOMINANCE AND HUMOR-RELATEDNESS 

Is It How Is It How Is the How 
Humor- Humor- Humor- Humor- Humor Related 
ous? ous? Dominant Dominant Related Is It? 

Arby's 
Kit Kat 
Milk 
Visine 
Zenith 

12/12 
12/12 
12/12 
6/ 9 
12/12 

54/57 

95% 

3. 
3. 
4. 
2, 
3, 

3, 

6( 

.4 

.8 

.1 

.4 

.2 

.4 

3% 

11/12 
8/12 
10/12 
5/ 9 

10/12 

44/57 

77% 

3.7 
3.4 
3.7 
3. 0 
3. 1 

3.4 

60% 

10/12 
10/11 
10/10 
6/ 6 
11/12 

47/51 

92% 

3.2 
3.5 
3.9 
4.7 
3.8 

3.8 

70% 

Totals 
Group Averages 
As a Percent 
of the Ideal 

Table 6.10 summarizes pretest results regarding the humorousness, 

the humor-dominance, and the humor-relatedness of five HT4 ads. Panel 

evidence strongly suggests that individually and collectively these 

five HT4 ads are humorous (95%), employ humor that is product-related 

(92%), and employ message structures that are humor-dominant (77%). 

Even the weakest of these HT4 ads (Visine) is generally acceptable. 

Table 6.11 summarizes data regarding the dimensionality of humor. 

In these HT4 ads, most humor (85-98%) is accounted for by a 

combination of HI and H3 characteristics. Very little humor is 

associated with H2 (2-15%). In all but one case (Arby's), HI and H3 
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are relatively balanced. The adjusted score for HI and H3 is high to 

moderately high in all cases (17 to 36), and the average adjusted 

scores for HI and H3 are nearly equal (29 compared to 25). With these 

five ads, perceived humor is most likely to be a combination of HI and 

H3. 

TABLE 6.11 

HT4 PRETEST DATA: THE COMBINED 
DOMINANCE OF HI AND H3 

The Percent of 
Observed Humor 
Attributed To: 
HI H2 H3 

Group Averages 49% 42% 

Adjusted Score: 
Percent of Type x 
Percent of Humor: 
HI H2 H3 

Arby's 
Kit Kat 
Milk 
Visine 
Zenith 

56 
51 
38 
47 
51 

14 
8 
15 
6 
2 

30 
41 
47 
47 
47 

34 
35 
29 
17 
29 

8 
5 
12 
2 
1 

18 
27 
36 
17 
26 

29 25 

Table 6.12 summarizes information concerning student interest, 

overall effectiveness, and familiarity. Student interest in the 

product category was high or moderately high (x > 3.0) for all five 

HT4 ads. Effectiveness was high (x > 3.4) for all five ads. 

Effectiveness was viewed as low by only 4 of 57 judges (7%). None of 

the ads was highly familiar (x > 3.4), but one ad is moderately 

familiar (Kit Kat = 3.1). Individually and as a group, these ads 

appear generally effective (70%), generally unfamiliar (68%) and 

generally concerned with products that are of interest to college 

students (65%). 
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As a Percent 
of the Ideal 

Total Percent 
Unacceptable 

TABLE 6.12 

HT4 PRETEST DATA: STUDENT INTEREST, 
EFFECTIVENESS, AND FAMILIARITY 

Arby's 
Kit Kat 
Milk 
Visine 
Zenith 

Is Product 
of Interest 
to Students 

Avg. 

4.2 
3.9 
3.5 
3.4 
3.0 

# Low 

_ 

1 
1 
2 
4 

Is the Ad 
Generally 
Effect 

Avg. 

3.8 
3.7 
3.9 
3.9 
3.8 

ive 

# Low 

1 
— 

1 
1 
1 

Is the Ad 
Familiar 

Avg. # H 

2.2 3 
3.1 6 
2.5 4 
1.8 1 
1.7 2 

Group Average 3.6 

65% 

3.8 

70% 

14% 7% 

2.3 

68% 

28% 

HD-ads used to operationalize HT5. HT5 employs all three 

humor dimensions, HI, H2 and H3 (incongruity-resolution, dispositional 

and arousal-safety humor). HTS examples were chosen for each product 

category. These ads will now be discussed in terms of the selection 

criteria. 

Table 6.13 summarizes pretest results regarding the humorousness, 

the humor-dominance, and the humor-relatedness of five HT5 ads. 

Separately and as a group, the perception of humor (100%), the 

perception of humor-dominance (95%) and the perception that humor is 

product-related (92%) are all quite high. Compared to other HTs, 

perceived humor and humor-dominance are especially high for this group 

of ads (3.4 to 4.6). 
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TABLE 6.13 

HT5 PRETEST DATA: HUMOR PRESENCE, HUMOR-
DOMINANCE AND HUMOR-RELATEDNESS 

Is It How Is It How Is the How 
Humor- Humor- Humor- Humor- Humor Related 
ous? ous? Dominant Dominant Related Is It? 

Wendy's 
Almost Home 
R C Cola 
Bic Shaver 
AT&T Merlin 

12/12 
9/ 9 
10/10 
12/12 
12/12 

4.6 
4.0 
4.1 
3.9 
3.5 

12/12 
9/ 9 
9/10 
12/12 
10/12 

4.6 
4.1 
3.8 
4.2 
3.4 

12/12 
8/ 9 
8/ 9 
10/12 
11/11 

4.0 
3.6 
3.0 
2.8 
4.1 

Totals 55/55 52/55 49/53 

Group Averages 4.0 4.0 3.5 

As a Percent 
of the Ideal 100% 75% 95% 75% 92% 63% 

Table 6.14 summarizes data regarding the dimensionality of 

perceived humor. In each of these ads, perceived humor is associated 

with all three humor dimensions, HI, H2 and H3. In each case, each 

humor dimension accounts for at least 20% but less than 50% of the 

observed humor. The adjusted scores underscore the balance across the 

three humor dimensions. In only one case (AT&T Merlin) is there any 

question concerning a three-way balance. As a group, the adjusted 

averages look especially even (29, 22, 23). 

Table 6.15 summarizes information relevant to other selection 

criteria. Effectiveness is high (x > 3.6) for all five HT5 examples 

and very strong overall (4.0). Four of these five ads evoke very 

strong or moderately strong (x > 3.0) product interest for students. 

The fifth ad (AT&T Merlin) is marginally interesting (2.6), and the 

group's overall interest level is relatively high (3.6). One of these 
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TABLE 6.14 

HTS PRETEST DATA: THE OVERALL 
BALANCE OF HI, H2 AND H3 

The Percent of 
Observed Humor 
Attributed To: 
HI H2 H3 

Group Averages 40% 29% 31% 

Adjusted Score: 
Percent of Type x 
Percent of Humor: 
HI H2 H3 

Wendy's 
Almost Home 
R C Cola 
Bic Shaver 
AT&T Merlin 

34 
36 
40 
42 
47 

31 
24 
33 
23 
33 

35 
40 
27 
35 
20 

31 
23 
31 
31 
30 

28 
16 
26 
17 
21 

31 
26 
21 
26 
13 

29 22 23 

ads (Bic Shaver) was relatively familiar (3.2) and another (Almost 

Home Cookies) was very familiar (3.7). (Ad familiarity was even lower 

for experimental subjects since the final experiment was run eight 

months after the pretest.) Individually and as a group, these ads 

TABLE 6.15 

HT5 PRETEST DATA: STUDENT INTEREST, 
EFFECTIVENESS, AND FAMILIARITY 

Wendy's 
Almost Home 
R C Cola 
Bic Shaver 
AT&T Merlin 

Group Average 

As a Percent 
of the Ideal 

Is Product 
of Interest 
to Students 

Avg. 

4.5 
4.2 
3.3 
3.6 
2.6 

3.6 

65% 

# Low 

1 
2 
7 

Is the ; Ad 
Generally 
Effective 

Avg. 

4.8 
4.0 
3.7 
3.9 
3.9 

4.0 

75% 

# Low 

3 
1 
1 

Is the Ad 
Familiar 

Avg. 

2.2 
3.7 
1.6 
3.2 
2.8 

2.7 

58% 

# High 

2 
6 
1 
6 
5 

% Unacceptable 18% 9% 36% 
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seem generally effective (75%), generally concerned with products that 

are of interest to college students (65%), and moderately unfamiliar 

(58%). 

Ads used to operationalize the NHC. Using pretest data, 

nonhumorous ads were chosen to represent each of the five product 

categories. These NHC ads will now be discussed in terms of their 

selection criteria. This data is summarized in table 6.16. 

TABLE 6.16 

NHC PRETEST DATA: HUMOR, PRODUCT INTEREST, 
GENERAL EFFECTIVENESS, AND FAMILIARITY 

Employs Humor Product Is the Ad Is the Ad 
Humor Level Interest Effective Familiar 

McDonald's 1/11 1.1 4.6 3.8 2.0 
Milky Way 3/12 1.4 4.0 3.0 3.2 
Welch's Drink 0/12 1.0 3.2 3.5 3.1 
Actifed 0/11 1.0 3.5 3.5 2.0 
Mazda 626 1/10 1.3 4.0 3.9 1.7 

Totals 5/56 

Group Averages 1.2 3.9 3.5 2.4 

As a Percent 
of the Ideal 91% 95% 73% 63% 65% 

For this group of NHC ads, perceived humor is very low (9%). 

Only 5 of 56 panel members see these ads as being humorous. The 

overall level of perceived humor is very low (1.2 on a scale of 1-5). 

Only one judge in 56 viewed any of these ads as humor-dominant. Two 

ads (Welch's and Actifed) were viewed as totally nonhumorous by all 

judges in their panels. Individually and collectively, the panel data 

suggest that these five ads are nonhumorous. Product interest is 
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moderate to very high for all five ads (73%), and effectiveness is 

moderately high (63%). As a group, these ads are relatively 

unfamiliar (65%), and none of these NHC ads is highly familiar. 

Â  comparison of humorous and nonhumorous ads. In regard to 

product interest, ad effectiveness, and familiarity, the nonhumorous 

ads selected for this experiment should be equivalent to humorous ads 

selected for this experiment. If one compares ads in the nonhumorous 

treatment to those in the five humorous treatments (see table 6.17), 

it is clear that while these ads do differ dramatically in their 

perceived use and level of humor, they are comparable in other 

important ways. 

TABLE 6.17 

PRETEST RESULTS: A COMPARISON OF HUMOROUS 
AND NONHUMOROUS ADS 

HTs NHCs 

Does the ad 
employ humor 91% 9% 

Humor level 55% 4% 

Product interest 

Effectiveness 

Familiarity 

71% 73% 

68% 63% 

68% 65% 

A comparison of the humorous ads by HMI type. Ideally, the ads 

employed in this experiment should differ on only one dimension (HMT 

type). Therefore, some attention was paid to achieving a final 

selection of ads that held other variables (such as familiarity and 
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effectiveness) relatively equal. As is clear from table 6.18, this 

objective was generally met. 

TABLE 6.18 

VARIABLES ON WHICH SIMILARITY 
WAS DESIRED ACROSS HTS 

HTl HT2 HT3 HT4 HT5 Average 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

Is There Humor 
Humor Level 
Is Ad H-Dominant 
Level of H-Dom 
Is Humor Related 

Level of H-Rel 
Product Interest 
Ad Effectiveness 
Low Familiarity 

95 
55 
76 
65 
88 

60 
78 
65 
73 

70* 
30* 
42* 
43* 
71* 

55 
75 
65 
65 

93 
53 
65 
58 
89 

63 
70 
65 
75 

95 
60 
77 
60 
92 

70 
65 
70 
68 

100 
75* 
95* 
75* 
92 

63 
65 
75 
58 

91% 
55% 
71% 
60% 
86% 

62% 
71% 
68% 
68% 

In regard to the last four selection variables (ad familiarity, 

ad effectiveness, product interest, and the level of humor's 

relatedness to the product), scores are approximately equal across all 

five humor treatments. In regard to the first five variables, scores 

for HTl, HT3 and HT4 are approximately equal. 

HT2 scored lower in perceived humor and humor-dominance (items 1-

4), while HT5 scored higher. That is, the least complex form of humor 

(HT2) has the lowest level of perceived humor, while the most complex 

form of humor (HT5) has the highest perceived humor. Humor level and 

humor-dominance appear to vary with humor complexity and/or HMT type, 

at least at the extremes. This same pattern was observed in other 

examples of HT2 and HT5 that were examined in the pretest. 

Humor-relatedness for HT2 (71) is a little lower than the rest, 

perhaps because HT2 humor (which consists entirely of H3 or arousal-
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safety humor) is the least cognitive form of humor and therefore less 

clearly related to product themes. 

Finally, HTS ads are somewhat more familiar than other HT types. 

Although this could mean that panel members had actually viewed these 

particular ads more than other ads, it is also possible that their 

additional complexity (3 dimensions of humor combined) makes these ads 

more memorable and therefore they seem more familiar. 

In sum, although HT2 and HTS differ somewhat, all five HT groups 

employ humor, employ humor that is product-related, and employ message 

structures that are generally or at least frequently viewed as humor-

dominant. Furthermore, ads in all HT groups are generally effective, 

generally unfamiliar and generally concerned with products that are of 

interest to college students. 

Table 6.19 compares the five HTs across humor dimensions. In 

regard to the chief discriminating variables (HI, H2 and H3), these 

five treatments are clearly unalike. Three treatments (HT3, HT4, and 

HTS) are particularly clean, that is, only the kinds of humor that are 

desired are strong, while those that are not desired are very weak. 

HTl also appears quite acceptable, for even though H3 is stronger than 

desired, HI clearly dominates (accounting for 2/3's of all humor). 

Regarding HT2, various humor components are in the right proportion, 

but they are much weaker than desired. Despite such problems, each 

treatment appears to capture the desired mix of HI, H2 and H3. Thus, 

as an overall operationalization of the independent variables, this 

mixture of humorous ads seems quite acceptable. 
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TABLE 6.19 

VARIABLES WHERE DISCRIMINATION 
WAS DESIRED ACROSS HTS 

HTl HT2 HT3 HT4 HTS 
(HI) (H3) (Hl/2) (Hl/3) (Hl/2/3) 

HI Characteristics 36 9 23 29 29 

H2 Characteristics S 2 21 6 22 

H3 Characteristics 14 18 8 25 23 

6.2.2 The Assignment of HMT Types 
Within Each Treatment Sequence 

Since 10 ads appear in each administration sequence (6 HTs, 2 

NHCs, and 2 PSAs), an ad's position within a sequence may influence 

its effectiveness. To reduce the likelihood that ad position might 

differentially affect the overall performance of any HT, HTs and NHCs 

were systematically varied across the eight open positions. PSAs 

always fill the 1st and 4th positions. The exact pattern was outlined 

in figure 6.4. Each ad's position might involve three different 

families of effects: (1) order effects, (2) context effects, and (3) 

warm-up effects. This section considers each "family" of positional 

effects in turn, describes specific effects within each family, and 

explains what efforts were made to control for those effects. 

Order effects (primacy effects and recency effects). There are 

two types of "order effect": primacy effects and recency effects. 

More particularly, primacy effects may occur whenever ads appear in 

the first position of the 10-ad sequence or, to a lesser extent, in 

other early positions (2nd or 3rd). 

Pppooooooo 
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Recency effects may occur when ads appear in the last (10th) position 

of the 10-ad sequence or, to a lesser extent, in other late positions 

(8th or 9th). 

ooooooorrR 

First, administrative design reduces the likelihood of order 

effects in this experiment. Miller and Campbell (1959) suggested that 

when messages are presented back to back and measurements are taken 

right away, there is little opportunity for forgetting and that 

message order, therefore, has little effect. In this experiment, ten 

30-second commercials are presented virtually back to back (three 

seconds apart) and dependent measures are taken immediately. Although 

these commercials do not speak directly against each other as Miller 

and Campbell's speakers did (pro and con), they do compete both in a 

general sense (for the consumer's attention) and in a more specific 

sense (since several advertise products from the same product 

category). The heart of Miller and Campbell's reasoning involves the 

relationship between message order and forgetting. When there is 

little opportunity for the subject to forget, order effects are less 

likely. In this case, although there is certainly some opportunity 

for forgetting, the treatment administration and the questionnaire 

have been designed to minimize forgetting. 

Furthermore, cognitive response theory suggests a corollary to 

this "forgetting" principle. One could argue that when there is equal 

and limited opportunity for cognitive response, there should be less 

variance in message rehearsal, reinforcement and elaboration, and that 
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order should—therefore—have less of an impact. Thus, by reducing 

the subject's opportunity to forget and by timing both the ads and the 

response questions so that each subject has approximately the same 

opportunity to respond to each ad, primacy and recency effects should 

be generally reduced. Since some primacy and recency effects might 

still occur, position assignments were systematically varied to 

achieve a balance of potential order effects across different humor 

types. 

Primacy effects are controlled for in two ways. First, a 

nonhumorous PSA (public service announcement) is assigned to the first 

position of every treatment sequence. Thus, no humorous ad benefits 

from a primacy effect in the strictest sense. Second, all five humor 

forms are evenly distributed across other early positions. 

Specifically, each humor type (HT1-HT5) appears at least once in the 

2nd position, at least once in the 3rd position, and three times in 

2nd and 3rd positions combined. NHCs appear twice in the 2nd position 

and twice in the 3rd position. Thus, there is strong balance for 

primacy effects across the five humorous ad types (HTl-HTS) and 

relative balance between NHCs and HTs. 

Recency effects were controlled for by having each humorous ad 

type (HTl-HTS) appear at least once in the 10th position, at least 

once in the 9th position, and exactly three times in the 9th and 10th 

positions combined. NHCs appear three times in the 10th position and 

twice in the 9th position. Thus, potential recency effects are evenly 

balanced across the five HTs and generally balanced between NHCs and 

HTs. 



316 

Context effects (contrast, interruption; isolation; and 

interaction effects). Several different "context effects" are 

possible given the mixture of message types within each sequence. Our 

primary interest is with humor-nonhumor contrasts that might affect 

the impact of different HTs. There is potential for such contrasts 

when any humorous ad appears next to a nonhumorous message. More 

particularly, context effects might result from a humorous ad 

following a nonhumorous message (N/H), from a humorous ad preceding a 

nonhumorous message (H/N), or from a humorous ad appearing between two 

nonhumorous messages (N/H/N). The first combination (N/H) involves a 

contrast effect similar to that discussed in Adaptation Level Theory. 

The second combination (H/N) involves an interruption effect 

consistent with Message Learning and Cognitive Response Theory. The 

third combination (N/H/N) may involve (in addition to the first two 

effects) an isolation effect consistent with Gestalt Theory. A fourth 

context effect involves humor type contrasts (HT1/HT3, HT2/HT3, etc.) 

which could produce humor type interaction effects. 

Contrast effects. Two very different effects are possible when a 

humorous ad is preceded by nonhumorous material (N/H): one effect can 

enhance the ad's impact; the other can reduce it. On one hand, the 

humorous ad may benefit from extra attention (due to a stylistic 

contrast). At the same time, humorous commercials might be perceived 

as being inappropriate or more difficult to understand (if the serious 

tone set by a preceding nonhumorous message leaves the subject in a 

mood that limits his ability to respond to the humor). The first 

case involves a perceptual contrast between the first stimulus 
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(nonhumorous) and the second (humorous). The second case involves a 

more subtle contrast between the internal state (mood/attitude) 

produced by the first stimulus and that needed to successfully process 

the second. 

Contrast effects are controlled for by systematically varying 

humorous ad forms (HTl-HTS) across 30 N/H positions. Each humor type 

is involved in a N/H contrast six times (except HTl and HTS, which 

appear in such positions seven and five times, respectively). Thus, 

relative balance is achieved across humorous ad types in regard to N/H 

contrasts, and contrast effects should not differentially affect 

various humor types. 

Interruption effects. When a humorous ad is followed by a 

nonhumorous message (H/N), processing, pleasurable elaboration and 

closure may be cut short. Interruptions may produce negative 

attitudes which could be associated with either message. But this 

effect is not unlike that which any message (humorous or nonhumorous) 

might have following on the heels of any other. That is, the task of 

immediately attending to another ad (any ad) generally interferes with 

the subject's post-exposure processing/enjoyment of any ad. Further, 

the resulting frustration may constitute a distraction vis a vis the 

second ad. Thus, when interruptions occur, the effectiveness of both 

ads could suffer. 

In this experiment, displeasure due to the interruption of post

exposure processing is partially controlled for by inserting three 

seconds between all ads. These three seconds provide time for the 
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subject to complete his basic response, but without creating so much 

time that the interim space itself becomes an object of the subject's 

attention. In any case, since humorous ad types in all but the final 

position are followed (after three seconds) by another ad, all ads 

(save those in the 10th position) have an equal chance of being 

interfered with. 

Nevertheless, the possibility of such disruption is especially 

great in the case of humor forms which require the subject to 

reinterpret the entire ad due to a punch line or reversal which occurs 

near the end of the commercial (such humor may occur in HTl, HT3, HT4 

or HTS). In such cases, a subject may require additional post

exposure processing time to work through all the implications of the 

humorous (HI) reversal. If another ad begins before he has completed 

this process, the subject may fail to understand the humor—and 

therefore the larger message. Although the insertion of 3-second 

buffers should minimize interruptions, there may still be instances 

where interruption does occur. Consequently, additional strategies 

were adopted to reduce the impact of H/N interruption effects. 

Interruption effects are controlled for by varying HTs across 23 

(H/N) positions. HTl appears in such a position four times; HT2, six 

times; HT3, three times; and HT4 and HTS, five times each. Thus, 

humor types are relatively balanced in regard to potential 

interruption effects. This partial balance seems acceptable in as 

much as (1) all ads (save those in the 10th position) are followed by 

a 3-second buffer and (2) all ads (save those in the 10th position) 

are followed by other ads (humorous or nonhumorous) which serve as 
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potential interrupts. Finally, administrative procedure required the 

attending researcher to provide verbal instructions to subjects 

beginning 3 seconds after the final (10th) ad was finished. This 

instruction served to interrupt processing of the 10th ad, just as the 

commercials themselves (positions 2-10) served as interrupts for those 

that preceded them. 

Isolation effects. When a humorous ad appears between two 

nonhumorous ads (N/H/N), Gestalt theory suggests that it may benefit 

from a particularly strong contextual effect. That is, since the 

whole ad (humor) is distinct from its immediate environment 

(nonhumor), the entire ad, as an integral and unique stimulus object, 

stands apart. Its nonhumorous context serves as a foil or ground 

against which its humorous character might appear more striking. Of 

course, when a humorous ad appears in such a position it might also 

exhibit the contrast and interruption effects described above, but our 

focus here is on a context effect that is distinct from either of 

those. 

Isolation effects are controlled for by systematically varying 

HTs across the 10 N/H/N positions. Each humor form appears exactly 

twice in an N/H/N position. HTs are thus balanced in regard to 

potential isolation effects. 

Humor type interaction effects. Interaction effects can result 

when one type of HT is positioned immediately before or immediately 

after another type of HT (HT1/HT4, HT2/ HT3, etc.) There are 30 

instances where one form of humorous ad follows immediately after 
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another. By chance, each type of interaction should occur 1.5 times. 

In fact, all but 4 of the 20 possible combinations occurs either once 

or twice. (Two combinations occur three times and two fail to occur, 

and the two combinations that fail to occur involve four different 

humor forms.) All in all, HT by HT combinations seem reasonably 

balanced across different humorous ad forms. 

Various types of warm-up effects. Warm-up effects are of 

particular interest in regard to humorous material. The idea is 

simple. The effectiveness of humorous material depends on a subject's 

desire and ability to enter into a mood that facilitates his humor 

response. The first jest begins to put the subject in a humorous 

mood. A second jest benefits from this initial mood development and 

builds on it. A third jest benefits still more from the effect of 

both, and so on. At some point, this cumulative process probably 

stops, but in sequences as short as those used here, warm-up effects 

are possible throughout the entire sequence. 

Warm-up effects may result for several underlying reasons: (1) 

progressive relaxation, (2) cumulative arousal, (3) heightened 

expectation, or (4) the increased accessibility of an interpretive 

schema. Experimental conditions generally increase a subject's 

anxiety. This anxiety probably inhibits the subject's response to 

initial humorous stimuli. However, as a subject views and enjoys 

additional commercials, he is more likely to forget the experimental 

setting and more likely to relax. If he is less burdened by 

anxieties, the subject is more capable of enjoying humorous 

commercials which appear later in the sequence. 
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In contrast to this relaxation hypothesis (which links warm-up 

effects to a decrease in inhibition), other hypotheses suggest that 

warm-up effects result from an increase in facilitory agents. Arousal 

theory suggests that each pleasurable stimulus (ad) brings the viewer 

to a new and higher base level of general arousal which is then built 

upon by subsequent stimuli (ads). Expectation theory suggests that a 

subject might view the first instance of humor as an isolated case, 

but that upon seeing a second humorous ad (assuming that he enjoyed 

both), the subject generalizes from the experience and looks for 

(increased vigilance) and looks forward to (a result of positive 

conditioning) additional occurrences. This expectation heightens the 

subject's arousal and provides additional satisfaction if and when the 

subject's expectation is met. Finally, information processing theory 

suggests that a subject requires different interpretive schemas to 

process different types of stimuli. When a subject encounters his 

first humorous ad, he is not likely to have an appropriate humor-

interpretation schema at hand. However, after the subject has called 

up humor-interpretation schemas the first few times, humor-

interpretation schemas are likely to be more accessible in memory than 

they were at the start of the sequence. In this case, a subject's 

processing capability benefits from a priming effect. 

No matter which phenomena actually underlie this warm-up effect 

(and it is reasonable to think that several processes may be going on 

at once), the potential consequence of this effect is great. In this 

experiment, warm-up effects may occur in regard to four different 
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sequences: in regard to (1) the entire 10-ad sequence, (2) the 

sequence of six humorous ads, (3) the sequence of ads in any 

particular run of humorous ads, and (4) 2-ad sequences involving pairs 

of ads which employ the same HT in a given sequence. 

First, consider the position of each humorous ad vis a vis the 

entire 10-ad sequence. In this case, warm-up effects could result 

from relaxation. As a subject views more commercials, he may become 

less anxious about the experimental setting. 

H H H H H H 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
X X C C 

Higher levels of anxiety could weaken the effect of humorous ads in 

earlier positions. Lower levels of anxiety could heighten the effect 

of humorous ads in later positions. It is therefore important to 

achieve a balance of humorous ad forms across early and late 

positions. If one considers the eight possible humor positions 

(2,3,5,6,7,8,9,10) in pairs (early [2,3], early middle [5,6], late 

middle [7,8], and late [9,10]), each HT is systematically varied 

across each range. Generally, each humorous ad form (HTl-HTS) appears 

in each range three times. Generally, NHCs appear in each range five 

times. Thus, in respect to warm-up effects related to the entire 10-

ad sequence, general balance is achieved across different HTs. 

Second, consider the position of each humorous ad in respect to 

the six humorous ads which appear in the sequence. That is, 

momentarily ignore all nonhumorous material. In this case, a warm-up 

effect might result from relaxation, arousal, expectation and the 
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accessibility of an interpretive schema. For this experiment, this is 

probably the most important form of warm-up effect. 

n H n n H H n H H H 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

or n H H n n H H H n H 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

No matter where a humorous ad occurs in the overall sequence, it has 

a position (from one to six) within the sequence of humorous ads. In 

order to protect against a warm-up effect related to position within 

this 6-ad sequence, humor types were systematically varied across 

"humor positions." Specifically, each HT appears twice in the 1st, 

2nd, 3rd and 6th humor position. And taken together, the 4th and Sth 

humor positions are also balanced. Thus, in respect to warm-up 

effects which might be related specifically to the sequence of 

humorous ads, balance is achieved across the different HTs. 

Next, consider the position of each humorous ad in respect to 

the current run of humorous ads that envelops it. In this case, a 

warm-up effect is less likely to stem from relaxation than from 

arousal, expectation, and the accessibility of interpretive schemas. 

n H n n H H n H H H 
1 1 2 1 2 3 

When humorous ads occur alone or first in a humor run, there can be no 

warm-up effect for that ad related to that run. In fact, each form of 

humor occurs alone twice, and each humor form appears in the first 

position of a longer run approximately 4 times. Ads appearing in 

these 30 positions cannot be affected by "humor run" warm-up effects. 

Ads appearing in the remaining positions may be. There are 20 "second 
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humorous ad in a run" positions, 6 "third humorous ad in the run" 

positions, 3 fourth positions, and 1 fifth position. Each HT appears 

in a second run position 3-5 times. Although each humor type appears 

in a higher run position (3rd to Sth) at least once, HT2 and HTS 

appear three times each. Thus, while there is fair balance for humor 

run effects across second run positions, there is some imbalance 

regarding later run positions. Still, considering that many of the 

humorous ad positions (50%) are not threatened at all by this effect, 

that "second" positions (33%) are generally balanced, and that six of 

the later positions (10%) are balanced, the imbalance involving HT2 

and HTS (6%) is relatively small. 

Finally, warm up effects can be examined in regard to each 

humorous ad's proximity to the humorous ad of the same type (HTl-HTS) 

which appears in the sequence. 

n l 2 n 2 3 n 3 1 n 
1 2 
1 2 

1 2 

Recall that three humorous ad forms appear twice in each 10-ad 

sequence (in the example, 2 HTls, 2 HT2s, and 2 HT3s). It is possible 

that the second ad in each of these 2-ad sequences benefits from the 

viewer's prior experience with the first ad in each pair. In this 

case, a warm-up effect could result from the increased accessibility 

of an interpretive schema that is specifically suited for processing a 

particular kind of HT. Since the subject has recently processed a 

similar form of humor, he may be better prepared to process the second 

ad. 
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By design there are exactly six 2-ad sequences for each HT. 

However, the probability that prior exposure to a humor form may 

facilitate subsequent processing of a similar form is almost certainly 

related to the distance between the two ads. Distance is a function 

of time and intervening dissimilar interpretive events. The greatest 

effect is likely to occur when two instances of the same humor type 

occur back to back. In this experiment, by design, no HT pairs occur 

back to back. As the distance between members of a pair increases, 

the likelihood of a "humor type repetition effect" probably 

diminishes. In fact, the average distance between members of each 

pair ranges between 4.2 and 4.8 positions for all humorous ad forms. 

That is, most pairs are far enough apart that humor form repetition 

probably has little or no facilitory effect. However, considering 

only the 10 instances of close proximity (where distance is only two 

or three positions), each humor type occurs approximately twice (HT4 

occurs 3 times and HT3 once). In short, no humor types occur back to 

back, most pairs involve a distance of 4 or more positions, the real 

possibility for this effect is limited to 10 instances of close 

proximity, and the five HTs are generally balanced across these 10 

instances. 

6.2.3 The Assignment of Product Categories 
Within and Across Treatment Sequences 

To reduce the likelihood that position effects on individual ads 

might differentially affect the overall performance of any product 

type, product categories were systematically varied across sequence 

positions in order to achieve several kinds of balance. The final 
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sequence of product types is listed in figure 6.8. For now, product 

type is considered generically—apart from any consideration of humor 

type and without specifying the actual product categories that will be 

assigned to each letter (A-E). 

Of the ten positions in each sequence, two are fixed (nonproduct-

related PSAs) and eight are free to change (product-related 

positions). Each product type (A-E) appears in most "free" positions 

exactly twice (positions 2, 3, 5, 6, 9 & 10). Further, when the 

remaining two free positions (7 & 8) are considered together, they are 

also in balance. In short, product types are evenly spread across 

different treatment positions. This balance should minimize primacy 

effects, recency effects, and sequence-related warm-up effects). 

Another question that seems potentially important in regard to 

product type concerns "product type" runs and the warm-up or priming 

effects that may occur within such runs. 

(run) 
1 1 2 3 

x A B x B B A A A B 
1 1 2 1 

(run) 

That is, if a subject views several commercials in a row, all 

advertising products from the same product category, his processing of 

commercials earlier in the run may call up product information and 

product-related schemas that affect his ability or desire to process 

commercials which appear later in the "product type" run. In this 

arrangement, there are 19 "product type" runs: 11 two-ad runs, 7 

three-ad runs, and 1 four-ad run. There are then 19 "second in run" 
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KEY: X = PSA; A-E = five product categories. 

Fig. 6.8. The position of product types within each of 
the ten treatment sequences. 
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positions (3-5 for each product category), 8 "third in run" positions 

(1-2 for each product category), and 1 "fourth in run" position. In 

this design, product types are somewhat balanced across run positions 

that could benefit from a warm-up effect. 

Finally, one should consider the relative concentration (or 

diffusion) of ads from the same product category within each treatment 

sequence. Consider the following two product type sequences: 

x o B x B B B o o o 

x B o x o B o B o B 

If four ads from the same product category (B) are relatively bunched 

(rather than spread out), ads that occur later in the sequence are 

more likely to demonstrate product-related warm-up or priming effects. 

A comparison of 4-ad "product type" patterns across all 10 sequences 

suggests that two product types are somewhat more likely to benefit 

from such effects and that two are somewhat less likely. 

The calculated assignment of product categories to product 

sequence pattern. To offset potential "concentration" effects due to 

product type runs or product type bunching, the product category which 

pretested strongest in product interest and ad effectiveness (Fast 

Food Restaurants) was assigned the least concentrated product type 

pattern, and the product category which pretested weakest (Personal 

Goods) was assigned the most concentrated product type pattern. Thus, 

two potential sources of systematic variance (product type and product 

type concentration) were played off against each other. 

Some of the 25 humorous ads more clearly or powerfully represent 

their generic types. Since some ads are (by design) viewed by more 
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subjects than others, it is possible (through careful product to 

product pattern assignment) to maximize subject exposure to these 

stronger examples. As a result, eight of the strongest ads appear 

three times (not twice), and the overall strength of the HT 

manipulation is thereby improved. 

Finally, two ads concerned products manufactured by the same 

company (AT&T). Although these ads are for very different products, 

with different brand names, and use dissimilar styles, there is some 

potential for a manufacturer interaction effect if the two ads were 

viewed by the same subjects. Again, because the design is not fully 

crossed, a careful assignment of product categories to product 

pattern prevents the two ads from appearing in the same treatment. 

To achieve these various purposes, the following product category 

assignments were made: 

Product Category Product Pattern 

Fast Food Restaurants 
Snacks 
Drinks 
Personal Goods 
High Tech or Auto 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 

The complete administration sequences appear in appendix E. 



CHAPTER 7 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION: INFORMATION 

PROCESSING VARIABLES 

7;1 Introductory Comments 

To what extent do humor-dominant ads affect ATTENTION, WEAROUT 

and COMPREHENSION? As reported in chapter 5, academics and 

practitioners often suggest that humor generally increases attention, 

hastens wearout, and impairs comprehension. On the other hand, it is 

quite uncertain that previous research findings apply to all HMT 

forms, particularly HD-forms. In order to consider these questions, 

three sets of information processing hypotheses were tested: one set 

involving ATTENTION, another involving WEAROUT, and a third involving 

COMPREHENSION. Each set of hypotheses successively asks whether 

significant differences in the dependent variable are associated with 

(1) the use of humor-dominant messages in general, (2) the use of a 

particular humor-dominant treatment (HTl-HTS), or (3) the presence of 

an underlying humor dimension (H1-H3). 

7.1.1 Observations 
Used in this Chapter 

Humor research involves two levels of manipulation: (1) the 

external manipulation of "manipulated humor" and (2) the internal 

manipulation of "perceived humor." Manipulated humor is a NNS 

(necessary but not sufficient) condition for perceived humor. On the 

other hand, subjects can be exposed and not respond "correctly." Only 

330 
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a few advertising studies have explicitly considered this distinction 

(Gelb and Pickett 1983, and especially Duncan, Nelson and Frontczak 

1984). Since the processes examined in this chapter (attention, 

wearout, and comprehension) may occur prior to the humor/nonhumor 

determination, analysis in this chapter employs all observations— 

without considering the question of interpretation. 

7.1.2 Measures that Are 
Reported in this Chapter 

Five attention-related measures were taken on each ad. Using 7-

point scales (-3/+3), each subject disagreed (or agreed) that each ad 

(1) gained his attention, (2) held his attention, and (3) was 

interesting. Furthermore, assuming that the subject were to see the 

same ad three more times in the next week (four times in all), he was 

asked to disagree (or agree) that (4) the ad would be interesting on 

the 2nd viewing and (5) that the ad would be interesting on the 4th 

viewing. These last two items were designed to estimate PROJECTED 

ATTENTION (see section 7.1.3). By taking several measures of 

attention, it was hoped that different phases of wearout could be 

examined. In this discussion, WEAROUT is defined as diminished 

attention or interest in an ad over time. As such, wearout can occur 

within a viewing, as well as across several viewings. 

DESCRIPTIVE- and MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION were measured by asking 

subjects to describe and explain (in writing) each of the ten ads they 

had viewed. These protocols were obtained only after all ten ads were 

viewed. Ads were identified by brand name, and subjects were asked to 
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respond in several lines. (A sample questionnaire is included in 

appendix B.) These protocols were administered in the same order as 

the original ads. When the administrator observed that all but two 

subjects at any session had completed the descriptive and explanatory 

protocols, those subjects who were still writing were requested to 

finish within 1-2 additional minutes. Other subjects were encouraged 

to provide additional details. 

The DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION protocols required subjects to 

list as many details as they could from each ad. These protocols 

were evaluated on a four-point scale (0-3) to determine 

whether each subject's response (a) failed to describe the ad or 

described the wrong ad [0 points], (b) contained only a few vague or 

general details from the ad or a mixture of correct and incorrect 

details [1 point], (c) included several correct and specific details 

from the ad [2 points], or (d) included a number of exceptionally 

specific and correct details [3 points]. 

The MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION protocols required subjects to explain 

the main point or purpose of each ad. These protocols were later 

evaluated on a four-point scale (0-3) to determine whether each 

subject's response (a) entirely missed the point or referred to the 

wrong ad [0 points], (b) indicated a partial but incomplete 

understanding of the ad's primary themes and purpose [1 point], (c) 

indicated a basic and correct understanding of the ad's primary themes 

and purpose [2 points], or (d) indicated a very precise understanding 

of the ad's primary themes and purpose [3 points]. 
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Finally, a 7-point scale (-3/+3) was used to measure HUMOR-

COMPREHENSION. Subjects were asked to indicate how humorous each 

ad was (Not at All Humorous/ Very Humorous). Basically, this 

item served as a second-level manipulation check. 

7.1.3 _A Comment on the Use of 
Projective Interest Measures 

Among the measures considered in the previous section are two 

projective items. Strictly speaking, these do not measure processes; 

instead, they measure the subject's attitude towards a hypothesized 

event—additional exposure to the ad. They are included to facilitate 

the widest possible consideration of attention and wearout across 

time. In this experiment subjects were exposed to ads only once. 

Hence, in the narrowest sense, only the subject's current attention or 

interest could be measured. However, as demonstrated by Madden 

(1982), CURRENT ATTENTION can be split into INITIAL ATTENTION and 

SUSTAINED ATTENTION, thus providing the researcher with two data 

points and a modest indication of change within the 30-second 

experience of the ad. Additionally, if an item concerning 

familiarity-with-the-ad were included, it could serve as a measure of 

cumulative prior attention to the ad. Then if projective items were 

added, they could serve as estimates of future attention. In brief, 

although this experiment does not employ multiple exposures over time, 

it uses measures that stretch the subject's current experience 

backward (via familiarity) and forward (via projective attention) in 

order to estimate longitudinal processes. This relationship is 

represented in figure 7.1. 
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Fig. 7.1. The relationship of AD FAMILIARITY and 
PROJECTED ATTENTION to CURRENT ATTENTION. 

Throughout this chapter, ANCOVAs are employed to isolate the direct 

impact of the experimental manipulation on each variable. More 

particularly, each processing stage is analyzed twice: (1) once 

without a covariate (in an ANOVA), and then (2) by using a measure of 

the previous processing stage as a covariate (in an ANCX)VA). This 

second technique effectively removes the cumulative effects of 

antecedent processes. 

7.1.4 Strategies Used to 
Control for Prior Exposure 

Since this experiment employs actual off-the-air commercials, 

current attention, wearout and comprehension could be significantly 

influenced by each subject's prior exposure to each ad. In some 

cases, where there has been significant prior exposure, there may 

already have been considerable wearout. In other cases, familiarity-

with-the-ad might enhance attention and comprehension. In short, 

across ads and experimental treatments, familiarity could vary, and— 

more importantly—the effect of familiarity on attention, wearout and 

comprehension could vary. This problem was partially controlled for 

in the process of ad selection. Based on pretest results, ads were 
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chosen to minimize differences in familiarity across treatment 

conditions. Still, since the effect of ad familiarity could not be 

entirely controlled for by stimulus selection and because its 

potential for influencing the processing measures was significant, a 

FAMILIARITY-WITH-THE-AD item was included for potential use as a 

covariate. Since AD FAMILIARITY, a surrogate for prior exposure to 

the ad, could either enhance or diminish attention, no assumptions 

are made concerning the nature of familiarity's effect. 

7.1.5 The Organization of this Chapter 

In this chapter, the five attention-related measures have been 

combined to produce four attention variables and three wearout 

variables. Each comprehension measure is used to operationalize one 

comprehension variable. Section 7.2 considers the four attention 

variables: OVERALL ATTENTION, INITIAL ATTENTION, SUSTAINED ATTENTION, 

and PROJECTED ATTENTION. Section 7.3 addresses the three wearout 

variables: OVERALL WEAROUT, INITIAL WEAROUT, and PROJECTED WEAROUT. 

Section 7.4 considers the three comprehension variables: DESCRIPTIVE 

COMPREHENSION, MESSAGE COMPREHENSION, and HUMOR COMPREHENSION. 

Finally, section 7.5 summarizes findings related to all three areas of 

processing (attention, wearout and comprehension). 

7.2 Measures of Attention 

This section will first consider the OVERALL effect of HD-humor 

on attention and interest. It will then consider three particular 

phases of attention: INITIAL ATTENTION, SUSTAINED ATTENTION and 
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PROJECTED ATTENTION. The hypotheses relevant to this section are 

derived from Global Propositions lA, 2A, 4, and 6 (see section 6.1.1). 

Although these hypotheses specifically address INITIAL and SUSTAINED 

ATTENTION, they will serve as operating hypotheses for the other 

variables discussed here. In sum, 

HI. Concerning various measures of attention, there 

should be a significant and positive G-effect. That is, HD-treatments 

(generally and individually) should outperform the nonhumorous 

controls. 

HTl-HTS > NHC 

H2. Concerning various measures of attention, there should not 

be significant HT-effects. That is, regarding attention, various HD-

treatments should not differ significantly from each other. 

HT1=HT2=HT3=HT4=HTS 

H3. Concerning various measures of attention, there should not 

be significant D-effects. That is, there should be no significant 

attentional differences directly related to the presence or absence of 

HI, H2 or H3. 

These hypotheses are tested using ANOVA and ANCOVA techniques. 

For each attention measure, Hypotheses #1 is tested using 6-way 

analyses, while #2 and #3 are tested using S-way analyses. (In S-way 

analyses, the nonhumorous control is omitted.) 

7.2.1 Overall Attention 

OVERALL ATTENTION is an average of all five attention and 

interest measures. This construct was analyzed using ANOVA and ANCOVA 
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(with AD FAMILIARITY employed as a covariate). The hypotheses 

mentioned above suggest, regarding OVERALL ATTENTION, (1) that there 

should be a G-effect [GP.IA and GP.2A], but (2) that there should not 

be specific HT- or D-effects [GP.4 and GP.6]. 

An inspection of unadjusted treatment means shows that all five 

HTs score higher on OVERALL ATTENTION than the NHC. The relative 

inferiority of the NHC is more pronounced after AD FAMILIARITY is 

taken into account, but the difference among HTs is less pronounced. 

(Adjusted means for HTl, HT3 and HT4 are virtually identical.) In 

both cases, HTS exhibits a higher level of OVERALL ATTENTION than 

other HTs. 

OVERALL ATTENTION: 

Observed 
Means 

HTS 4.81 
HTl 4.50 
HT4 4.47 
HT3 4.43 
HT2 4.26 
NHC 3.88 

Effect 
Size 

.40 

.14 

.11 

.08 
-.07 
-.39 

Adjusted 
Means 

HTS 4.73 
HT3 4.49 
HTl 4.48 
HT4 4.48 
HT2 4.38 
NHC 3.88 

Effect 
Size 

.27 

.07 

.06 

.06 
-.02 
-.45 

Since the results of the ANOVA and those of the ANCOVA are 

virtually the same and since the effect associated with the covariate 

(AD FAMILIARITY) is not significant, this section concentrates on the 

ANOVA results (table 7.1), where the main effect for humor type was 

highly significant (P<=.0001). 

The results of a 6-way ANOVA strongly support Hypothesis #1. The 

planned linear contrast comparing the NHC to an average of all humor 

treatments (HTs) is very significant (P<=.0001). Furthermore, all 
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TABLE 7.1 

ANOVA RESULTS FOR "OVERALL ATTENTION" 

SIX-WAY ANOVA RESULTS (R2=.436): 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

df 

208 
1211 
1419 

9 
170 

5 
4 
20 

Sum of 
Squares 

1305 
1689 
2994 

130 
755 

112 
63 
267 

Mean 
Square 

6.27 
1.40 

F Value 

4.50 

10.37 
3.18 

16.11 
11.21 
9.55 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT: 

HTs V NHC 1 

HTl V NHC 1 
HT2 V NHC 1 
HT3 V NHC 
HT4 V NHC 1 
HTS V NHC 1 

101 

41 
30 
41 
41 
83 

72.70 .0001 

29.28 
21.84 
29.70 
29.52 
59.19 

.0001 

.0001 
.0001 
.0001 
.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT-EFFECTS: (R2=.460): 

Humor 

HTl 
HT2 
HT3 
HT4 
HTS 

V 

V 

V 
V 

V 

HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 

1.55 

1 
7 

.1844 

.30 
1.47 
.08 
.52 

4.75 

.5819 

.2250 

.7754 

.4697 

.0296 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR D-EFFECTS (HI, H2 AND H3): 

2 V 4 (HI) ] 
1 V 4 (H3) ] 
3 V 5 (H3) ] 
4 V 5 (H2) ] 
1 V 3 (H2) ] 

— 

-

L 2 
L 5 

— 

.09 

.01 
1.33 
3.35 
.26 

.7672 

.9125 

.2490 

.0677 

.6106 
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five of the pairwise contrasts comparing individual HTs to the NHC are 

highly significant (P<=.0001). These results provide strong evidence 

that humor treatments generally [GP.IA] and individually [GP.2A] 

achieve higher levels of OVERALL ATTENTION than the NHC. 

The results of the 5-way ANOVA generally support Hypothesis #2. 

When humor treatments are considered alone, the main effect for humor 

type is not significant (P=.1844). Additionally, only one of the five 

single-degree-of-freedom contrasts between individual HTs and the 

average of other HTs is significant (HTS vs other HTs: P=.0296). 

Although these findings suggest that humor treatments do not generally 

differ from each other, there is some evidence that HTS (full comedy) 

results in a higher level of OVERALL ATTENTION. 

In the S-way ANOVA, none of the "nested" pairwise contrasts 

produced significant effects (P*=.OS). This suggests that OVERALL 

ATTENTION is not directly related to a specific humor dimension (HI, 

H2 or H3). Hypothesis #3 is therefore supported. 

In sum, all three hypotheses relating to OVERALL ATTENTION were 

supported. OVERALL ATTENTION is generally and positively influenced 

by the use of HD-humor, but it is not significantly related to the 

type of humor employed (HTl-S) or a specific humor dimensions (Hl-3). 

7.2.2 Initial Attention 

INITIAL ATTENTION measures the ability of each ad to gain a 

subject's attention. The variable was analyzed using both ANOVA and 

ANCOVA (with AD FAMILIARITY as a covariate). Hypotheses mentioned 

previously suggest, regarding INITIAL ATTENTION, (1) that there would 
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be a G-effect, but (2) that there would not be specific HT- or D-

effects. 

All five HTs have higher means for INITIAL ATTENTION than the 

NHC, but HT means differ very little. The adjusted means, which use 

AD FAMILIARITY as a covariate, only reduce the distance between HTs 

and, in terms of effect size, increase the distance between all HTs 

and the NHC. 

INITIAL ATTENTION: 

Observed 
Means 

HTS 5.54 
HT4 5.44 
HT3 5.39 
HTl 5.30 
HT2 5.14 
NHC 4.83 

Effect 
Size 

.24 

.16 

.11 

.04 
-.10 
-.37 

Adjusted 
Means 

HTS 5.51 
HT3 5.50 
HT4 5.42 
HTl 5.32 
HT2 5.26 
NHC 4.85 

Effect 
Size 

.17 

.16 

.09 

.01 
-.04 
-.40 

Since the results of the ANOVA and those of the ANCOVA are very 

similar and since the improvements in MSE and R-square associated with 

the covariate are insignificant, this discussion focuses on the ANOVA 

results (table 7.2), where the main effect for humor type is highly 

significant (P<=.0001). 

Results from the 6-way ANOVA strongly support Hypothesis #1. The 

planned linear contrast comparing the NHC to an average of all HTs is 

very significant (P<=.0001), and all five of the planned contrasts 

comparing individual HTs to the NHC are very significant (P<=.0001). 

These results suggest that humorous ads generally and individually 

achieve higher levels of INITIAL ATTENTION than the NHC. 
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TABLE 7.2 

ANOVA RESULTS FOR "INITIAL ATTENTION" 

SIX-WAY ANOVA RESULTS (R2=.396): 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

df 

208 
1215 
1423 

9 
170 

5 
4 
20 

Sum of 
Squares 

1074 
1641 
2716 

86 
699 

83 
28 
188 

Mean 
Square 

5.16 
1.35 

F Value 

3.82 

7.09 
3.04 

12.29 
5.14 
6.97 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0004 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT 

HTs 

HTl 
HT2 
HT3 
HT4 
HTS 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

NHC 1 

NHC 1 
NHC 1 
NHC 1 
NHC 1 
NHC 1 

76 

24 
21 
45 
37 
49 

56.14 ,0001 

17.78 
15.81 
33.62 
27.36 
35.93 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT-EFFECTS: (R2=.443): 

Humor 

HTl 
HT2 
HT3 
HT4 
HTS 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 

8 

2 
2 
4 

1.56 .1830 

1.90 
1.62 
2.90 
.01 
.73 

.1683 

.2037 

.0892 

.9404 

.3933 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR D-EFFECTS (HI, H2 AND H3): 

2 V 4 (HI) 
1 V 4 (H3) 
3 V 5 (H3) 
4 V 5 (H2) 
1 V 3 (H2) 

1 
1 

.67 

.86 

.27 

.24 

.53 

.4122 

.3538 

.6048 

.6230 

.0607 
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Results of the S-way ANOVA support Hypothesis #2. When humor 

treatments are considered alone, the main effect for humor type is not 

significant (P=.1830). Also, none of the five single-degree-of-

freedom contrasts between individual HTs and the average of other HTs 

is significant (P*=.OS). Together these findings suggest that, with 

respect to INITIAL ATTENTION humor treatments do not differ 

significantly from each other. 

In the S-way ANOVA, none of the "nested" contrasts was 

significant (P*=.05). This absence of significant "nested" effects 

suggests that INITIAL ATTENTION is not systematically related to any 

humor dimensions (HI, H2 or H3) . Hypothesis #3 is thus supported. 

In short, all three hypotheses related to INITIAL ATTENTION were 

supported. INITIAL ATTENTION is generally and positively influenced 

by the use of HD-humor, but it is not strongly related to humor type 

(HTl-S) or humor dimension (Hl-3). 

7.2.3 Sustained Attention 

SUSTAINED ATTENTION measures the ability of each ad to hold a 

subject's attention. SUSTAINED ATTENTION was operationalized as the 

average of HELD ATTENTION and CURRENT INTEREST. It was analyzed using 

both ANOVA and ANCOVA (with INITIAL ATTENTION as a covariate). 

Hypotheses mentioned previously suggest, regarding SUSTAINED 

ATTENTION, (1) that there would be a general humor effect, but (2) 

that there would not be specific HT or humor dimension effects. 

An inspection of the original treatment means shows that all five 

HTs score higher in SUSTAINED ATTENTION than the NHC and that only HTS 
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stands apart from other HTs. Adjusted means, which use INITIAL 

ATTENTION as a covariate, reduce the distance between HTs, as well as 

the distance between all HTs and the NHC. Within the adjusted means, 

HTS and HTl exhibit somewhat higher levels of SUSTAINED ATTENTION. 

SUSTAINED ATTENTION: 

Observed 
Means 

HTS 5.05 
HTl 4.80 
HT4 4.76 
HT3 4.75 
HT2 4.46 
NHC 4.03 

Effect 
Size 

.36 

.17 

.14 

.13 
-.09 
-.41 

Adjusted 
Means 

HTS 4.74 
HTl 4.72 
HT4 4.61 
HT3 4.56 
HT2 4.52 
NHC 4.35 

Effect 
Size 

.18 

.16 

.03 
-.03 
-.08 
-.27 

ANOVA and ANCOVA results differed significantly. The ANOVA 

results are reported in table 7.3. ANCOVA results using INITIAL 

ATTENTION as a covariate are reported in table 7.4. 

This analysis differs somewhat from the standard use of ANCOVA. 

Generally, covariates are selected that are not influenced by the 

experimental treatment. The covariate employed here (INITIAL 

ATTENTION) is profoundly influenced by the experimental manipulation. 

But in this case, ANCOVA is used, not merely to reduce MSE, but rather 

to partition and reduce sums of squares for the "between" effects. 

This technique removes any variance attributable to INITIAL ATTENTION 

from the analysis. Whatever variance remains is that which cannot be 

explained by INITIAL ATTENTION, that which is unique to SUSTAINED 

ATTENTION. Thus, in the case of SUSTAINED ATTENTION, ANOVAs and 

ANCOVAs examine two related but distinct constructs: (1) the 

cumulative impact of the manipulation on SUSTAINED ATTENTION 
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TABLE 7.3 

ANOVA RESULTS FOR "SUSTAINED ATTENTION" 

SIX-WAY ANOVA RESULTS (R2=.413): 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

df 

208 
1212 
1420 

9 
170 

5 
4 
20 

Sum of 
Squares 

1496 
2123 
3619 

128 
808 

159 
68 
353 

Mean 
Sq 

7. 
1. 

[uare 

19 
75 

F Value 

4.11 

8.12 
2.71 

18.12 
9.76 
10.09 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT 

HTs 

HTl 
HT2 
HT3 
HT4 
HTS 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

NHC 1 

NHC 1 
NHC 1 
NHC 1 
NHC 1 
NHC 1 

144 

68 
33 
65 
66 
103 

82.18 .0001 

38.95 
19.03 
36.89 
37.49 
59.05 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT-EFFECTS: (R2=.438): 

Humor 

HTl 
HT2 
HT3 
HT4 
HTS 

V 
V 

V 

V 

V 

HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 

12 

8 
1 

1.74 .1392 

.00 
4.70 
.37 
.05 

2.85 

.9570 

.0304 

.5421 

.8319 

.0917 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR D-EFFECTS (HI, H2 AND H3): 

2 V 4 (HI) ] 
1 V 4 (H3) ] 
3 V 5 (H3) ] 
4 V 5 (H2) ] 
1 V 3 (H2) ] 

L 2 
— 

L 1 
L 2 

— 

1.42 
.03 
.43 

1.44 
.12 

.2344 

.8649 

.5110 

.2308 

.7337 
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TABLE 7.4 

ANCOVA RESULTS FOR "SUSTAINED ATTENTION" 

SIX-WAY ANCOVA RESULTS (R2=.746): 

SOURCE df Sum of Mean F Value Pr > F 
Squares Square 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 
Initial 

209 
1211 
1420 

9 
! 170 

5 
4 
20 

Att 1 

2700 
919 
3619 

128 
808 

26 
17 
63 

1204 

12.92 
.76 

17.02 

18.74 
6.26 

6.74 
5.73 
4.14 

1585.52 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

HTs 

HTl 
HT2 
HT3 
HT4 
HTS 

V NHC 

V NHC 
V NHC 
V NHC 
V NHC 
V NHC 

1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

21.42 
4.26 
6.56 
10.58 
22.51 

.0001 

.0393 

.0105 

.0012 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT: 

20 25.70 .0001 

16 
3 
5 
8 
17 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT-EFFECTS: (R2=.7S2): 

Humor 4 5 1.75 .1373 

HTl V HTs 1 2 
HT2 V HTs 1 3 
HT3 V HTs 1 1 
HT4 V HTs 1 
HTS V HTs 1 2 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR D-EFFECTS (HI, H2 AND H3): 

2 V 4 (HI) 1 1 
1 V 4 (H3) 1 1 
3 V 5 (H3) 1 2 
4 V 5 (H2) 1 1 
1 V 3 (H2) 1 2 

2.75 
3.33 
.96 
.19 

2.45 

1, H2 

.72 
1.79 
2.40 
1.59 
2.58 

.0974 

.0683 

.3278 

.6644 

.1180 

AND H3): 

.3979 

.1818 

.1218 

.2079 

.1086 
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(including effects carried over from preceding states—such as INITIAL 

ATTENTION) and (2) the unique impact of the manipulation on SUSTAINED 

ATTENTION (having removed antecedent effects by means of the 

covariate) . 

We will first discuss the results of the ANOVA (table 7.3), that 

is, the cumulative effect of the manipulation on SUSTAINED ATTENTION. 

In the 6-way ANOVA the main effect for humor type is very significant 

(P<=.0001). 

Results from the 6-way ANOVA strongly support Hypothesis #1. The 

planned linear contrast comparing the NHC to an average of all HTs is 

very significant (P<=.0001), and all five of the planned contrasts 

comparing individual HTs to the NHC are significant (P<=.0001). These 

results provide strong evidence that humor treatments generally and 

individually produce higher levels of SUSTAINED ATTENTION than the 

nonhumorous controls. 

Results of the S-way ANOVA generally support Hypothesis #2. When 

HTs are considered alone, the main effect for humor type is not 

significant (P=.1392). Furthermore, only one of the five single-

degree-of-freedom contrasts between individual HTs and the average of 

other HTs is significant (HT2 vs other HTs: P=.0304). A review of 

unadjusted means confirms that, with respect to SUSTAINED ATTENTION, 

HT2 performs somewhat worse than other HTs. In all, these findings 

suggest, with respect to SUSTAINED ATTENTION, that humor treatments do 

not differ "generally" or greatly but that one HT (HT2: sentimental 

humor) is somewhat weaker than the other four. 
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In the S-way ANOVA, none of the "nested" contrasts was 

significant (P*=.05). This absence of significant "nested" effects 

suggests that SUSTAINED ATTENTION is not systematically related to any 

particular humor dimensions (HI, H2 or H3). Hypothesis #3 is 

therefore supported. 

As mentioned earlier, the impact of humor on SUSTAINED ATTENTION 

might be~in part—a function of humor's impact on INITIAL ATTENTION. 

To test for the impact of humor on SUSTAINED ATTENTION apart from any 

effects contributed through INITIAL ATTENTION, an ANCOVA was performed 

using INITIAL ATTENTION as a covariate (7.4). As expected, INITIAL 

ATTENTION is very significant (P<=.0001), R-square increases 

considerably (from .41 to .75), MSE drops considerably (from 1.75 to 

0.76), and sum of squares for the humor type main effect decreases 

substantially (by 85%). Even so, the results of this ANCOVA are 

significant. The main effect for humor type is highly significant 

(P<=.0001). 

The results of the 6-way ANCOVA resemble those of the 6-way 

ANOVA: Hypothesis #1 is again supported. The planned linear contrast 

comparing the NHC to an average of all HTs is very significant 

(P<=.0001), and all five of the planned contrasts comparing individual 

HTs to the NHC are significant (though the level of significance now 

ranges from P<=.0001 to P=.0393). These results provide strong 

evidence that all HTs lead to higher levels of SUSTAINED ATTENTION 

than the NHC—even after removing the impact of INITIAL ATTENTION. 

The results of the S-way ANCOVA parallel those of the S-way 

ANOVA: Hypothesis #2 is again supported. When humor treatments are 
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considered alone, the main effect for humor type is not significant 

(P=.1373), and none of the single-degree-of-freedom contrasts between 

individual HTs and the average of other HTs is significant. While the 

5-way ANOVA found slight evidence for a significant HT contrast, this 

analysis finds none. A review of the adjusted means confirms that, 

with respect to the adjusted measure of SUSTAINED ATTENTION, no HT 

performs much better or much worse than any other. 

Finally, five "nested" contrasts were tested in order to check 

for dimensional effects. None of these contrasts proved significant 

(P*=.05). Hypothesis #3 is again supported. 

It is significant that the ANOVA results and the ANCOVA results 

are so similar. If the effect of humor on attention were limited to 

its impact on gaining a subject's attention, the 6-way ANCOVA results 

would have differed considerably from the ANOVA results. They did 

not. Apparently, humor provides a general benefit both in gaining a 

subject's attention and in holding it. 

In short, all hypotheses related to SUSTAINED ATTENTION are 

supported, whether the variable is analyzed directly or adjusted 

to account for INITIAL ATTENTION. Specifically, SUSTAINED ATTENTION 

is generally and positively influenced by the use of HD-humor, but 

this effect is not related to the type of HD-humor employed (HTl-S) or 

to the use of specific humor dimensions (Hl-3) 

7.2.4 Projected Attention 

PROJECTED ATTENTION measures each subject's expected future level 

of interest in an ad. As operationalized, it reports the subject's 
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expected interest after three additional exposures within the next 

week. The variable was analyzed using ANOVA and ANCOVA (with CURRENT 

ATTENTION as a covariate). Hypotheses mentioned previously suggest, 

regarding PROJECTED ATTENTION, (1) that there should be a general 

humor effect, but (2) that there should not be HT- or D-effects. 

An inspection of the original treatment means shows that all five 

HTs result in higher PROJECTED ATTENTION than the NHC and that only 

HTS stands apart from other HTs. Adjusted means (from the ANCOVA) 

tell a very different story. Three adjusted HT means are smaller than 

the NHC. HT3 and HT4 are somewhat lower than other HTs, while HT2 and 

HTS are somewhat higher. 

PROJECTED ATTENTION: 

Observed 
Means 

HTS 3.70 
HTl 3.31 
HT4 3.20 
HT2 3.20 
HT3 3.09 
NHC 2.79 

Effect 
Size 

.37 

.10 

.02 

.02 
-.06 
-.28 

Adjusted 
Means 

HT2 3.36 
HTS 3.33 
NHC 3.17 
HTl 3.12 
HT4 3.04 
HT3 2.97 

Effect 
Size 

.17 

.14 
-.01 
-.06 
-.13 
-.21 

ANOVA and ANCOVA results differed significantly. ANOVA results 

are reported in table 7.5. The results of an ANCOVA using CURRENT 

ATTENTION as a covariate are reported in 7.6. We will first discuss 

the results of the ANOVA, that is, the cumulative effect of the 

manipulation on PROJECTED ATTENTION. In the 6-way ANOVA the main 

effect for humor type is very significant (P<=.0001). 

Results from the 6-way ANOVA strongly support Hypothesis #1. The 

planned linear contrast comparing the NHC to an average of all HTs is 
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TABLE 7.5 

ANOVA RESULTS FOR "PROJECTED ATTENTION" 

SIX-WAY ANOVA RESULTS (R2=.437): 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

df 

208 
1214 
1422 

9 
170 

5 
4 
20 

Sum of 
Squares 

1891 
2433 
4324 

188 
1305 

95 
91 
245 

Mean 
Square 

9. 
2. 
09 
00 

F Value 

4.54 

10.41 
3.83 

9.52 
11.30 
6.10 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT: 

HTs 

HTl 
HT2 
HT3 
HT4 
HTS 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

NHC 1 

NHC 1 
NHC 1 
NHC 1 
NHC 1 
NHC 1 

73 

26 
41 
15 
20 
79 

36.28 ,0001 

13.00 
20.43 
7.25 
10.02 
39.49 

.0003 

.0001 

.0072 

.0016 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT-EFFECTS: (R2=.4S8): 

Humor 18 2.16 

HTl V HTs ] 
HT2 V HTs ] 
HT3 V HTs ] 
HT4 V HTs ] 
HTS V HTs ] 

L 1 
L 2 
L 2 
L 5 
L 13 

.0721 

.52 
,81 
1.17 
2.46 
6.15 

.4693 

.3686 

.2792 

.1170 

.0133 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR D-EFFECTS (HI, H2 AND H3): 

2 V 4 (HI) ] 
1 V 4 (H3) ] 
3 V 5 (H3) ] 
4 V 5 (H2) ] 
1 V 3 (H2) ] 

L S 
L 1 
L 10 
L 14 

— 

2.28 
.29 

4.70 
6.51 
.05 

.1318 

.5904 

.0305 

.0109 

.8251 

* 

* 
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TABLE 7.6 

ANCOVA RESULTS FOR "PROJECTED ATTENTION" 

SIX-WAY ANCOVA RESULTS (R2=.692): 

SOURCE df Sum of Mean F Value Pr > F 
Squares Square 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 
Reported 

209 
1210 
1419 

9 
170 

S 
4 
20 

Att 1 

2985 
1330 
4315 

186 
1304 

21 
16 
24 

1098 

14.28 
1.10 

12.99 

18.78 
6.98 

3.88 
3.65 
1.08 

998.67 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0017 

.0058 

.3684 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT: 

.01 .9417 HTs V NHC 

HTl V NHC 
HT2 V NHC 
HT3 V NHC 
HT4 V NHC 
HTS V NHC 

1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

— 

4 
5 
2 
3 

.26 
4.05 
4.37 
1.71 
2.69 

.6093 

.0445 

.0369 

.1917 

.1010 

* 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT-EFFECTS: (R2=.720): 

Humor 4 22 4.95 .0006 

HTl V HTs 
HT2 V HTs 
HT3 V HTs 
HT4 V HTs 
HTS V HTs 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

ED" CONTRASTS THAT 

2 V 4 (HI) 
1 V 4 (H3) 
3 V 5 (H3) 
4 V 5 (H2) 
1 V 3 (H2) 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

— 

11 
7 
5 
5 

TEST 

11 
1 
9 
7 
1 

.42 
9.88 
6.35 
4.25 
4.40 

HI, H2 

10.11 
.82 

7.90 
6.85 
1.31 

.5177 

.0017 

.0119 

.0395 

.0363 

AND H3): 

.0015 

.3668 

.0051 

.0090 

.2520 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 
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very significant (P<=.0001), and all five of the planned contrasts 

comparing individual HTs to the NHC are significant (P<=.0072). These 

results provide strong evidence that humorous ads generally and 

individually lead to higher levels of PROJECTED ATTENTION than the 

nonhumorous control. 

Results of the S-way ANOVA generally support Hypothesis #2. When 

humor treatments are considered alone, the main effect for humor type 

is still nonsignificant (though it does approach significance: 

P=.0721). Furthermore, only one of the five single-degree-of-freedom 

contrasts between individual HTs and the average of other HTs is 

significant (HTS vs other HTs: P=.0133). A review of unadjusted means 

confirms that, with respect to PROJECTED ATTENTION, HTS (full comedy) 

does somewhat better than other HTs. Hence, with respect to PROJECTED 

ATTENTION, humor treatments do not "generally" differ, but HTS does 

perform somewhat better. 

In the 5-way ANOVA, two "nested" contrasts were significant: HTS 

V HT3 (P=.030S) and HTS vs HT4 (P=.0109). These particular contrasts 

imply positive H2- and H3-effects. However, since neither effect is 

supported by other contrasts and since both contrasts involve HTS, 

significance may be a consequence of the HTS-effect noted above. In 

regard to Hypothesis #3, these findings are inconclusive. 

When CURRENT ATTENTION is introduced as a covariate, R-square 

increases from .44 to .69 and MSE is reduced from 2.00 to 1.10. 

(CURRENT ATTENTION is an average of INITIAL ATTENTION and SUSTAINED 

ATTENTION.) More importantly, this covariate removes from PROJECTED 
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ATTENTION any variance that can be attributed to CURRENT ATTENTION. 

If PROJECTED ATTENTION was a function of CURRENT ATTENTION that held 

constant across all treatment conditions, use of the covariate would 

result in a nonsignificant main effect for PROJECTED ATTENTION. Since 

the main effect for humor type is still significant (P=.0017)^ it 

appears that this projective measure does capture something that is 

not measured by CURRENT ATTENTION. (A factor analysis of the 

attention and interest items also suggests that the projective items 

include a separate and significant dimension.) 

Regarding Hypothesis #1, the results of the 6-way ANCOVA are very 

different from those of the 6-way ANOVA (table 7.6). In the 6-way 

ANCOVA, Hypothesis #1 is not supported. The planned linear contrast 

comparing the NHC to an average of all HTs is no longer significant 

(P=.9417), and only two of the five contrasts comparing individual HTs 

to the NHC are significant. A review of the adjusted means helps to 

clarify the situation. The mean for the NHC lies almost on the 

overall adjusted mean. Only HT2 and HT3 (the adjusted high and the 

adjusted low) differ significantly from the NHC (P=.044S and P=.0369). 

In short, although the unadjusted measure of PROJECTED ATTENTION 

implies a strong G-effect, nearly all of this "humor vs nonhumor" 

variance is associated with antecedent processes. The adjusted 

measure for PROJECTED ATTENTION is not affected by a general humor 

effect. 

The results of the S-way ANCOVA strongly suggest humor treatment 

effects. Thus, in respect to the adjusted measure of PROJECTED 

ATTENTION, Hypothesis #2 is also contradicted. When humor treatments 
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are considered alone, the main effect for humor type is very 

significant (P=.0006), and four of the five single-degree-of-freedom 

contrasts between individual HTs and the average of other HTs are 

significant. The only HT vs NHC pairwise contrast that fails to 

achieve significance is that involving HTl. A review of the adjusted 

means confirms that, with respect to the adjusted measure of PROJECTED 

ATTENTION, HT2 and HTS perform somewhat better and HT3 and HT4 

somewhat worse than other HTs. 

Finally, five "nested" contrasts were tested in order to check 

for dimensional effects. Three of these contrasts are significant: 

HT2 vs HT4 (P=.001S), HT3 vs HTS (P=.00S1), and HT4 vs HTS (P=.0090). 

These three significant contrasts imply three different dimensional 

effects: a negative Hl-effect, a positive H3-effect and a positive 

H2-effect. Since other contrasts designed to test for similar effects 

were not significant, these contrasts may be a consequence of various 

HT-effects. Thus, in regard to Hypothesis #3, these ANCOVA results 

are inconclusive. 

In an earlier analysis of SUSTAINED ATTENTION, it was found that 

ANOVA and ANCOVA results were similar. Here, in the case of PROJECTED 

ATTENTION, they are not. Apparently, while INITIAL and SUSTAINED 

ATTENTION are both boosted by a general humor effect, the influence of 

this G-effect is limited to the subject's current experience. No 

G-effect is directly linked to PROJECTED ATTENTION. 

A separate ANCOVA was performed on PROJECTED ATTENTION, this time 

employing two covariates: CURRENT ATTENTION and reported ENJOYMENT. 
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When CURRENT ATTENTION and ENJOYMENT were both in the model, all 

effects and contrasts involving humor type became nonsignificant. 

Apparently, to whatever extent humor type affects PROJECTED ATTENTION, 

its impact is a function of (1) the level of CURRENT ATTENTION and (2) 

the positive consequences of CURRENT ATTENTION. Thus, while INITIAL 

ATTENTION may be a consequence of prior learning about an entire class 

of humorous stimuli (generic humor cue recognition might produce the 

general boost associated with all forms of humor), PROJECTED ATTENTION 

is more likely the result of current learning associated with the 

particular stimulus. Ceteris paribus, PROJECTED ATTENTION is largely 

a function of how much various individuals enjoy different types of 

humor. 

In summary, when it is analyzed directly, PROJECTED ATTENTION is 

generally and positively influenced by the use of HD-humor, but it is 

not strongly associated with humor type (HTl-HTS) or humor dimension 

(H1-H3). However, when an adjusted measure of PROJECTED ATTENTION is 

analyzed (having removed the cumulative impact of humor type on 

earlier attentional processes), PROJECTED ATTENTION is no longer 

related to the use of HD-humor in general but is instead related to 

the type of humor employed (HTl-HTS) and/or underlying humor 

dimensions (H1-H3). 

7.3 Wearout Variables 

Wearout was previously defined as diminished attention or 

interest in an ad. As such wearout can occur within a single viewing 

as well as across several viewings. This section discusses three 
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different measures of wearout: OVERALL WEAROUT, INITIAL WEAROUT, and 

PROJECTED WEAROUT. Hypotheses relevant to this section are derived 

from Global Propositions IE, 3C, S and 6, as well as Specific 

Proposition 1 (see sections 6.1.1 and 6.1.2). Three hypotheses apply 

to this section: 

H4. Concerning wearout, there should not be a general HD-humor 

effect. In resisting wearout, some humor treatments should do better 

and others worse than the nonhumorous controls. 

HTs > NHC > HTs 

HS. Concerning wearout, there should be significant HD-treatment 

effects. Specifically, HTl should demonstrate greater wearout than 

other HTs. 

HTl < Other HTs 

H6. Concerning wearout, significant HT-differences should be 

related to underlying humor dimensions. Specifically, humor types 

which contain affect-laden dimensions (H2 and/or H3) should evidence 

less wearout than HTs which do not contain them. 

These hypotheses are tested using ANOVA and ANCOVA techniques. 

For each wearout measure. Hypotheses #4 is tested using 6-way 

analyses, while #5 and #6 are tested using S-way analyses. 

7.3.1. Overall Wearout 

OVERALL WEAROUT is the difference between INITIAL ATTENTION and 

PROJECTED ATTENTION. It was analyzed using ANOVA and ANCOVA (with 

INITIAL ATTENTION as covariate). Hypotheses mentioned earlier 

suggest, regarding OVERALL WEAROUT, that (1) there should not be a 

G-effect, but (2) there should be HT-effects (HT-1) and (3) these HT-
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effects might be explained by the presence or absence of specific 

humor dimensions (H2 and/or H3). 

A comparison of unadjusted treatment means indicates that humor 

does not have a G-effect on the observed levels of OVERALL WEAROUT. 

Three HTs evidence less wearout than the NHC, while two evidence more, 

When INITIAL ATTENTION is used as a covariate, mean OVERALL WEAROUT 

for the NHC increases relative to all HTs. Thus, after the covariate 

has been added, the case against a G-effect is somewhat weaker. 

Still, when unadjusted and adjusted HT means are compared to each 

other, few changes are observed. In both sets, HTs differ about the 

same. 

OVERALL WEAROUT: 

Observed 
Means 

HTS 1.84 
HT2 1.95 
HTl 1.99 
NHC 2.08 
HT4 2.26 
HT3 2.34 

Effect 
Size 

-.19 
-.10 
-.07 
.00 
.14 
.21 

Adjusted 
Means 

HTS 1.86 
HT2 1.96 
HTl 2.09 
HT4 2.22 
NHC 2.27 
HT3 2.32 

Effect 
Size 

-.22 
-.13 
-.03 
.08 
.13 
.17 

The covariate, INITIAL ATTENTION, is highly significant 

(P<=.0001), and the results of the ANCOVA differ significantly from 

those of the ANOVA. Consequently, this section will discuss both 

analyses (tables 7.7 and 7.8). In the 6-way ANOVA, the main effect 

for humor type is significant (P=.0084); in the 6-way ANCOVA it is 

very significant (P=.0007). First, we will consider observed OVERALL 

WEAROUT; then we will consider adjusted OVERALL WEAROUT (ANCOVA). 
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TABLE 7.7 

ANOVA RESULTS FOR "OVERALL WEAROUT" 

SIX-WAY ANOVA RESULT (R2=.401): 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

df 

208 
1214 
1422 

9 
170 

S 
4 
20 

Sum of 
Squares 

1322 
1972 
3294 

99 
1131 

25 
26 
42 

Mean 
Sq 

6. 
1. 

uare 

35 
62 

F Value 

3.91 

6.77 
4.09 

3.12 
3.95 
1.29 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0084 

.0034 

.1737 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT; 

.02 HTs 

HTl 
HT2 
HT3 
HT4 
HTS 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

NHC 1 

NHC 1 
NHC 1 
NHC 1 
NHC 1 
NHC 1 

3 
9 
3 
4 

.8808 

.02 
1.94 
5.28 
1.57 
2.29 

.8897 

.1636 

.0218 

.2101 

.1303 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT-EFFECTS: (R2=.436): 

Humor 

HTl 
HT2 
HT3 
HT4 
HTS 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 

24 

7 
12 
6 
7 

3.75 .0050 

.12 
4.59 
7.36 
3.41 
4.37 

.7301 

.0324 

.0068 

.0650 

.0369 

* 

* 

* 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR D-EFFECTS (HI, H2 AND H3): 

2 V 4 (HI) ] 
1 V 4 (H3) ] 
3 V S (H3) ] 
4 V S (H2) ] 
1 V 3 (H2) ] 

L 10 
L 3 
L 14 
L 10 
L 6 

5.94 
1.96 
8.55 
6.16 
3.49 

.0150 

.1622 

.0035 

.0133 

.0623 

* 

* 

* 
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TABLE 7.8 

ANCOVA RESULTS FOR "OVERALL WEAROUT" 

SIX-WAY ANCOVA RESULTS (R2=.466): 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 
Gain Atte 

df 

209 
1213 
1422 

9 
170 

5 
4 
20 

n 1 

Sum of 
Squares 

1534 
1760 
3294 

99 
1131 

31 
42 
68 
212 

Mean 
Square 

7.34 
1.45 

F Value Pr > F 

5.06 .0001 

7.58 
4.58 

4.28 
7.25 
2.36 

146.20 

.0001 

.0001 

.0007 

.0001 

.0007 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT: 

5.71 .0171 HTs V NHC ] 

HTl V NHC ] 
HT2 V NHC ] 
HT3 V NHC ] 
HT4 V NHC ] 
HTS V NHC : 

L 8 

L 4 
L 12 

-

— 

L 19 

2.58 
8.04 
.17 
.23 

13.16 

.1087 

.0046 

.6790 

.6298 

.0003 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT-EFFECTS: (R2=.475): 

Humor 4 21 3.45 .0083 

HTl V HTs 1 
HT2 V HTs 1 S 
HT3 V HTs 1 8 
HT4 V HTs 1 S 
HTS V HTs 1 9 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR D-EFFECTS (HI, H2 AND H3): 

2 V 4 (HI) 1 8 
1 V 4 (H3) 1 2 
3 V 5 (H3) 1 13 
4 V 5 (H2) 1 11 
1 V 3 (H2) 1 3 

.00 .9922 
3.49 .0620 
5.49 .0193 
3.60 .0582 
5.75 .0167 

1, H2 AND H3): 

5.29 .0217 
1.45 .2293 
8.34 .0040 
7.32 .0069 
2.03 .1545 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 
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The 6-way ANOVA (table 7.7) strongly suggests that HD-humor has 

no G-effect on OVERALL ATTENTION. The planned linear contrast 

comparing the NHC to an average of the HTs is not significant 

(P=.8808), and only one of the planned pairwise contrasts comparing 

individual HTs to the NHC is significant: HT3 vs NHC (P=.0218). 

Hypothesis #4 is therefore supported: HD-ads have no general effect 

on OVERALL WEAROUT. 

On the other hand, the S-way ANOVA does suggest differential HT-

effects. In the S-way ANOVA, the main effect for humor type is very 

significant (P=.OOSO), and three of the five linear contrasts 

comparing specific HTs to the average of other HTs are significant: 

HT2 vs other HTs (P=.0324), HT3 vs other HTs (P=.0068), and HTS vs 

other HTs (P=.0369). A reexamination of the unadjusted means 

indicates that HT3 displays greater OVERALL WEAROUT, while HT2 and HTS 

exhibit less. Hypothesis #5 is partially supported: different HD-

treatment demonstrate different rates of OVERALL WEAROUT. 

Although the wearout-related hypotheses correctly predicted 

significant HT-effects, the nature of those effects was clearly 

misspecified. There is no evidence that HTl is less resistant to 

wearout than other HTs. In brief, that part of Hypothesis #5 which 

specifically addresses HTl is not supported. 

Regarding dimensional effects, three "nested" contrasts are 

significant: HT2 vs HT4 (P=.003S), HT3 vs HTS (P=.01S0) and HT4 vs 

HTS (P=.0133). However, these three contrasts imply, respectively, a 

negative Hl-effect, a positive H3-effect and a positive H2-effect—a 

pattern which is consistent with that predicted by Hypothesis #6. 
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Still, since other "nested" contrasts designed to test for similar 

effects are not significant, it may be that these particular effects 

result from HT-differences, rather than HT variance being a result of 

these D-effects. In any case, this pattern of contrasts provides 

marginal support for Hypothesis #6. 

Unlike the 6-way ANOVA, the 6-way ANCOVA provides some evidence 

for a G-effect related to OVERALL WEAROUT (table 7.8). (In this case 

wearout has been adjusted to remove the effect of INITIAL ATTENTION.) 

The linear contrast comparing the NHC to an average of all HTs is 

significant (P=.0171), and the planned pairwise contrasts comparing 

HT2 and HTS to the NHC are also significant (P=.0046 and .0003, 

respectively). As can be seen from the adjusted means, on average and 

in two specific cases, humor is strongly associated with less OVERALL 

WEAROUT. However, since the adjusted mean for HT3 indicates greater 

wearout than the NHC, it is not clear that all forms of HD-humor 

reduce wearout. 

The 5-way ANCOVA suggests differential HT-effects. In the S-way 

ANCOVA, the main effect for humor type is significant (P=.0083), and 

two of the five linear contrasts comparing specific HTs to the average 

of other HTs are significant: HT3 vs other HTs (P=.0193) and HTS vs 

other HTs (P=.0167). Additionally, those contrasts involving HT2 and 

HT4 approach significance. A reexamination of the observed means 

indicates that HT3 (satire) shows greater wearout, while HTS (full 

comedy) shows less. In one sense. Hypothesis #5 is supported, that 

is, different HTs do evidence different rates of wearout. On the 
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other hand, that part of Hypothesis #5 which predicts the relative 

inferiority of HTl is not supported. 

Three "nested" contrasts are significant: HT2 vs HT4 (P=.0217), 

HT3 vs HTS (P=.0040), and HT4 vs HTS (P=.0069). These contrasts 

imply, respectively, a negative Hl-effect, a positive H3-effect and a 

positive H2-effect—a pattern consistent with Hypothesis #6. Still, 

since other "nested" contrasts designed to test for similar D-effects 

are not significant, these "nested" effects could be the result of HT-

effects, rather than the other way around. Nevertheless, this 

particular pattern of contrasts does provide marginal support for 

Hypothesis #6. 

In sum, all hypotheses related to OVERALL WEAROUT are either 

strongly, partially or marginally supported. More specifically, 

OVERALL WEAROUT is not generally influenced by the use of HD-humor, 

but it is affected by the type of humor employed (HTl-S) and possibly 

by the presence (or absence) of underlying humor dimensions (Hl-3). 

7.3.2. Initial Wearout 

INITIAL WEAROUT measures the difference between INITIAL ATTENTION 

and SUSTAINED ATTENTION. It was analyzed using ANOVA and ANCOVA (with 

INITIAL ATTENTION as a covariate). Hypotheses mentioned previously 

suggest (1) that there should not be a G-effect, but (2) that there 

should be HT-effects and (3) that these HT-effects may be explained by 

the presence (or absence) of underlying humor dimensions. In this 

section we consider whether those patterns exhibited by OVERALL 

WEAROUT can be observed in INITIAL WEAROUT. 
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Unadjusted treatment means suggest that humor may have a slight 

general effect on the observed levels of INITIAL WEAROUT. All HT 

means are smaller than the NHC, but only two HTs differ substantially, 

When INITIAL ATTENTION is added as a covariate, mean INITIAL WEAROUT 

for the NHC increases relative to all HTs. Thus, after the covariate 

has been added, this general effect becomes more pronounced. In both 

analyses, differences among HTs are about the same. 

INITIAL WEAROUT: 

Observed 
Means 

HTl 0.68 
HTS 0.69 
HT4 0.89 
HT3 0.92 
HT2 0.94 
NHC 0.97 

Effect 
Size 

-.16 
-.15 
.02 
.05 
.07 
.10 

Adjusted 
Means 

HTS 0.66 
HTl 0.67 
HT4 0.80 
HT3 0.87 
HT2 0.92 
NHC 1.04 

Effect 
Size 

-.15 
-.14 
-.02 
.04 
.08 
.19 

Neither ANOVA detected evidence (P*<=.OS) that unadjusted INITIAL 

WEAROUT is significantly related to humor type. In the 6-way ANOVA, 

The main effect for humor type is not significant in either the 6-way 

ANOVA (P=.0813) or the S-way ANOVA (P=.1S8S). Although this 

nonsignificance provides some support for Hypothesis #4, it fails to 

support Hypotheses #5 and #6. On the other hand, the covariate, 

INITIAL ATTENTION, is highly significant (P<=.0001), and in the 6-way 

ANCOVA, humor type is significant (P=.0013). This section will 

discuss the ANCOVA results (table 7.9). 

Unlike the 6-way ANOVA, the 6-way ANCDVA provides evidence for a 

G-effect related to INITIAL WEAROUT. (In this case, INITIAL WEAROUT 

has been adjusted to remove the effect of INITIAL ATTENTION.) The 
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ANCOVA RESULTS FOR "INITIAL WEAROUT" 
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SIX-WAY ANCOVA RESULTS (R2=.312) 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

df 

209 
1211 
1420 

Sum of 
Squares 

Mean 
Square 

F Value 

688 
1517 
2205 

3.29 
1.25 

2.63 

Pr > F 

.0001 

Groups 9 
Subjects 170 

Humor 5 
Product 4 
H X P 20 
Initial Att 1 

35 
468 

25 
37 
99 
84 

3.06 
2.20 

4.02 
7.31 
3.96 
66.95 

.0012 

.0001 

.0013 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT 

HTs v NHC 

HTl 
HT2 
HT3 
HT4 
HTS 

NHC 
NHC 
NHC 
NHC 
NHC 

1 16 

16 
2 
3 
7 
16 

13.09 

13.05 
1.29 
2.71 
5.28 
13.06 

.0003 

.0003 

.2558 

.1001 

.0218 

.0003 

* 

* 

* 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT-EFFECTS: (R2=.336): 

Humor 

HTl 
HT2 
HT3 
HT4 
HTS 

V HTs 
V HTs 
V HTs 
V HTs 
V HTs 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

8 

4 
4 
1 

1.67 .1554 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR D-EFFECTS (HI, H2 AND H3): 

2 V 4 (HI) 1 
1 V 4 (H3) 1 
3 V 5 (H3) 1 
4 V 5 (H2) 1 
1 V 3 (H2) 1 

1 
2 
3 
2 
3 

3 
3 

1 

1 

1 
2 
1 
2 

.02 

.27 

.90 

.14 

.91 

.0827 

.0708 

.3419 

.7117 

.1679 

, H2 AND H3): 

.77 

.81 

.01 

.22 

.68 

.3816 

.1791 

.1562 

.2702 

.1022 
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linear contrast comparing the NHC to an average of all HTs is very 

significant (P=.0003), and the pairwise contrasts comparing HTl, HT4 

and HTS to the NHC are also significant (P=.0003, .0218 and .0003, 

respectively). As can be seen from the adjusted means, on average and 

in three specific cases, the use of HD-humor is associated with less 

INITIAL WEAROUT. Furthermore, all five HTs demonstrate less wearout 

than the NHC. In short, in the case of adjusted INITIAL WEAROUT, 

there is some evidence for a G-effect. Hypothesis #4 is contradicted. 

The results of the S-way ANCOVA parallel those of the S-way 

ANOVA, that is, the main effect for humor type is not significant 

(P=.1SS4). Nor are any of the linear contrasts comparing HTs to the 

average of other HTs significant (table 7.9). Hence, the hypothesis 

predicting significant differences among HTs is not supported: no HT 

performs significantly better or worse than the rest in respect to 

INITIAL WEAROUT—even when INITIAL ATTENTION is taken into account. 

Nor is Hypothesis #6 supported. The five "nested" contrasts designed 

to test for the humor dimension effects are all nonsignificant. 

In summary, none of the hypotheses related to INITIAL ATTENTION 

is supported. Specifically, the only humor effect associated with 

INITIAL WEAROUT is a general HD-effect which appears only when INITIAL 

WEAROUT is adjusted for by the level of INITIAL ATTENTION. 

7^3.3 Projected Wearout 

PROJECTED WEAROUT measures the decrease in attention and interest 

which subjects expect to occur between their current exposure and some 

future exposure to the ad, in this case after three additional 
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exposures. This measure was analyzed using ANOVA and ANCOVA. CURRENT 

ATTENTION (an average of INITIAL ATTENTION, HELD ATTENTION and CURRENT 

INTEREST) was used as the covariate. Hypotheses mentioned earlier 

suggest, in regard to PROJECTED WEAROUT, that (1) there should not be 

a general HD-effect, but (2) there should be HT-effects and (3) these 

HT-effects can be explained by the presence (or absence) of underlying 

humor dimensions (H2 and/or H3). 

Observed treatment means do not suggest a G-effect regarding 

PROJECTED WEAROUT. Several HD-treatments evidence more wearout, and 

one demonstrates less. There is considerable variance among HTs. All 

in all, HT2 appears relatively wearout resistant, while HTl, HT4 and 

HT3 are wearout prone. HTS and the NHC lie somewhere in between. The 

adjusted measure of PROJECTED WEAROUT differs in two important ways: 

the NHC (which experiences relatively greater wearout considering its 

low level of current interest) now falls into the high wearout group, 

and HTS (which shows relatively less wearout given its high level of 

current interest) now joins HT2 in the low wearout group. The 

adjusted means thus indicate strong HT-effects but no G-effect. 

PROJECTED WEAROUT: 

Observed 
Means 

HT2 1.01 
NHC 1.11 
HTS 1.14 
HTl 1.31 
HT4 1.37 
HT3 1.42 

Effect 
Size 

-.17 
-.09 
-.06 
.08 
.13 
.17 

Adjusted 
Means 

HT2 1.03 
HTS 1.07 
HTl 1.33 
NHC 1.33 
HT4 1.35 
HT3 1.40 

Effect 
Size 

-.21 
-.17 
.07 
.07 
.09 
.14 
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The covariate, CURRENT ATTENTION, is highly significant 

(P<=.0001), and the results of the ANCOVA differ significantly from 

those of the ANOVA. Consequently, this section will discuss both 

analyses (tables 7.10 and 7.11). In the 6-way ANOVA, the main effect 

for humor type is significant (P=.0006). In the 6-way ANCOVA, it is 

also significant (P=.0014). We now consider the ANOVA results. 

The 6-way ANOVA (table 7.10) provides some evidence that, in 

regard to the unadjusted measure of PROJECTED WEAROUT, there may be a 

general HD-effect. The planned linear contrast comparing the NHC to 

an average of all HTs is significant (P=.0479), and three HT means are 

significantly larger than the NHC: HTl vs NHC (P=.0206), HT3 vs NHC 

(P=.00S3), and HT4 vs NHC (P=.0163). Still, two planned pairwise 

contrasts comparing individual HTs to the NHC are not significant, and 

a reexamination of the observed means suggests that HT2 is 

directionally inconsistent with other HTs. In regard to Hypothesis 

#4, this evidence is inconclusive. 

Results of the S-way ANOVA suggest that there is at least one 

differential HT-effect. In the S-way ANOVA, the main effect for humor 

type is very significant (P=.0004), and one of the five linear 

contrasts comparing specific HTs to the average of other HTs is 

significant: HT2 vs other HTs (P<=.0001). A review of the observed 

means indicates that HT2 exhibits less PROJECTED WEAROUT than other 

HTs. In one sense then. Hypothesis #5 is supported, that is, 

different HTs do evidence different rates of wearout. However, in 

regard to the prediction that HTl would demonstrate more wearout than 

other HTs, Hypothesis #5 is not supported. 
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TABLE 7.10 

ANOVA RESULTS FOR "PROJECTED WEAROUT" 

SIX-WAY ANOVA RESULTS (R2=.347): 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

df 

208 
1211 
1419 

9 
170 

5 
4 
20 

Sum of 
Squares 

893 
1677 
2569 

37 
780 

30 
1 
43 

Mean 
Square 

4.29 
1.62 

F Value 

3.10 

2.94 
3.32 

4.35 
.27 
1.54 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0018 

.0001 

.0006 

.8969 

.0605 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT: 

HTs V NHC ] 

HTl V NHC ] 
HT2 V NHC ] 
HT3 V NHC ] 
HT4 V NHC ] 
HTS V NHC ] 

5 

L 7 
L 2 
L 11 
L 8 

3.92 

5.37 
1.70 
7.81 
5.78 
.20 

.0479 

.0206 

.1919 

.0053 

.0163 

.6531 

* 

* 

* 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT-EFFECTS: (R2=.411): 

Humor 26 5.13 

HTl V HTs ] 
HT2 V HTs ] 
HT3 V HTs ] 
HT4 V HTs ] 
HTS V HTs ] 

L 3 
L 20 
L 4 
L 4 
L 2 

.0004 

2.39 
5.26 
3.35 
3.01 
1.52 

.1224 

.0001 

.0673 

.0830 

.2179 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR D-EFFECTS (HI, H2 AND H3): 

2 V 4 (HI) ] 
1 V 4 (H3) ] 
3 V 5 (H3) ] 
4 V 5 (H2) ] 
1 V 3 (H2) ] 

[ 15 
-

L 4 
L 4 
L — 

11.85 
.01 

3.47 
3.48 
.03 

.0006 

.9044 

.0627 

.0623 

.8586 
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TABLE 7.11 

ANCOVA RESULTS FOR "PROJECTED WEAROUT" 

SIX-WAY ANCOVA RESULTS (R2=.466): 

SOURCE df Sum of Mean F Value Pr > F 
Squares Square 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 
Current 

209 
1210 
1419 

9 
170 

S 
4 
20 

Int 1 

1198 
1371 
2569 

37 
780 

23 
10 
24 
305 

5 
1 
.73 
.13 

5.06 

3.60 
4.05 

3.98 
2.27 
1.08 

269.47 

.0001 

.0002 

.0001 

.0014 

.0596 

.3656 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT: 

2 1.84 .1749 

10 
1 

HTs 

HTl 
HT2 
HT3 
HT4 
HTS 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

NHC 1 

NHC 1 
NHC 1 
NHC 1 
NHC 1 
NHC 1 8 

.00 
9.15 
.57 
.06 

6.64 

.9880 

.0025 

.4510 

.8041 

.0101 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT-EFFECTS: (R2=.496): 

Humor 21 4.84 .0007 

2.17 
10.93 
3.44 
3.86 
3.98 

.1407 

.0010 

.0638 

.0497 

.0463 

* 

* 

* 

HTl V HTs 1 2 
HT2 V HTs 1 12 
HT3 V HTs 1 4 
HT4 V HTs 1 4 
HTS V HTs 1 4 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR D-EFFECTS (HI, H2 AND H3): 

2 V 4 (HI) 1 11 
1 V 4 (H3) 1 
3 V 5 (H3) 1 6 
4 V S (H2) 1 7 
1 V 3 (H2) 1 

10.37 
.10 

5.49 
6.21 
.06 

.0013 

.7545 

.0193 

.0129 

.8130 

* 

* 

* 



370 

Regarding dimensional effects, in the S-way ANOVA only one 

"nested" contrast is significant: HT2 vs HT4 (P=.0006). This 

particular contrast implies a negative Hl-effect, that is, that the 

addition of HI to H2 increases PROJECTED WEAROUT. Although this 

negative Hl-effect is consistent with Hypothesis #6, other "nested" 

contrasts designed to test for H2- and H3-effects are not significant. 

Consequently, we conclude that results from the S-way ANOVA provide 

little support for Hypothesis #6. 

Regarding Hypothesis #4, the results of the 6-way ANCOVA are very 

different from those of the 6-way ANOVA. In the 6-way ANCOVA (table 

7.11), the planned linear contrast comparing the NHC to an average of 

all HTs is no longer significant (P=.1749). Furthermore, only two of 

the five contrasts comparing individual HTs to the NHC are 

significant. A review of the adjusted means helps to clarify the 

situation. The NHC is virtually the same as three HT means. Only HT2 

and HTS differ significantly from the NHC (P=.002S and P=.0101, 

respectively). In short, although the unadjusted measure of PROJECTED 

WEAROUT provides some evidence for a general HD-effect, most of this 

"humor vs nonhumor" variance seems to be associated with antecedent 

processes. The adjusted measure for PROJECTED WEAROUT is not affected 

by a general humor effect. 

On the other hand, results of the S-way ANCOVA strongly suggest 

humor treatment effects. Thus, in respect to the adjusted measure of 

PROJECTED WEAROUT, Hypothesis #4 is supported. When humor treatments 

are considered alone, the main effect for humor type is very 
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significant (P=.0007), and three of the five single-degree-of-freedom 

contrasts between individual HTs and the average of other HTs are 

significant. (Also, the contrast involving HT3 approaches 

significance.) A review of the adjusted means confirms that, with 

respect to the adjusted measure of PROJECTED WEAROUT, HT2 and HTS 

perform somewhat better and HT4 somewhat worse than other HTs. 

Finally, five "nested" contrasts were tested in order to check 

for dimensional effects. Three of these are significant: HT2 vs HT4 

(P=.0013), HT3 vs HTS (P=.0193), and HT4 vs HTS (P=.0129). These 

contrasts imply, respectively, a negative Hl-effect, a positive H3-

effect and a positive H2-effect—a pattern consistent with that 

predicted by Hypothesis #6. Still, since other tests for similar 

effects are not significant, these contrasts may be the result of 

significant HT-effects. In any case, this pattern provides marginal 

support for Hypothesis #6. 

In all, there is little evidence, regarding projected-wearout, 

that HTl performs worse than other HTs. Nor does PROJECTED WEAROUT 

seem directly related to the presence or absence of affect-engaging 

humor dimensions (H2 and H3) . Although two affect-engaging HTs (HT2 

and HTS) do demonstrate less adjusted wearout than HTl, two others 

(HT3 and HT4) are not significantly different from HTl. Perhaps the 

original hypothesis should be modified to state: HD-humor that 

produces strong positive affect will help to lessen wearout. The 

affect associated with HT4 (sentimental comedy) may not be strong 

enough, and the affect associated with H3 (satire) may be too 

negative. The affect produced by HT2 and HTS (sentimental humor and 
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full comedy) is by comparison both stronger and more positive. In any 

case, no HT performed significantly worse than the NHC. 

In summary, when PROJECTED WEAROUT is measured directly, 

only one finding is evident. The unadjusted measure of PROJECTED 

WEAROUT is affected by the type of HD-humor employed (HT2 exhibits 

less PROJECTED WEAROUT than other HTs). However, when PROJECTED 

WEAROUT is adjusted by CURRENT ATTENTION, all hypotheses related to 

PROJECTED WEAROUT are supported. The adjusted measure of PROJECTED 

WEAROUT is not influenced by HD-humor generally; it is influenced by 

the type of humor employed (HTl-S) and—possibly— by the presence (or 

absence) of certain underlying humor dimensions (Hl-3). 

7.4 Measures of Comprehension 

This section considers three levels of comprehension: 

DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION, MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION and HUMOR-

COMPREHENSION. This classification incorporates distinctions that 

were made earlier regarding semantics and pragmatics (see chapter 4). 

DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION parallels semantic meaning. It refers 

to the viewer's ability to understand, recall and describe specific 

details contained in an ad. Of course, subjects may recall many 

details without understanding the ad's message or its humor. 

MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION and HUMOR-COMPREHENSION are both forms of 

pragmatic inference. MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION is a subject's ability to 

identify the main point or purpose of the advertiser's message. Of 

course, viewers may comprehend the main point of a message without 

understanding all of its details and without understanding its humor. 
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HUMOR-COMPREHENSION refers to each subject's ability to under

stand and appreciate any humor contained in the ad. HUMOR-

COMPREHENSION includes but is not limited to the recognition of 

humorous intent. Of course, viewers may comprehend an ad's humor 

without understanding its central message and without paying attention 

to important details. 

Ordinarily, if the ad's message is integrated into a humorous 

superstructure (so that the ad has a HD-structure) and if the humor 

relates to the advertiser's message (so that it is thematically-

related), then the ability of a viewer to understand the ad's humor 

will depend upon and facilitate both DESCRIPTIVE-and MESSAGE-

COMPREHENSION. In short, although DESCRIPTIVE-, MESSAGE-, and HUMOR-

COMPREHENSION are conceptually independent constructs, in the case of 

ads such as those used in this study (that is, ads which employ 

thematically-related humor within humor-dominant message structures), 

all three forms of comprehension are expected to partially depend upon 

and facilitate each other. Most importantly, for the purpose of this 

analysis, it is assumed that moderate DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION 

(semantic meaning) is required to achieve significant MESSAGE- or 

HUMOR-COMPREHENSION (pragmatic meaning). 

The hypotheses relevant to this section are derived from 

Global Propositions IC, IF, 2C, 3A and 5 and Specific Propositions 2 

and 3 (see sections 6.1.1 and 6.1.2): 

H7. Regarding DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION and MESSAGE-

COMPREHENSION, there should not be a G-effect. Some humorous 

treatments should do better and others worse than the nonhumorous 
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controls. This hypothesis directly challenges the belief that humor 

GENERALLY interferes with message COMPREHENSION. 

HTs > NHC > HTs 

H8. Regarding DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION and MESSAGE-

COMPREHENSION, there should be significant HT effects. Specifically, 

since HT2 requires less cognitive processing, it should demonstrate 

lower levels of recall and comprehension. 

HT2 < All Other HTs 

H9. Regarding DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION and MESSAGE-

COMPREHENSION, significant HT-effects should be related to underlying 

humor dimensions. Specifically, the four HTs involving HI (wit) 

should demonstrate higher levels of recall and comprehension than the 

one HT that does not contain HI (HT2). 

HIO. Regarding HUMOR-COMPREHENSION, there should be a G-effect. 

This hypothesis serves as the primary manipulation check. Humor 

treatments should be perceived as more humorous on three levels: as a 

whole, per treatment, and per ad. Thus, 

Average HT > NHC 

Each HT > NHC 

Each HD-ad > Each NH ad 

7.4.1 Descriptive-Comprehension 

Does humor affect a subject's ability to comprehend and recall 

specific details about an ad? Such details might include scenes, 

images, characters, phrases, the use of music, animation or endorsers, 

and other visual or verbal elements. In brief, this measure attempts 
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to assess the subject's understanding of an ad's content considered 

apart from its purpose. Further, do different kinds of humor enhance 

or diminish this ability? 

A subject's ability to comprehend, recall and describe the 

content an ad might be affected by (1) prior exposure to the ad, (2) 

the position of the ad within the sequence, and/or (3) the amount of 

attention generated by the ad. SEQUENCE POSITION, AD-FAMILIARITY and 

CURRENT ATTENTION were tested as potential covariates for this 

analysis. After considering various ANCOVA results, it was determined 

that only CURRENT ATTENTION (an average of INITIAL ATTENTION, HELD 

ATTENTION and CURRENT INTEREST) should be used as a covariate. 

DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION is therefore analyzed using both ANOVA and 

ANCOVA (with CURRENT ATTENTION as a covariate). Hypothesis #7 is 

tested using 6-way analyses. Hypotheses #8 and #9 are tested using 5-

way analyses. 

DESCRIPTIVE COMPREHENSION: 

Observed 
Means 

HT3 2.68 
HTS 2.57 
HT4 2.46 
HT2 2.45 
NHC 2.37 
HTl 2.35 

Effect 
Size 

.30 

.14 
-.01 
-.02 
-.14 
-.17 

Adjusted 
Means 

HT3 2.65 
HTS 2.59 
HT2 2.50 
NHC 2.47 
HT4 2.41 
HTl 2.38 

Effect 
Size 

.21 

.13 
— 

-.04 
-.13 
-.18 

Unadjusted treatment means suggest that humorous ads are somewhat 

easier to describe than nonhumorous ads. Four HTs rate higher in 

DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION than the NHC, and the fifth HT rates about 
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the same. HT3 and HTS score higher than other HTs, while HTl rates 

lower. The adjusted means present a somewhat similar pattern. The 

two chief differences between observed and adjusted means involve HT4 

and the NHC: HT4 rates lower while the NHC performs better. 

Does HD-humor generally impair (or enhance) DESCRIPTIVE-

COMPREHENSION? The unadjusted means indicate that the NHC scores 

somewhat lower than four of the HTs (effect size = -.14). However, 

results of a 6-way ANOVA (table 7.12) do not support a G-effect 

regarding DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION. The main effect for humor is 

very significant (P<=.0001) and the planned linear contrast comparing 

the NHC to an average of all HTs is highly significant (P=.0027), but 

only two pairwise contrasts comparing individual HTs to the NHC are 

significant (P<=.0002). Three HTs (HTl, HT2 and HT4) do not differ 

significantly from the NHC. Thus, the results of the 6-way ANOVA 

partially support Hypothesis #7: HD-humor does not generally affect a 

subject's ability to understand the specific content of an ad. 

Do certain HTs systematically affect DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION? 

Results of the S-way ANOVA only partly support Hypothesis #8. 

Apparently, there are significant HT-effects, but the specific effects 

observed are not those predicted. Unadjusted means suggest that HT3 

ads (satire) are more accurately described than other HTs (effect size 

= .30), while HTl ads (comic wit) are less accurately described 

(effect size = -.17). In a S-way ANOVA (table 7.12), the main effect 

for humor is significant (P=.0001), and four of the five single-

degree-of-freedom contrasts comparing HTs to an average of all other 

HTs are significant (P<=.0362). These findings suggest that HTs do 
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TABLE 7.12 

ANOVA RESULTS FOR "DESCRIPTIVE COMPREHENSION" 

SIX-WAY ANOVA RESULTS (R-SQUARE = .301): 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

df 

208 
1215 
1423 

9 
170 

5 
4 
20 

Sum of 
Squares 

278 
646 
924 

14 
216 

16 
9 
22 

Mean 
Square 

1.34 
0.53 

• 

F Value 

2.51 

2.83 
2.38 

6.13 
4.24 
2.03 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0027 

.0001 

.0001 

.0021 

.0047 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT 

HTs v NHC 

HTl v NHC 
HT2 V NHC 
HT3 V NHC 
HT4 V NHC 
HTS V NHC 

9.04 

1 
10 

.0027 

.01 
2.56 
18.06 
.25 

13.53 

.9428 

.1099 

.0001 

.6155 

.0002 

* 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT-EFFECTS: (R2=.346): 

Humor 4 13 

4 
2 
4 

HTl 
HT2 
HT3 
HT4 
HTS 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 

6.60 

9.22 
.34 

9.03 
4.40 
7.20 

.0001 

.0025 

.5587 

.0027 

.0362 

.0074 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR D-EFFECTS (HI, H2 AND H3): 

2 V 4 (HI) ] 
1 V 4 (H3) ] 
3 V 5 (H3) 1 
4 V 5 (H2) ] 
1 V 3 (H2) : 

— 

— 

-

L 4 
L 7 

.86 

.36 

.04 
9.07 
13.56 

.3539 

.5500 

.8419 

.0027 

.0002 

* 

* 
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differ from each other regarding a subject's ability to understand and 

recall specific details. Specifically, HT3 and HTS (satire and full 

comedy) exhibit greater DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION, while HTl (comic 

wit) exhibits less. 

Finally, is there any evidence that the observed HT-effects can 

be explained by underlying humor dimensions? In the 5-way ANOVA, two 

of the "nested" contrasts are significant. More importantly, both of 

these contrasts indicate a positive H2-effect: HT4 vs HTS (P=.0027) 

and HTl vs HT3 (P=.0002). Apparently, the addition of H2 

(dispositional humor) enhances a subject's ability or motivation to 

comprehend and/or describe the details of an ad. Perhaps the images 

of aggression associated with dispositional humor heighten a subject's 

vigilance and/or the strength of associated memories. These results 

only partly support Hypothesis #9. As predicted, there is a 

significant dimensional effect, but the D-effect observed (a positive 

H2-effect) is not the effect predicted (a negative Hl-effect). 

In the ANCOVA, CURRENT ATTENTION proves a useful covariate 

(P<=.0001). It accounts for 4% of the total variance and 13% of 

explained variance. R-square increases from .30 to .35 and MSE is 

marginally reduced from .73 to .70. More importantly, this covariate 

removes from DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION variance that is directly 

related to the level of attention associated with each ad. As a 

result, the ANOVAs and the ANCOVAs treat two related but distinct 

constructs: (1) the ANOVAs examine the cumulative effect of the 

exposure manipulation on DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION (including effects 
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carried over from preceding processing states—like attention), and 

(2) the ANCOVAs examine the direct impact of the manipulation on 

DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION (having removed most antecedent effects by 

means of the covariate). 

Results from the 6-way ANCOVA (table 7.13) support Hypothesis #7 

even more strongly than the 6-way ANOVA. Although the main effect for 

humor is still significant (P=.0013), the planned linear contrast 

comparing the NHC to an average of all HTs is no longer significant 

(P=.4304) and only one single-degree-of-freedom contrast comparing an 

individual HT to the NHC is significant (HT3 vs NHC: P=.0062). Thus, 

after removing the effect of CURRENT ATTENTION, there is no evidence 

that HD-humor generally impairs (or enhances) DESCRIPTIVE-

COMPREHENSION. 

Results of the 5-way ANCOVA (table 7.13) are virtually the same 

as those from the 5-way ANOVA. The main effect for humor is very 

significant (P<=.0001), the same four planned contrasts comparing 

individual HTs to an average to all other HTs are significant 

(P<=.0490), and the same two dimensional contrasts are significant 

(P<=.0068). As previously discussed, these findings only partially 

support Hypotheses #8 and #9. That is, as predicted, there are 

significant HT- and D-effects, but the the HT- and D-effects that are 

observed are not those hypothesized. Clearly, DESCRIPTIVE-

COMPREHENSION is not, as hypothesized, enhanced by the intellectual 

activity associated with incongruity humor (HI). On the contrary, 

DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION appears positively related to two humorous 

ad forms that employ dispositional humor (satire and full comedy), 
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TABLE 7 .13 

ANCOVA RESULTS FOR "DESCRIPTIVE COMPREHENSION" 

SIX-WAY ANCOVA RESULTS (R-SQUARE = . 3 4 6 ) : 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

df 

209 
1211 
1420 

9 
170 

5 
4 
20 

Experience 1 

Sum of 
Squares 

318 
600 
918 

13 
214 

10 
14 
19 
40 

Mean 
Square 

1.52 
.50 

F Value 

3.07 

2.97 
2.55 

4.01 
6.87 
1.87 
80.86 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0017 

.0001 

.0013 

.0001 

.0113 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT: 

HTs V NHC 1 - .62 .4304 

1 

4 

2 

HTl V NHC 
HT2 V NHC 
HT3 V NHC 
HT4 V NHC 
HTS V NHC 

2.11 
.25 

7.50 
.84 

3.19 

.1466 

.6137 

.0062 

.3606 

.0743 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT-EFFECTS: (R2=.379): 

Humor 11 5.81 .0001 

HTl V HTs 1 A 
HT2 V HTs 1 
HT3 V HTs 1 4 
HT4 V HTs 1 2 
HTS V HTs 1 3 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR D-EFFECTS (HI, H2 AND H3): 

2 V 4 (HI) 1 1 
1 V 4 (H3) 1 
3 V 5 (H3) 1 
4 V 5 (H2) 1 3 
1 V 3 (H2) 1 6 

9.58 .0020 
.03 .8592 

8.18 .0043 
3.89 .0490 
5.48 .0194 

1, H2 AND H3): 

1.21 .2722 
.51 .4753 
.10 .7561 

7.37 .0068 
3.18 .0003 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 
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while it is negatively related to two HTs that do not employ 

dispositional humor (sentimental comedy and comic wit). 

In summary, DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION is not generally affected 

by the use of HD-humor, but satire (HT3) and (full comedy) (HTS) rate 

higher than the NHC and other HTs, while comic wit (HTl) rates worse. 

This pattern may be partially explained by a positive D-effect related 

to the presence of dispositional humor (H2). 

7.4.2 Message-Comprehension 

Does humor have any effect on a subject's ability to comprehend 

the main point of an ad? For example, an ad may be designed to 

announce that an established product has been improved (Almost Home 

Cookies) or that consumers should feel free to resist the dictates of 

established brands (RC Cola). These central themes are usually, 

though not always, made explicit visually and/or verbally. Do 

different kinds of humor enhance or diminish comprehension of the 

underlying message? 

A subject's ability to comprehend and explain the main point of 

an ad might be affected by (1) prior exposure to the ad, (2) the 

position of the ad within the sequence, (3) the amount of attention 

generated by the ad, and/or (4) a subject's ability to comprehend the 

visual and verbal content of the ad. SEQUENCE POSITION, AD-

FAMILIARITY, CURRENT ATTENTION and DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION were 

tested as potential covariates for this analysis. After considering 

various ANCOVA results, it was determined that only DESCRIPTIVE-

COMPREHENSION should be used as a covariate. (DESCRIPTIVE-
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COMPREHENSION largely captures the cumulative impact of familiarity 

and attention.) MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION is therefore analyzed using 

both ANOVA and ANCOVA (with DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION as a covariate). 

Hypothesis #7 is tested using 6-way analyses. Hypotheses #8 and #9 

are tested using S-way analyses. 

An inspection of unadjusted treatment means and effect sizes 

suggest that subjects generally found it easier to discern the central 

themes of humorous ads. Four HTs rate higher than the NHC, and the 

fifth HT rates about the same. HT3 (satire) scores much higher than 

other HTs, while HTl rates lower. The adjusted means and effect sizes 

present a somewhat similar pattern, although the general superiority 

of HTs over the NHC is less clear. In the ANCOVA, HTS is rated much 

lower, and only HT3 (satire) performs substantially better than the 

improved NHC. 

MESSAGE COMPREHENSION: 

Observed 
Means 

HT3 2.74 
HTS 2.53 
HT2 2.47 
HT4 2.47 
NHC 2.36 
HTl 2.33 

Effect 
Size 

.44 

.10 
— 

— 

-.18 
-.23 

Adjusted 
Means 

HT3 2.65 
HT2 2.51 
HT4 2.50 
HTS 2.45 
NHC 2.44 
HTl 2.42 

Effect 
Size 

.23 
— 

-.01 
-.11 
-.11 
-.15 

In general, does humor impair (or enhance) MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION? 

Results of a 6-way ANOVA (table 7.14) do not support a general humor 

effect regarding MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION. The main effect for humor is 

very significant (P<=.0001) and the planned linear contrast comparing 
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TABLE 7.14 

ANOVA RESULTS FOR "MESSAGE COMPREHENSION" 

SIX-WAY ANOVA RESULTS (R-SQUARE = .341): 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

df 

208 
1215 
1423 

9 
170 

S 
4 
20 

Sum of 
Squares 

340 
659 
999 

15 
244 

19 
3 
56 

Mean 
Square 

1. 
0. 
64 
54 

F Value 

3.02 

3.16 
2.65 

7.09 
1.34 
5.16 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0009 

.0001 

.0001 

.2533 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT 

HTs V NHC 9.82 ,0018 

HTl V NHC 
HT2 V NHC 
HT3 V NHC 
HT4 V NHC 
HTS V NHC 

2 
16 
1 
2 

.06 
3.83 
30.16 
1.42 
4.56 

.8074 

.0506 

.0001 

.2330 

.0329 

* 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT-EFFECTS: (R2=.381): 

Humor 15 

HTl V HTs ] 
HT2 V HTs ] 
HT3 V HTs ] 
HT4 V HTs ] 
HTS V HTs : 

L 7 
— 

L 11 
L 1 
1 — 

7.38 

13.60 
.03 

22.02 
2.11 
.06 

.0001 

.0002 

.8580 

.0001 

.1464 

.8111 

* 

* 

* 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR D-EFFECTS (HI, H2 AND H3): 

2 V 4 (HI) ] 
1 V 4 (H3) ] 
3 V 5 (H3) ] 
4 V 5 (H2) ] 
1 V 3 (H2) ] 

— 

L 1 
L 4 
L 1 
L 13 

1.00 
2.03 
7.37 
1.13 
26.12 

.3183 

.1545 

.0068 

.2872 

.0001 

* 

* 
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the NHC to an average of all HTs is highly significant (P=.0018), but 

only two pairwise contrasts comparing individual HTs to the NHC are 

significant (P<=.0329). Three HTs (HTl, HT2 and HT4) do not differ 

significantly from the NHC. Thus, the results of the 6-way ANOVA 

support Hypothesis #7: humor does not generally impair (or enhance) a 

subject's ability to understand the main point of an ad. These 

results are nearly identical to the results of the 6-way ANOVA 

conducted on DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION. 

Do specific HTs enhance or diminish MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION? 

Results of the S-way ANOVA only partly support Hypothesis #8. 

Although there are significant HT-effects, the effects observed are 

not those predicted. The unadjusted treatment means suggest that HT3 

is understood more than other HTs (effect size = .44), while HTl is 

understood less (effect size = -.23). In a S-way ANOVA (table 7.4.3), 

the main effect for humor is very significant (P<=.0001), and two of 

the five single-degree-of-freedom contrasts comparing HTs to an 

average of all other HTs are highly significant (HT3: P<=.0001 and 

HTl: P<=.0002). These data suggest that HTs do differ regarding a 

subject's ability to understand and explain an ad's central point. 

Specifically, HT3 (satire) exhibits significantly greater MESSAGE-

COMPREHENSION, while HTl (comic wit) exhibits significantly less. 

Finally, is there any evidence that HT-effects can be explained 

by underlying humor dimensions? In the 5-way ANOVA, two of the 

"nested contrasts" are significant (P<=.0068). However, one indicates 

a positive H2-effect, while the other indicates a negative H3-effect. 

Since other "nested contrasts" designed to test for these same effects 
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are not significant and since both contrasts involve HT3 or HTl, 

significance might be a consequence of the HT-effects noted above. 

Hence, these results do not support Hypothesis #9: there is no clear 

evidence for a D-effect related to MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION. 

In the 6-way ANCOVA, DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION is a highly 

significant covariate (P<=.0001). In fact, DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION 

accounts for 20% of the total variance and 37% of explained variance. 

R-square increases from .30 to .35 and MSE is reduced from .73 to .70. 

More importantly, this covariate removes from MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION 

all variance that is directly related to DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION. 

As a result, the ANOVAs and the ANCOVAs treat two related but distinct 

constructs: (1) the ANOVAs examine the cumulative effect of the humor 

manipulation on MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION (including effects carried over 

from preceding processing states—like DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION), 

while (2) the ANCOVAs examine the specific impact of the manipulation 

on MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION (having removed most antecedent effects by 

means of the covariate). 

Results from the 6-way ANCOVA (table 7.15) support Hypothesis #7 

even more strongly than the 6-way ANOVA. Although the main effect for 

humor type is still significant (P=.OOSS), the planned linear contrast 

comparing the NHC to an average of all HTs is no longer significant 

(P=.0804) and only one single-degree-of-freedom contrast comparing an 

individual HT to the NHC is significant (HT3 vs NHC: P=.0002). Thus, 

after removing the effect of DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION, there is no 

evidence that HD-ads generally impair (or enhance) MESSAGE-
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TABLE 7.15 

ANCOVA RESULTS FOR "MESSAGE COMPREHENSION" 

SIX-WAY ANCOVA RESULTS (R-SQUARE = .545): 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 
Des-Comp 

df 

209 
1214 
1423 

9 
170 

5 
4 
20 
1 

Sum of 
Squares 

545 
454 
999 

15 
244 

6 
2 
43 
204 

Mean 
Square 

2.61 
.37 

F Value 

6.96 

4.57 
3.84 

3.32 
1.50 
5.79 

546.49 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0055 

.2006 

.0001 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT 

HTs V NHC 3.06 .0804 

HTl V NHC 
HT2 V NHC 
HT3 V NHC 
HT4 V NHC 
HTS V NHC 

1 
5 

.12 
1.64 
13.94 
1.21 
.01 

.7327 

.2004 

.0002 

.2719 

.9174 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT-EFFECTS: (R2=.S38): 

Humor 

HTl 
HT2 
HT3 
HT4 
HTS 

HTs 
HTs 
HTs 
HTs 
HTs 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

2 

5 

1 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR D-EFFECTS (HI, H2 AND H3): 

2 V 4 
1 V 4 
3 V 5 
4 V 5 
1 V 3 

(HI) 
(H3) 
(H3) 
(H2) 
(H2) 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
3 

3.87 

6.17 
.30 

13.39 
.21 

1.65 

.0040 

.0132 

.5838 

.0003 

.6474 

.1999 

HI, H2 AND H3): 

.38 
1.69 
9.14 
.27 

13.97 

.5393 

.1940 

.0026 

.6021 

.0002 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 
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COMPREHENSION. Again, these results parallel those observed regarding 

DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION. 

Results of the 5-way ANCOVA (table 7.15) are virtually the same 

as those from the S-way ANOVA. The main effect for humor is 

moderately significant (P<=.0040), the same two single-degree-of-

freedom contrasts comparing individual HTs to an average to all other 

HTs are significant (P<=.0132), and the same two dimensional contrasts 

are significant (P<=.0026). As previously discussed, these findings 

only partially support Hypothesis #8 and fail to support Hypothesis 

#9. The significant HT-effects are not those hypothesized. Clearly, 

MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION is not, as hypothesized, enhanced by the 

intellectual activity associated with incongruity humor (HI). On the 

contrary, MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION is positively related to satire (HT3) 

and negatively related to comic wit (HTl). 

In summary, MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION is not generally affected by 

the use of HD-humor, but satire (HT3) is rated higher than the NHC and 

other HTs, while comic wit (HTl) is rated lower. These HT-effects are 

not explained by any dimensional effect. 

7.4.3 Humor-Comprehension 

This section addresses three questions. Were HTs actually 

considered more humorous than the NHC? Was each individual HD-ad 

considered more humorous than each NHC ad? And did HTs vary in regard 

to level of perceived humor? Before discussing the data, two broader 

issues require preliminary discussion. What kind of humor is measured 

by this item? And what is the purpose of this measure (this 
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manipulation check) in regard to the analyses reported in chapters 7 

and 8? 

Humor research can involve several kinds of manipulation: (1) a 

physical manipulation that results in EXPOSURE TO HUMOR STIMULI, (2) a 

signaling manipulation that results in the RECOGNITION OF HUMOROUS 

INTENT, and (3) an interpretive manipulation that results in 

PERCEIVED HUMOR (comprehension and appreciation). In fact, this 

study's most important hypotheses rest on yet another kind of humor 

manipulation, that is, (4) a manipulation of humorous message forms 

that results in DIFFERENT KINDS OF HUMOR AND MESSAGE PROCESSING. 

Which sort of humor manipulation was measured by this item? 

Subjects were asked, "How HUMOROUS was each ad?" Then all the ads 

that they had viewed were listed. Subjects recorded their answers on 

a 7-point scale (-3/+3) anchored by "Not At All Humorous" and 

"Extremely Humorous." Since all tasks and instructions preceding 

these items encouraged subjects to adopt a personal perspective in 

their responses, it was expected that subjects would view this 

question as a measure of their own HUMOR APPRECIATION. Still, some 

subjects, including those who are less disposed to enjoy humor and 

those who disliked the specific ads used in the study, could interpret 

the question more impersonally to mean "Do you think that this ad was 

intended to be humorous?" or "Do you think that other people might 

find this ad humorous?" In order to see whether such confusion 

occurred, the administrator asked (while debriefing several early 

administration groups) how various subjects had understood the 

question. In those groups, the question was consistently interpreted 
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to mean the subject's own "perceived humor" and not "the perception of 

humorous intent" or "someone else's perception of humor." 

Although perceived humor implies successful exposure and 

successful recognition of humorous intent, the failure to perceive or 

appreciate humor does not imply an unsuccessful exposure or even a 

failure to recognize humorous intent. For this reason, a successful 

manipulation of PERCEIVED HUMOR was not required for observations used 

in this chapter. The only requirement for observations used in this 

chapter was MANIPULATED HUMOR (controlled exposure to humorous 

stimuli). That is, the researcher assumed that the humor stimulus 

might significantly affect attention and comprehension, even when 

subjects fail to understand or appreciate the humor. On the other 

hand, PERCEIVED HUMOR is probably required to facilitate higher order 

effects, such as, attitude change and belief formation. For this 

reason, a_ successful manipulation of PERCEIVED HUMOR was required for 

observations used in Chapter 8^. 

Humor appreciation (perceived humor) may be threatened by the 

analytical/serious/artificial nature of experimentation. By design 

and administration, this experiment employed several tactics to reduce 

such threats, to encourage humor response, and to facilitate the 

recall and report of that response. For instance, by the time 

subjects reached the humor appreciation items, previous tasks had 

obliged them to mentally rehearse each ad (and any attendant humor 

experience) several times. Mnemonics were provided to promote fuller 

recall. The two questions that immediately preceded the humor 
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appreciation items were "How EMOTIONAL was each ad?" and "How 

ENJOYABLE was each ad?" In short, as a result of preceding response 

tasks, ad-related humorous memories and humor-produced affect should 

have been particularly salient when subjects responded to the HUMOR-

COMPREHENSION items. Thus, subjects who experienced even a modest 

amount of perceived humor should have reported it. 

Each subject's ability to comprehend the humor in an ad might be 

affected by (1) prior exposure to the ad, (2) the subject's level of 

attention, (3) level of DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION, and/or (4) level of 

MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION. Accordingly, AD-FAMILIARITY, CURRENT 

ATTENTION, DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION and MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION were 

tested as potential covariates in this analysis. After considering 

various ANCOVA results, it was determined that CURRENT ATTENTION (an 

average of INITIAL ATTENTION, HELD ATTENTION and CURRENT INTEREST) 

should be used as a covariate. HUMOR-COMPREHENSION is therefore 

analyzed using both ANOVA and ANCOVA (with CURRENT ATTENTION as a 

covariate). Hypothesis #10 is tested using 6-way analyses. S-way 

analyses, means and cell frequencies are reported in order to address 

other questions concerning HUMOR-COMPREHENSION. 

Unadjusted and adjusted treatment means indicate that in general 

and individually HTs were considered much more humorous than the NHC. 

Four HTs have positive PERCEIVED HUMOR means. Although the fifth HT 

(HT2) is marginally negative, compared to the NHC it is relatively 

humorous. Whether one considers the unadjusted or adjusted means, the 

NHC is very nonhumorous. Besides demonstrating a strong G-effect, 

these means also indicate HT-effects involving HTS and HT2. HTS (full 



391 

comedy) is rated more humorous, and HT2 (sentimental humor), less 

humorous than other HTs. 

HUMOR COMPREHENSION: 

The 6-Way 5-Way The 6-Way S-Way 
Observed Effect Effect Adjusted Effect Effect 
Means Size Size Means Size Size 

HTS 1.49 1.01 .58 HTS 1.25 .88 .63 
HT3 .94 .62 .21 HT3 .66 .40 .14 
HTl .56 .36 -.04 HTl .46 .24 -.01 
HT4 .42 .26 -.13 HT4 .27 .09 -.17 
HT2 -.27 - .23 -.60 HT2 -.32 -.38 -.59 
NHC -1.62 -1.19 NHC -1.38 -1.23 

As a whole, were HTs significantly more humorous than the NHC? 

Results of a 6-way ANOVA (table 7.16) suggest that they were, that is, 

PERCEIVED HUMOR was successfully manipulated. The main effect for 

humor type, the planned linear contrast comparing the NHC to an 

average of all HTs, and all pairwise contrasts comparing individual 

HTs to the NHC are very significant (P<=.0001). In fact, 22% of the 

total variance for PERCEIVED HUMOR is associated with the contrast 

between HTs and the NHC (39% of the explained variance). The 6-way 

ANCOVA (which uses CURRENT ATTENTION as a covariate) produces very 

similar results (table 7.17). 

Another way to compare the perceived humor of various treatments 

is to consider the number of subjects who rated them "positively" 

(+1/+3) on the HUMOROUS scale. Only 6% of the sample placed NHC ads 

in the positive range. By contrast, 62% rated HT-ads as being 

"positively" humorous. Table 7.18 compares positive humor evaluations 

across treatments. 
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TABLE 7.16 

ANOVA RESULTS FOR "HUMOR COMPREHENSION" 

SIX-WAY ANOVA RESULTS (R-SQUARE = .577): 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

df 

208 
1214 
1422 

9 
170 

5 
4 
20 

Sum of 
Squares 

3312 
2426 
5738 

148 
980 

1588 
121 
420 

Mean 
Square 

15, 
2. 
92 
00 

F Value 

7.97 

8.21 
2.88 

158.99 
15.12 
10.50 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT; 

HTs V NHC 1 1289 645.16 .0001 

HTl 
HT2 
HT3 
HT4 
HTS 

V NHC 
V NHC 
V NHC 
V NHC 
V NHC 

581 
212 
697 
489 
1131 

290.54 
105.87 
348.86 
244.64 
566.27 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT-EFFECTS: (R2=.480): 

Humor 282 31.85 .0001 

HTl V HTs ] 
HT2 V HTs ] 
HT3 V HTs ] 
HT4 V HTs ] 
HTS V HTs ] 

-

L 148 
L 10 
L 10 
L 154 

.05 
66.85 
4.56 
4.58 
69.37 

.8217 

.0001 

.0331 

.0326 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR D-EFFECTS (HI, H2 AND H3): 

2 V 4 (HI) ] 
1 V 4 (H3) ] 
3 V 5 (H3) ] 
4 V 5 (H2) ] 
1 V 3 (H2) ] 

L 30 
L 3 
L 31 
L 97 
L S 

13.47 
1.50 
14.13 
43.58 
2.08 

.0003 

.2216 

.0002 

.0001 

.1497 

* 

* 

* 
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TABLE 7.17 

ANCOVA RESULTS FOR "HUMOR COMPREHENSION" 

SIX-WAY ANCOVA RESULTS (R-SQUARE = .671): 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 
Attention 

df 

209 
1210 
1419 

9 
170 

5 
4 
20 
1 

Sum of 
Squares 

3841 
1886 
5727 

144 
977 

1056 
77 
246 
532 

Mean 
Square 

18 
1 
.38 
.56 

F Value 

11. 

10. 
3 

135 
12 
7 

341 

79 

29 
.69 

.43 

.35 

.90 

.52 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT: 

HTs VNHC 1 836 536.19 .0001 

HTl V NHC 
HT2 V NHC 
HT3 V NHC 
HT4 V NHC 
HTS V NHC 

391 
132 
478 
316 
776 

251.13 
84.63 
306.52 
202.52 
497.79 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT-EFFECIS: (R2=.633): 

Humor 4 216 34.47 .0001 

HTl V HTs 
HT2 V HTs 
HT3 V HTs 
HT4 V HTs 
HTS V HTs 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

ED" CONTRASTS THAT 

2 V 4 (HI) 
1 V 4 (H3) 
3 V 5 (H3) 
4 V S (H2) 
1 V 3 (H2) 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

110 
6 
9 

124 

TEST 

21 
3 
28 
80 
2 

.01 
70.38 
3.67 
5.81 
79.00 

.9053 

.0001 

.0559 

.0161 

.0001 

HI, H2 AND H3): 

13.26 
2.14 
18.09 
50.78 
1.54 

.0003 

.1435 

.0001 

.0001 

.2142 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 



6% 

62% 

83% 

68% 

63% 

58% 

40% 

-1.62 

.62 

1.49 

.94 

.54 

.42 

-0.27 

394 

TABLE 7.18 

HUMOR-COMPREHENSION BY TREATMENT 

+1/+3 Mean 

Nonhumorous Controls 

All Humorous Ads 

HTS (full comedy) 

HT3 (satire) 

HTl (comic wit) 

HT4 (sentimental comedy) 

HT2 (sentimental humor) 

Although the mean for HT2 (sentimental humor) is slightly nonhumorous 

(-0.27), compared to the NHC (-1.62), it is 'relatively' humorous. 

In summary, in regard to HUMOR-COMPREHENSION (and the 

manipulation of PERCEIVED HUMOR), abundant data (positive humor 

frequencies, treatment means and the 6-way analyses) strongly support 

the first two parts of Hypothesis #10. That is, both generally and 

individually, HTs are considered more humorous than the NHC. 

A still stronger test of the PERCEIVED HUMOR manipulation 

requires an analysis of individual ads. Were all HT-ads considered 

more humorous than all NHC ads? Table 7.19 summarizes humor ratings 

by HT and by ad. Generally, HT-ads were rated much higher in 

perceived humor than any of the NHC ads. Eighteen of the 25 HT-ads 

(72%) had mean PERCEIVED HUMOR scores greater than zero, and in 16 of 

these cases (64% of the total) at least half of the subjects reported 

"positive" humor (+1/+3). 
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PERCEIVED HUMOR BY INDIVIDUAL AD 

395 

-3 -2 - 1 0 Mean N 1-3 

HTl 
Burger King 
Jeno's 
Dr. Pepper 
Sure 
Nissan 

HT2 
Pizza Hut 
Juicy Fruit 
Coke 
Crest 
Chevy 

HT3 
Dairy Queen 
Take Five 
Pepsi 
Energizer 
AT&T Phones 

HT4 
Ar by' s 
Kit Kat 
Milk 
Visine 
Zenith 

HTS 
Wendy's 
Almost Home 
RC Cola 
Bic Shaver 
Merlin 

ALL HTs 
All NHC 
McDonald's 
Milky Way 
Welch's 
Actifed 
Mazda 

ALL HTs (%) 
ALL NHC (%) 

23 
2 
6 
— 

6 
9 

40 
5 
2 
5 
16 
12 

IS 
3 
2 
3 
4 
3 

26 
4 
1 
_ 

15 
6 

8 
2 
1 
1 
2 
2 

112 
148 
19 
27 
33 
38 
31 

10 
42 

16 
2 
1 
3 
6 
4 

12 
2 
1 
2 
2 
5 

14 
3 
2 
3 
4 
2 

16 
2 
2 
1 
8 
3 

6 
1 
1 
1 
3 
— 

64 
S3 
10 
12 
12 
14 
5 

6 
15 

17 
4 
6 
1 
4 
2 

35 
7 
1 
6 
13 
8 

17 
4 
2 
3 
3 
S 

24 
6 
9 
1 
3 
5 

14 
4 
3 
3 
3 
1 

107 
58 
12 
12 
11 
9 
14 

10 
16 

23 
6 
3 
1 
6 
7 

44 
6 
6 
6 
11 
15 

22 
10 
3 
8 
1 
— 

25 
7 
8 
— 

5 
5 

9 
1 
1 
4 
2 
1 

123 
74 
21 
17 
9 
8 
19 

12 
21 

58 
11 
13 
8 
9 
17 

59 
11 
17 
12 
6 
13 

46 
8 
7 
10 
12 
9 

S3 
7 
25 
11 
3 
7 

45 
10 
14 
12 
7 
2 

261 
16 
4 
6 
1 
2 
3 

25 
4 

46 
12 
5 
12 
5 
12 

20 
4 
6 
3 
4 
3 

S3 
6 
17 
5 
20 
5 

41 
5 
9 
17 
4 
6 

68 
15 
13 
14 
12 
14 

228 
6 
3 
1 
-

1 
1 

21 
2 

29 
15 
2 
9 
1 
2 

7 
1 
4 
— 

1 
1 

46 
2 
19 
2 
10 
13 

30 
4 
1 
22 
-

3 

60 
20 
5 
14 
5 
16 

172 
1 
1 
-

-

-

— 

16 
— 

.56 
1.27 
.08 

1.53 
-0.32 

.19 

-0.27 
-0.11 

.86 
-0.21 
-0.91 
-0.56 

.94 

.19 
1.65 
.24 

1.09 
1.08 

.42 

.20 

.55 
2.08 

-1.39 
-0.03 

1.49 
1.66 
1.24 
1.51 
.91 

1.97 

.62 
-1.62 
-1.09 
-1.45 
-2.02 
-2.04 
-1.53 

.62 
-1.62 

212 
52 
36 
34 
37 
S3 

217 
36 
37 
34 
S3 
57 

213 
36 
52 
34 
54 
37 

214 
35 
55 
52 
38 
35 

208 
S3 
38 
49 
34 
36 

1067 
356 
70 
75 
66 
72 
73 

1067 
356 

63% 
73% 
56% 
85% 
41% 
58% 

40% 
44% 
73% 
44% 
21% 
30% 

68% 
44% 
83% 
50% 
78% 
73% 

58% 
46% 
64% 
96% 
18% 
46% 

83% 
85% 
84% 
82% 
71% 
89% 

62% 
6% 
11% 
9% 
2% 
4% 
5% 

62% 
6% 
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In only three cases do HT-ads have means for PERCEIVED HUMOR 

which are substantially below 0.00 (Chevy, -.56; Crest, -.91; and 

Visine, -1.39). These are also the only ads where the percentage of 

subjects who reported "positive" humor (+1/+3) fell below 40% (30%, 

21% and 18%, respectively). All three ads were judged humorous in the 

pretest. After a review of the pretest and further review of the ads 

in question, this researcher determined that these ads are legitimate 

examples of their respective HTs, but for some reason they were not 

considered humorous by subjects in the main study. Still, at least 

one administration group scored each ad fairly high on HUMOR. 

Whatever the reason for these low scores, other terms used in the 

analysis model (the SUBJECT term, the TREATMENT GROUP term, the 

PRODUCT term, and even the AD-FAMILIARITY covariate term) probably 

reduced the impact of these low scores. For example, 3 of the 5 HT-

ads in the "personal goods" product category are among the 4 least 

humorous HT commercials. This includes 2 of the 3 "worst cases" 

listed above. Another "personal goods" ad (Bic Shaver) is the least 

humorous ad in the HTS category (full comedy). The PRODUCT term 

should have captured much of the variance associated with these low 

(or lower) "personal goods" scores. In any case, only one humorous ad 

(Visine, -1.39) has lower PERCEIVED HUMOR than a NHC ad (McDonald's, -

1.09). But even in this case, more subjects reported "positive humor" 

(+1/+3) in the Visine ad (Visine, 18%; McDonald's, 11%). 

In summary, regarding HUMOR-COMPREHENSION and the third part of 

Hypothesis #10: 24 of the 25 humor-dominant ads were judged either 

absolutely or relatively more humorous than all five nonhumorous ads. 
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Three more questions require discussion before leaving the topic 

of HUMOR-COMPREHENSION. Are there significant HT-effects related to 

PERCEIVED HUMOR? Is PERCEIVED HUMOR strongly linked to a particular 

humor dimension? How much of PERCEIVED HUMOR is explained by HUMOR 

TYPE? 

In both the S-way ANOVA (table 7.16) and the 5-way ANCOVA (table 

7.17), the main effect for humor type and the two pairwise contrasts 

between HT2 and HTS and the average of all other HTs are very 

significant (P<=.0001). In the ANOVA, pairwise contrasts involving 

HT3 and HT4 are marginally significant (HT3: P<=.0331 and HT4: 

P<=.0326). In the ANCOVA, the contrast involving HT3 is no longer 

significant (P<=.0SS9), but the contrast involving HT4 is slightly 

stronger (P<=.0161). 

A reexamination of the adjusted and unadjusted S-way effect sizes 

clarifies the situation. Both before and after removing variance 

associated with CURRENT ATTENTION, HTS and HT2 differ significantly 

and substantially from other HTs (adjusted S-way effect size: .63 and 

-.59, respectively). Differences related to HT3 and HT4 are quite 

marginal (adjusted S-way effect size: .14 and -.17, respectively). 

These differences are also reflected in the percentages of "positive" 

humor reported in table 7.19: HTS is strongest (83%), HTl, HT3 and 

HT4 hold the middle ground (68-58%), and HT2 trails significantly 

(40%). Furthermore, an examination of individual ads listed in table 

7.19 suggests that the superiority of HTS (full comedy) is evident 

across all five HTS ads and the inferiority of HT2 (sentimental humor) 

is evident in most HT2 ads. In sum, for at least two HTs, the level 
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of PERCEIVED HUMOR does seem strongly related to the HUMOR TYPE 

employed. 

Is the level of PERCEIVED HUMOR related to underlying humor 

dimensions? The ANOVA and the ANCOVA exhibit the same three 

significant "nested" contrasts: a positive Hl-effect, a positive H2-

effect, and a positive H3-effect (HT2 vs HT4: P<=.0003, HT3 vs HTS: 

P<=.0002, and HT4 vs HTS: P<=.0001). At first glance, this pattern 

suggests that PERCEIVED HUMOR increases with the addition of any humor 

dimension. Although this is the general pattern of the treatment 

means (from simplest to most complex), there is one exception. HTl 

(which employs a single dimension) ranks slightly above HT4 (which 

employs two). Despite this anomaly and despite the nonsignificance of 

the other two "nested" contrasts, there is some reason to think that 

PERCEIVED HUMOR may partly depend on the number of humor dimensions 

employed. Hence, dimensional effects (or at least the number of 

dimensions) offer a plausible explanation for the HT-differences 

previously observed. 

Finally, how strong is the relationship between HUMOR TYPE and 

PERCEIVED HUMOR? Table 7.20 compares the amount of total variance 

associated with each term in four S-way analyses: (1) an ANOVA using 

all observations, (2) an ANCOVA using all observations, (3) an ANOVA 

which excludes observations that reported "negative" PERCEIVED HUMOR, 

(4) an ANCOVA which excludes observations that reported "negative" 

PERCEIVED HUMOR. The first two include the observations used in 

chapter 7; the last two include those used in chapter 8. 
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TABLE 7.20 

PERCENT OF TOTAL VARIANCE IN 
FOUR S-WAY ANALYSES 

MODEL R-SQUARE 

WITHIN EFFECTS: 

Environmental Context 

Subject 

BETWEEN EFFECTS: 

Humor Type 

HTS 
HT2 

Semantic Context 

Individual Ad 

COVARIATE: 

Current Attention 

FULL SAMPLE 
ANOVA ANCOVA 

48 

5 

23 

8 

W 
(4) 

3 

9 

63 

S 

23 

(3) 
(3) 

1 

6 

REDUCED SAMPLE 
ANOVA ANCOVA 

54 

4 

27 

10 

(5) 
(6) 

1 

12 

63 

4 

27 

(6) 

15 

As expected, the SUBJECT term (which probably captures individual 

humor taste, cognitive ability, and mood) accounts for more variance 

than any other term. The SUBJECT term has more effect on perceived 

humor for subjects who appreciate the humor (the percent of total 

variance explained increases from 23% to 27%). 

The HUMOR TYPE x PRODUCT TYPE interaction term is entirely 

confounded with the INDIVIDUAL AD term. Hence, besides including any 

true humor type x product interaction, this term also includes all ad-

related effects besides HUMOR TYPE and PRODUCT TYPE (for instance, 

music effects, visual effects, multiple arguments, endorsers, and 
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animation). This INDIVIDUAL AD term accounts for 6-12% of the total 

variance in PERCEIVED HUMOR. The INDIVIDUAL AD term has less effect 

on PERCEIVED HUMOR when attention-related variance is removed (in both 

ANCOVAs), and it has more effect when subjects appreciate the humor 

(in the reduced sample). Apparently, other appeals within the 

commercial are enhanced by the presence of humor as well as by the 

attention that humor generates. 

The HUMOR TYPE term accounts for almost as much variance the 

INDIVIDUAL AD term (6-10%). It explains 10-25% less PERCEIVED HUMOR 

when attentional effects are removed, and 20-33% more when nonnegative 

responses (0/+3) are considered alone. In short, the impact of HUMOR 

TYPE is not limited to attention. 

The ENVIRONMENTAL CONTEXT term would capture treatment sequence 

effects, context effects, time of day effects, and physical 

environment effects. This term accounts for 4-5% of PERCEIVED HUMOR. 

When the reduced set is analyzed, this figure drops, suggesting either 

(1) that subjects who respond positively are less influenced by their 

environments or (2) that subjects who are affected by environmental 

factors are less likely to appreciate the humor. In short, those 

subjects who see humor are either less distracted or less 

distractible. 

SEMANTIC CONTEXT is provided by the PRODUCT term. It represents 

the set of problem/product/attitude/belief/usage information with 

which the humor is being associated. This PRODUCT effect accounts for 

very little PERCEIVED HUMOR (1-3%). When attention-related variance 
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is removed and/or nonpositive responses are ignored, this term becomes 

negligible (0-1%). 

In sum, only one term within this analysis model (the SUBJECT 

term) explains more PERCEIVED HUMOR than HUMOR TYPE. The HUMOR TYPE 

and INDIVIDUAL AD terms account for approximately equal variance. 

Further analysis suggests that most of the HUMOR TYPE effect is 

related to contrasts involving HTS and HT2 (full comedy and 

sentimental humor). Relative to other terms in the model, the 

association between HUMOR TYPE and HUMOR PERSUASION is moderately 

strong. The generalizability of this finding is very uncertain since 

subject-, ad-, environmental- and product-related variance (and even 

variance related to perceived humor) were constrained by sample and ad 

selection procedures and the overall experimental design. Despite 

these limitations, it is worth noting the relative importance of HUMOR 

TYPE. 

7.5 The Effect of Humor-Dominant Commercials on 
Attention, Wearout, and Comprehension; 

_A Summary 

In this chapter, attention, wearout and comprehension were 

analyzed to determine how much each variable is influenced by the use 

of HD-forms in general (G-effects), by the use of specific HD-forms 

(HT-effects), or by the presence of underlying humor dimensions (D-

effects). Table 7.21 summarizes information from sections 7.2-7.4. 

Table 7.21 includes all of the processing-stage variables discussed in 

this chapter. ANOVA and ANCOVA results are listed separately. Six 

pieces of information are reported for each variable: 
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TABLE 7.21 

PROCESSING VARIABLES: A SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 
RELATED TO THE THREE GLOBAL HYPOTHESES 

MEANS HT vs G- S-WAY HT- D-
TABLE NHC EFFECT MAIN EFFECT EFFECT 

ANOVA RESULTS: 

Initial-Attention 

Initial-Wearout* 

Sustained-Attention 

Projected-Wearout 

Projected-Attention 

0 

Descrip-Comprehension ? 

Message-Comprehension ? 

Humor-Comprehension 1 

ANCOVA RESULTS: 

Initial-Attention* 1 

Initial-Wearout 1 

Sustained-Attention 1 

Projected-Wearout 

Projected-Attention 

Descrip-Comprehension 

Message-Comprehension 

Humor-Comprehension 

0 

0 

0 

7 

1 

0 

0 

0 

? 

1 

5 

1 

5 

3 

5 

2 

2 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4 

2 

4 

0 

1 

0 

1 

2 

2 

2 

3 

5 

3 

5 

2 

2 

1 

1 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

4 

4 

2 

3 

0 

0 

0 

3 

3 

2 

2 

3 

* These measures were not fully reported in the chapter, but 
summary figures are included here for completeness. 
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1. Means Table: Does the 6-way means table demonstrate a 

pattern consistent with a general humor effect? If all humorous means 

vary in the same direction from the NHC, then the structure of the 

means table supports a G-effect. Key: "1" indicates a G-like 

structure; "0," a non-G structure; and "?," an ambiguous structure. 

The structure is ambiguous if four of the five HTs vary in the same 

direction from the NHC but the fifth HT does not vary from the NHC. 

2. HT vs NHC: Is the linear contrast between an average of all 

HTs and the NHC statistically significant? Key: "1" indicates 

P<=.OS; "?" indicates .0S<P<=.10; and "0" indicates nonsignificance. 

3. G-effect: How many significant contrasts (P<=.OS) occurred 

in the family of five pairwise contrasts used to test for a G-effect? 

These contrasts were part of the 6-way analysis. 

4. S-Way Main: Is the 5-way main effect for humor type 

significant? See the key for column 2. 

5. HT-effect: How many significant contrasts (P<=.OS) occurred 

in the family of five pairwise contrasts used to test for HT-effects? 

These contrasts were part of the S-way analysis. 

6. D-effect: How many significant contrasts (P<=.OS) occurred 

in the family of five pairwise contrasts used to test for D-effects? 

These contrasts were part of the S-way analysis. 

General humor effects are inferred whenever (1) the means table 

exhibits a G-type structure, (2) the contrast between an average of 

all HTs and the NHC is significant, and (3) at least three of the five 

G-contrasts are significant. On the other hand, humor treatment 

effects are inferred whenever (1) the S-way main effect for humor type 
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is significant and (2) even one of the HT-contrasts is significant. 

Similarly, dimensional effects are considered whenever (1) the S-way 

main effect for humor type and (2) even one of the D-contrasts are 

significant. However, a single significant contrast is considered 

weak evidence for a D-effect. Only larger, directionally consistent 

patterns are taken as strong evidence for D-effects. 

Table 7.22 uses the results summarized in table 7.21 to address 

the three global hypotheses across all processing-stage variables. 

Several patterns are clear from table 7.22. Early processes (INITIAL 

ATTENTION, INITIAL WEAROUT and SUSTAINED ATTENTION) exhibit strong G-

effects, while later processes (the projected measures, DESCRIPTIVE-

and MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION) exhibit HT- and D-effects. Only HUMOR-

COMPREHENSION involves G-, HT- and D-effects. For the ANCOVA results, 

this division is very clean. Within the ANOVA results, the pattern is 

somewhat less clear, since variables like PROJECTED ATTENTION evidence 

a cumulative G-effect due to the impact of humor on earlier processes. 

7.5.1 General Humor Effects 

G-effects probably result from prior conditioning to humor in 

general. That is, as a result of prior positive experience with all 

sorts of humor stimuli, subjects recognize and respond to humor cues. 

If this initial response to generic cues is large, there would be 

little initial discrimination among humor types and no appearance of 

specific HT- or D-effects during the early stages of processing. 

However, if different HTs do require different kinds of processing, 

then at some point processing measures should reflect the subject's 



TABLE 7.22 

PROCESSING VARIABLES: A SUMMARY 
OF CONCLUSIONS REGARDING THE 
THREE GLOBAL HYPOTHESES 
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IS THERE A 
G-EFFECT? 

ARE THERE 
HT-EFFECTS? 

ARE THERE 
D-EFFECTS? 

ANOVA RESULTS: 

Initial-Attention 

Initial-Wearout* 

Sustained-Attention 

Projected-Wearout 

Projected-Attention 

Descrip-Comprehension 

Message-Comprehension 

Humor-Comprehension 

X 

X 

X 

7 

X 

X 

X 

X 

9 

X 

X 

X 

ANCOVA RESULTS: 

Initial-Attention* 

Initial-Wearout 

Sustained-Attention 

Pro jected-Wearout 

Projected-Attention 

Descrip-Comprehension 

Message-Comprehension 

Humor-Comprehension 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

* These measures were not fully reported in the chapter, but 
summary figures are included here for completeness. 
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decision/ability to process each form of humor in its own way. As is 

clear from the ANCOVA results in table 7.22, once subjects get beyond 

the level of SUSTAINED ATTENTION (to the projected measures and 

comprehension), HT- and D-effects appear. SUSTAINED ATTENTION 

probably facilitates stimulus discrimination. 

The attention and interest measures may capture only the quantity 

of processing that occurs, while the projected and comprehension 

measures capture both the quantity of processing and the quality of 

processing. Specifically, projected measures may encourage subjects 

to consider differences in quality (including outcomes and rewards) as 

well as differences in quantity (reported attentional levels). As 

mentioned earlier, when an ANCOVA using two covariates (CURRENT 

ATTENTION and ENJOYMENT) was run on PROJECTED ATTENTION, virtually all 

variance related to HUMOR TYPE was explained. It is likewise probable 

that DESCRIPTIVE- and MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION capture qualitative as 

well as quantitative differences in message processing. For example, 

both the process and result of comprehending HT3 (satire) should 

differ considerably from the process and result of comprehending HT2 

(sentimental humor) or HTl (nonsatiric and nonsentimental wit). 

This overall pattern of effects is generally consistent with 

previous research, which suggests a strong G-effect regarding 

attention, but no G-effect regarding wearout or comprehension. 

7.5.2 Treatment Level Differences 

Table 7.23 summarizes the relative importance of treatment levels 

across various dependent measures. Since the purpose of this section 
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A COMPARISON OF TREATMENT EFFECTS FOR 
EIGHT PROCESSING VARIABLES: 

ANCOVA RESULTS ONLY 
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EFFECT SIZE: 

Initial Attention 
Initial Wearout (R) 
Sustained Attention 

Descrip-Comprehension 
Message-Comprehension 
Humor-Comprehension 

Projected Wearout (R) 
Projected Attention 

HTl HT2 HT3 HT4 HTS NHC 

01 
14 
16 

18 
15 
24 

- . 04 
- . 0 8 
- . 08 

—— 

— 

- . 3 8 

.16 
- . 04 
- . 0 3 

.21 

.23 

.40 

.09 

.02 

.03 

- . 1 3 
- . 01 

.09 

.17 

.15 

.18 

.13 
- .11 

.88-

- .40 
- . 19 
- .27 

- . 04 
- . 11 
•1.23 

.07 .21 -.14 -.09 .17 -.07 

.06 .17 -.21 -.13 .14 -.01 

SELECT EFFECT SIZE: HTl HT2 HT3 HT4 HTS NHC 

Initial Attention 
Initial Wearout (R) 
Sustained Attention 

Descrip-Comprehension 
Message-Comprehension 
Humor-Comprehension 

Projected Wearout (R) 
Projected Attention 

14 
16 

18 
IS 
24 - . 3 8 

.21 

.17 

.16 

.21 

.23 

.40 

- .14 
- . 21 

- . 1 3 

- . 1 3 

.17 - . 4 0 

.15 - . 1 9 

.18 - .27 

.13 

.88-1.23 

.17 

.14 

HIGHS AND LOWS: HTl HT2 HT3 HT4 HTS NHC 

Initial Attention 
Initial Wearout (R) 
Sustained Attention 

Descrip-Comprehension 
Message-Comprehension 
Humor-Comprehension 

Projected Wearout (R) 
Projected Attention 

(R) Wearout measures have been reversed to make them 
directionally consistent with the attention measures 

H 
H 

L 
L 
H L 

H 
H 

H 

H 
H 
H 

L 
L 

L 

L 

H 
H 
H 

H 

HH 

H 
H 

L 
L 
L 

L 
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is to evaluate HT-effects at different stages of processing, this 

analysis considers only the ANCOVA results. Panel i lists all 6-way 

effect sizes, panel ii eliminates effect sizes which are less than 

1.13|, and panel iii classifies the remaining effects as high or low. 

In short, panels ii and iii merely re-present information from section 

i in formats that highlight each humor type's relative effectiveness. 

HTl or comic wit. Comic wit requires only one kind of humor, HI 

(incongruity humor). It was hypothesized that HTl would wear out 

faster than other (more affective) humor forms. Although actual 

wearout was not observed within the scope of this study, an overall 

pattern of response was observed that is consistent with this general 

premise. 

HTl performs indifferently on INITIAL ATTENTION, but does much 

better on INITIAL WEAROUT and SUSTAINED ATTENTION—perhaps because 

greater processing requirements temporarily increase the level of 

processing activity. Unfortunately, this relative advantage in early 

processing does not lead to strong DESCRIPTIVE- or MESSAGE-

COMPREHENSION. Regarding comprehension, HTl is worse than all other 

treatments, including the NHC. In PERCEIVED HUMOR HTl scores fairly 

well, while on the the projected measures, it performs indifferently. 

Several explanations can be offered to explain the sequence of 

high attention and low comprehension. First, subjects might actually 

dedicate more energy to processing witty stimuli, perhaps because such 

stimuli involve so many collative elements. Continuing with this 

first explanation, subjects work harder but understand less. If a 

single exposure has not produced complete understanding, that may be 
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why the projected measures are still average and PERCEIVED HUMOR is 

still high, that is, subjects have not yet exhausted the challenge 

and/or novelty offered by the ad's incongruity. Additional exposures 

could lead to rapid wearout and a decline in PERCEIVED HUMOR. 

There is some indirect support for this hypothesized wearout. 

FAMILIARITY-WITH-THE-AD correlates significantly with only one type of 

humor, HTl. The more familiar a subject was with an HTl ad, the lower 

his score on attention and the higher his score on wearout. These 

correlations were directionally consistent and significant across all 

attention and wearout measures. The strongest correlation occurs in 

regard to OVERALL WEAROUT (R=.30, P=.0001). 

A second explanation of this HTl pattern is intriguing but less 

likely. It may be that subjects do not actually pay more attention to 

HTl, but only think that they do. That is, subjects who have trouble 

comprehending HTl might feel as though they have spent more effort 

(attention) than they did. This disparity between effort and success 

could produce an inference or attribution of greater attention. 

HT2 0£ sentimental humor. Sentimental humor requires only one 

kind of humor, H3 (arousal/safety humor). Based on a review of table 

7.23, HT2 performs indifferently on everything except the projected 

measures and PERCEIVED HUMOR. HT2 rates significantly lower than 

other HTs in regard to PERCEIVED HUMOR. It performs better than all 

other treatments on the projected measures. 

It is not surprising that HT2 (perhaps the most primitive form of 

humor) performed weakly during the early and middle phases of 
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processing. HT2 is the least perceptual HT and does not possess the 

collative attention-getting characteristics associated with HI (all 

other HTs involve HI). The low score in PERCEIVED HUMOR was 

anticipated because of theory and because of pretest scores for this 

set of ads, but why should sentimental humor (HT2) perform so well on 

the PROJECTED ATTENTION and PROJECTED WEAROUT. 

There are at least two possible explanations. First, this 

relative superiority may testify to "the staying power of affect" 

(which was predicted in the original hypothesis). If subjects respond 

positively to the affective dimensions of an HT2 ad, they might 

anticipate little loss of pleasure and interest across a number of 

subsequent exposures. On the other hand, this high level of projected 

interest could involve social desirability. The imagery employed in 

HT2 ads frequently involves a sentimental idealization of reality 

(blue sky, apple pie and motherhood, idylic images of the American 

Dream). These images approximate many core values (regarding family, 

parenting and friendship), so much so that some subjects might inflate 

their projected interest in order to appear more normal to the 

experimenter or themselves. 

HT3 or satire. Satire requires a combination of HI and H2 

(incongruity humor and disposition humor). Previous advertising 

studies suggest that satire is a very risky form of humor, one that 

can anger or confuse subjects. In this study, HT3 demonstrates the 

most complex pattern of effects. It scores relatively high on INITIAL 

ATTENTION, but performs indifferently on INITIAL WEAROUT and SUSTAINED 

ATTENTION, does very well on all levels of comprehension, but does 
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worse than all other treatments (including the NHC) on the projected 

measures. 

This complex pattern might be explained in terms of (1) the 

subject's approach/avoidance attitude toward aggression, (2) the 

"explicitness" of satire that is used in these commercials, or (3) an 

element of social desirability. The first explanation assumes that 

most subjects have strong but ambivalent feeling about aggression. 

According to this first explanation, hostile and aggressive images 

(including derisive and sarcastic tone) increase vigilance and promote 

involvement, yet cause some discomfort. Increased vigilance would 

lead to higher INITIAL ATTENTION, greater involvement would result in 

more careful processing, and more careful processing would lead to 

higher comprehension, while discomfort would reduce projected 

interest. 

Two other principles might also explain, at least in part, 

the pattern of HT3-effects: explicitness of purpose and social 

conformity. In regard to purpose, satiric ads are relatively direct. 

That is, by being unsubtle, by signaling their intent very quickly, 

satiric ads might help subjects to call up appropriate processing 

schemas. Finally, because of social conformity, because they do not 

want other people (or themselves) to think that they enjoy or condone 

aggression and hostility, some subjects might discount their projected 

ratings for satire (HT3). 

HT4 0T_ sentimental comedy. Sentimental comedy requires a 

combination of HI and H3 (incongruity humor and arousal/safety humor). 

Considering that HT4 was the humor type most frequently observed in 



412 

our survey of primetime advertising, it is surprising that its pattern 

of processing effects is not very impressive. HT4 generally hugs the 

middle, performing neither better nor worse than the average. In 

DESCRIPTIVE COMPREHENSION and PROJECTED ATTENTION, HT4 is marginally 

inferior to most other HTs. 

Within limits, complexity probably increases a subject's interest 

in a stimulus. HTl may benefit from a measure of perceptual 

complexity (leading to higher SUSTAINED ATTENTION), HT3 may benefit 

from affective complexity (leading to greater involvement and 

comprehension), and HTS may benefit from greater rhetorical 

complexity, as well as greater perceptual and affective complexity 

(leading to a number of higher ratings). By contrast, the typical HT4 

ad is not very complex. Sentimental comedy does not require and 

does not achieve high levels of involvement. Consistent with this 

reasoning, HT4 does not result in a high level of PERCEIVED HUMOR. 

This general weakness could make HT4 vulnerable in still another 

way. Sentimental comedy is the humorous message type most frequently 

used by advertisers. It is also the basic formula for much situation 

comedy. As a consequence of the heavy use of humor in programming and 

advertising, as a consequence of the heavy use of HT4 in primetime 

advertising, and as a consequence of HT4's relative lack of attention-

and interest-generating power, commercials that use HT4 (sentimental 

comedy) may be more likely to get lost amid the clutter of other 

humorous stimuli. If HT4 is more susceptible to clutter effects, 

then current levels of use may be inadvisable. 
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HTS or full comedy. Full comedy involves a balanced combination 

of HI, H2 and H3 (incongruity-resolution humor, dispositional humor, 

and arousal/safety humor). From table 7.23, it is clear that HTS 

performs very well on all but one measure. In the early attention and 

wearout measures and on PERCEIVED HUMOR, HTS is rated higher than all 

other treatments. On DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION, PROJECTED ATTENTION 

and PROJECTED WEAROUT, HTS ranks second best. However, on MESSAGE-

COMPREHENSION, HTS is relatively weak. 

As mentioned previously, HT5's strength probably lies in its 

overall complexity (rhetorical complexity, perceptual complexity and 

affective complexity). HTS combines many characteristics previously 

mentioned in regard to HT1-HT4. This complexity leads to higher 

levels of interest and involvement, higher levels of recall, a much 

higher level of PERCEIVED INTEREST, and higher levels of PROJECTED 

INTEREST. Why then is MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION relatively low? The 

answer is probably "complexity." That is, the same complexity that 

makes an HTS ad more interesting on all levels can also make it more 

difficult to comprehend in one viewing. The relatively high scores 

for projected interest may reflect the desire of some subjects to see 

the ad again in order to finish processing it. If that were the case, 

HTS would demonstrate relatively higher message-comprehension after 

additional exposures. Unfortunately, within the single-exposure 

framework of this experiment, that hypothesis cannot be directly 

tested, although the high levels of PROJECTED ATTENTION and PROJECTED 

RESISTANCE TO WEAROUT do provide some weak if indirect support for 

such an interpretation. 
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The NHC lags far behind all HTs on measures of early attention 

and wearout. However, when the effects of INITIAL and SUSTAINED 

ATTENTION are removed, the NHC performs indifferently on other 

measures. The NHC ads employed in this study contained many 

nonhumorous appeals (such as, musical appeals, visual appeals, and 

attractive endorsers) and were all judged generally effective in the 

pretest. Clearly humor is not merely equal to other interest 

generating appeals (Gruner 1976 and Duncan 1979); it is superior. 

Furthermore, humorous ads are no harder to understand than nonhumorous 

ads. 

7.5.3 Dimensional Differences 

Finally, we will consider evidence regarding the possible effects 

of underlying humor dimensions. To some extent, the dimensional 

typology (H1-H3) is an alternative to the HT typology (HTl-HTS). In 

several instances where there were significant HT-effects and 

significant parallel D-effects, it was not clear whether the D-effects 

were a consequence of the HT-effects or the HT-effects were a 

consequence of the D-effects. Even after considering the overall 

pattern of D-effects and comparing it to the overall pattern of HT-

effects, it is still not clear that one typology should be preferred 

to the other, though the evidence seems to favor the HT typology (HTl-

HTS). Table 7.24 presents a summary of significant D-effects for all 

processing-stage variables. 

In all, 23 significant D-effects were observed: 10 within the 

ANOVAs and 13 within the ANCOVAs. Since all significant D-effects 
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TABLE 7.24 

PROCESSING VARIABLES: A SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 
RELATED TO DIMENSIONAL EFFECTS 

ANOVA RESULTS: 

NESTED CONTRASTS: 

Initial-Attention 
Initial-Wearout 
Sustained-Attention 

Descrip-Comprehension 
Message-Comprehension 
Humor-Comprehension 

Projected-Wearout 
Projected-Attention 

#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 
HI H3 H3 H2 H2 

+ + 
+ 

+ + 

ANCOVA RESULTS: 

NESTED CONTRASTS: 

Initial-Attention 
Initial-Wearout 
Sustained-Attention 

#1 
HI 

#2 
H3 

#3 
H3 

#4 
H2 

#5 
H2 

Descrip-Comprehension 
Message-Comprehension 
Humor-Comprehension 

Projected-Wearout 
Projected-Attention 

+ 
+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 

OVERALL SUMARY 

Hl-Effects: 
Incongruity 
Humor Effects 

Positive 
Negative 

2 
3 

H3-Effects: 
Safety-Arousal 
Humor Effects 

Positive 5 
Negative 2 

H2-Effects: 
Dispositional 
Humor Effects 

Positive 11 
Negative 0 
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observed in the ANOVAs also occur in the ANCOVAs, this discussion 

focuses on the ANCOVA results. Before discussing individual D-

effects, it is worth noting that 3 of the 13 ANCOVA D-effects relate 

to HUMOR-COMPREHENSION. They are all three positive, and each implies 

a different dimensional effect. In short, all three humor dimensions 

(HI, H2 and H3) are, at least sometimes, positively associated with a 

significant increase in PERCEIVED HUMOR. The second "nested contrast" 

designed to test for an H3-effect is also positive, but it is nonsig

nificant. The second "nested contrast" designed to test for an H2-

effect is negative, though nonsignificant. Clearly, additional HTs do 

not always lead to higher levels of PERCEIVED HUMOR. 

Since HI occurs in all but one HT, only one "nested contrast" was 

available as a test for Hl-effects: 

Nested Contrast #1: 

HT2 vs HT4 
= Sentimental Humor vs Sentimental Comedy 
= (H3) vs (H3 + HI) 
= (arousal/safety humor) vs (arousal/safety humor 

+ INCONGRUITY HUMOR) 

There were only three significant D-effects involving contrast 

#1. The positive contrast involving PERCEIVED HUMOR has already been 

discussed. In both of the projected measures, there are negative Hl-

effects. That is, the addition of HI (incongruity-resolution humor) 

is associated with lower levels of PROJECTED ATTENTION and higher 

levels of PROJECTED WEAROUT. This finding is consistent with our 

expectation that incongruity-resolution humor can lose its appeal 

faster than other sources of humor. 
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Two "nested contrasts" were available as tests for H3-effects: 

Nested Contrast #2: 

HT4 
Sentimental Comedy 
(HI + H3) 
(incongruity humor 
+ AROUSAL/SAFETY HUMOR) 

HTl 
Comic Wit 
(HI) 
(incongruity humor) 

vs 
vs 
vs 
vs 

Nested Contrast #3: 

HT3 vs HTS 
= Satire vs Full Comedy 
= (HI + H2) vs (HI + H3 + H2) 
= (incongruity humor vs (incongruity humor 

+ dispositional humor) + dispositional humor 
+ AROUSAL/SAFETY HUMOR) 

Contrast #2 is never significant. Contrast #3 is significant on 

four measures, implying three positive H3-effects and one negative H3-

effect. The positive contrast involving PERCEIVED HUMOR has already 

been discussed. The positive contrasts involving the projected 

measures imply that the addition of arousal/safety humor (H3) is 

associated with higher levels of PROJECTED ATTENTION and lower levels 

of PROJECTED WEAROUT. This effect is just the opposite to that 

observed with HI. The other significant H3-effect implies a negative 

association between H3 and MESSAGE COMPREHENSION. H3 may induce 

affective states that impair the cognitive processes required for 

MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION. 

Two "nested contrasts" were available as tests for H2-effects: 

Nested Contrast #4: 

HT4 vs 
Sentimental Comedy vs 
(HI + H3) vs 
(incongruity humor vs 
+ arousal/safety humor) 

HTS 
Full Comedy 
(HI + H3 + H2) 
(incongruity humor 
+ arousal/safety humor 
+ DISPOSITIONAL HUMOR) 



418 

Nested Contrast #5: 

HTl vs HT3 
= Comic Wit vs Satire 
= (HI) vs (HI + H2) 
= (incongruity humor) vs (incongruity humor 

+ DISPOSITIONAL HUMOR) 

Contrast #4 produced four significant contrasts; contrast #5 

produced two. All six contrasts imply positive H2-effects. The 

positive H2-effect related to perceived humor has already been 

discussed. Two positive contrasts involving the projected measures 

imply that the addition of dispositional humor (H2) is associated with 

higher levels of PROJECTED ATTENTION and lower levels of PROJECTED 

WEAROUT. This effect is opposite to that observed for HI and similar 

to that involving H3. 

In only one case are contrasts #4 and #5 both significant 

(DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION). Together, these contrasts strongly 

imply that the addition of dispositional humor (H2) is positively 

associated with an increase in DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION. An 

additional positive contrast argues for a similar H2-effect involving 

MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION. Taken together these three contrasts imply 

that dispositional humor (H2) increases overall comprehension— 

probably by affecting involvement or motivation to process. However, 

since the MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION effect appears only in the contrast 

involving HT3 and not that involving HTS, it may be, as previously 

mentioned, that the benefits of adding H2 are constrained by the 

limited ability of a subject to process complex structures (HTS) in 

a single exposure. This last finding is consistent with Petty and 
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Cacioppo's (1981a) conclusion that balance effects (which are required 

for dispositional humor) require more processing time than attraction 

and agreement effects (which are required for arousal/safety and 

incongruity-resolution humor). 

7.S.4 Concluding Remarks 

The reader is reminded that this analysis purposefully 

deconstructs the attentional process in order to examine the 

differential impact of humorous ad types at each stage. Lest we 

forget that the whole is not merely the sum of the parts, table 7.25 

represents the adjusted treatment means for OVERALL ATTENTION and 

OVERALL RESISTANCE TO WEAROUT and the unadjusted means for MESSAGE-

COMPREHENSION (these unadjusted means include the cumulative impact of 

DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION). Table 7.25 also includes a summary of 

these three key effect sizes. Clearly, no one HT is best on all 

scales. Regarding attention, wearout, and comprehension, it appears 

(1) that all humor types are superior to the NHC, (2) that HTS (full 

comedy) performs better than all other HTs, and (3) that HT3 (satire) 

performs better than all HTs except HTS. 
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TABLE 7.25 

SUMMARY OF TREATMENT EFFECTS ACROSS 
KEY PROCESSING VARIABLES 

OVERALL ATTENTION: OVERALL RESISTANCE 
TO WEAROUT: 

Adjusted 
Means 

HTS 4.77 

HT3 4.53 

HTl 4.52 

HT4 4.52 

HT2 4.42 

NHC 3.92 

Effect 
Size 

.27 

.07 

.06 

.06 

-.02 

-.45 

H 

L 

Adjusted 
Means 

HTS 

HT2 

HTl 

HT4 

NHC 

HT3 

1.86 

1.96 

2.09 

2.22 

2.27 

2.32 

Effect 
Size 

.22 H 

.13 H 

.03 

-.08 

-.13 L 

-.17 L 

MES SAGE-COMPREHENSION 

Unadjusted 
Means 

HT3 2.74 

HTS 2.53 

HT2 2.47 

HT4 2.47 

NHC 2.36 

HTl 2.33 

Effect 
Size 

.44 H 

.10 

.18 L 

.23 L 

SUMMARY OF KEY EFFECT SIZES 

ATT W-0 COMP AVERAGE 

HTl .06 .03 -.23 -.05 

HT2 -.02 .13 — .04 

HT3 .07 -.17 .44 .11 H 

HT4 .06 -.08 ~ -.01 

HTS .27 .22 .10 .20 H 

NHC -.45 -.13 -.18 -.25 L 



CHAPTER 8 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION: ATTITUDE MEASURES 

8.1 General Remarks 

Chapter seven discussed the effect of humor-dominant ads on 

attention, wearout and comprehension. This chapter asks similar 

questions regarding attitudinal measures. How do humor-dominant ads 

affect (1) attitude towards the source, (2) attitude towards the ad, 

and (3) attitude towards the product being advertized? Do they 

produce effects which are common across all HTs (G-effects)? Or do 

some HTs produce more impact than others (HT-effects)? If HTs do 

vary, are these differences linked to underlying humor dimensions 

(D-effects)? 

8.1.1 Measures that Are 
Reported in this Chapter 

Subjects were asked to complete three measures of their ATTITUDE 

TOWARDS THE MESSAGE SOURCE, seven measures of their ATTITUDE TOWARDS 

THE AD, and three measures of their ATTITUDE TOWARDS THE PRODUCT. All 

of these measures employed 7-point bi-polar scales (-3/+3). 

Subjects were asked to recall and focus on one ad at a time. 

They were then provided with a very broad definition of MESSAGE 

SOURCE. To whatever extent actors, endorsers, and narrators either 

presented the product or represented the advertiser, they were to be 

thought of as part of the source. Only then, focused on a particular 

ad and armed with this expanded definition of message source, were 
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subjects asked how KNOWLEDGEABLE, TRUSTWORTHY and LIKABLE the source 

of the ad was. 

Seven attitude to the ad measures were taken. Four of these 

addressed affective dimensions of the message (EMOTIONAL, POSITIVE, 

ATTRACTIVE, and ENJOYABLE). Three involved the efficiency of the 

communication (CLEAR, INFORMATIVE, and EFFECTIVE). Finally, after 

viewing all ads and filling out all measures except demographics, 

each subject was asked three questions regarding 16 products (PRODUCT 

KNOWLEDGE, PRODUCT QUALITY, and LIKELIHOOD OF USE). Introductory 

explanations were provided to clarify each of these product-related 

variables. 

8.1.2 Observations that 
Were Used in this Analysis 

Humor research can involve three types of humor manipulation: 

(1) a physical manipulation that exposes a subject to the humor 

stimulus, (2) a signaling manipulation that results in recognition of 

humorous intent, and (3) a successful interpretation that leads to 

perceived humor. Since the processing variables covered in Chapter 7 

could be significantly affected by humor exposure (regardless of a 

subject's perception), all observations involving SUCCESSFUL EXPOSURE 

were used in that analysis. On the other hand, since the variables of 

interest in this chapter assume a successful interpretation of the 

stimulus, only observations involving a SUCCESSFUL INTERPRETATION are 

used in the analysis. Twenty-six percent of the time subjects 

perceived HT-ads to be nonhumorous. These observations were dropped 

from the current analysis, as were those few instances where subjects 
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rated NHCs as being humorous. As a check, all attitudinal variables 

were reanalyzed using all observations. Results using all 

observations (based on a SUCCESSFUL EXPOSURE TO HUMOR) are parallel 

to, though somewhat weaker than, results from using the reduced sample 

(based on a SUCCESSFUL PERCEPTION OF HUMOR). 

8.1.3 Organization of this Chapter 

Section 8.2 reports all attitude toward the ad (A-ad) and 

attitude toward the source (A-source) measures. Section 8.3 reports 

on the three product-related variables (A-product). Section 8.4 

summarizes all these attitude results with respect to the three 

global hypotheses. 

8.2 Measures of Attitude Toward the Ad 
and Attitude Toward the Source 

Subjects were asked to indicate how LIKABLE, TRUSTWORTHY and 

KNOWLEDGEABLE each message source was and how EMOTIONAL, CLEAR, 

INFORMATIVE, POSITIVE, ATTRACTIVE, ENJOYABLE, and EFFECTIVE each ad 

was. All of these variables were measured using 7-point scales 

anchored by NOT AT ALL "X" and EXTREMELY "X." Table 8.1 compares NHC 

and HT results across the ten attitudinal measures. At first glance, 

it appears (1) that seven of these variables involve a positive G-

effect, (2) that one exhibits no G-effect, and (3) that two variables 

involve negative G-effects. 

Concerning the first group, humor appears to make an ad's source 

more LIKABLE and the ad itself more EMOTIONAL, POSITIVE, ATTRACTIVE, 

CLEAR, ENJOYABLE, and EFFECTIVE. Although the nonhumorous ads were 
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A COMPARISON OF NHC AND HT MEANS ACROSS 
TEN ATTITUDE MEASURES 
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Enjoyable 
Effective 
Emotional 
Positive 
Attractive 
S-Likable 
Clear 

Informative 

Nonhumor 
n=333 

3.62 
4.12 
3.23 
4.93 
4.68 
4.86 
5.40 

4.40 

S-Trustworthy 4.71 
S-Knowledgeable 4.91 

Humor 
n=783 

5.15 
5.08 
4.02 
5.44 
5.13 
5.17 
5.58 

Difference 

+1.53 
+0.96 
+0.79 
+0.51 
+0.45 
+0.31 
+0.18 

Z-Value 

1.11 
.70 
.54 
.50 
.32 
.27 
.15 

4.42 

4.54 
4.64 

+0.02 

-0.17 
-0.27 

.02 

-.15 
-.23 

considered very CLEAR and relatively LIKABLE, POSITIVE and ATTRACTIVE, 

they were not seen as particularly EFFECTIVE or ENJOYABLE. Likewise, 

while NHCs were considered slightly unemotional (M=3.23), humorous ads 

were rated emotionally neutral (M=4.02). 

On the other hand, NHCs and HTs appear equally INFORMATIVE, and 

HT sources appear slightly less KNOWLEDGEABLE and slightly less 

TRUSTWORTHY than NHC sources. Still, all sources (HTs and NHCs) were 

considered at least somewhat KNOWLEDGEABLE (M>=4.64) and somewhat 

TRUSTWORTHY (M>=4.S4), and all ads were rated at least somewhat 

INFORMATIVE (M>=4.40). 

ANOVA results will be considered separately for each measure. 

Within each analysis three questions are asked. What evidence is 

there for a GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT (G-effect)? What evidence is there 

for HUMOR TREATMENT EFFECTS (T-effects)? What evidence is there for 
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underlying effects related to specific HUMOR DIMENSIONS (D-effects)? 

Throughout this chapter, "effect size" refers to the effect size from 

a 6-way comparison (NHCs included), while "effect size*" refers to 

the effect size from a S-way comparison (HTs only). 

8.2.1 Likableness of the Message Source 

Although humor is generally believed to make an advertiser or 

spokesperson more likable, dry wit (HTl) and satire (HT3) are thought 

to sometimes make a source less likable. How do humor-dominant ads 

affect the LIKABLENESS OF A SOURCE? 

Treatment means indicate that sources in all treatments (HTs and 

NHC) are at least moderately LIKABLE (M>=4.82), that sources in four 

HTs are more LIKABLE than those in the NHC, and that satirical sources 

(HT3) are rated about the same as NHC sources. Thus, while all HT 

sources appear LIKABLE, only four HTs score higher than the NHC. 

HOW LIKABLE IS THE MESSAGE SOURCE? 

Observed Effect Size Effect Size* 
Means (HTs and NHC) (HTs only) 

HT2 5.44 .31 .24 
HT4 5.34 .23 .15 
HTS 5.25 .15 .07 
HTl 5.06 -.01 -.10 
NHC 4.86 -.19 
HT3 4.82 -.23 -.31 

Are HT sources significantly more LIKABLE than NHC sources? 

Means indicate that NHC sources score lower in LIKABLENESS than four 

of the five HTs (effect size, -.19). Results of a 6-way ANOVA (table 

8.2) partly support a G-effect regarding LIKABLENESS OF THE MESSAGE 
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SOURCE. Although the main effect for humor type and the planned 

linear contrast comparing the NHC to an average of all HTs are very 

significant (P<=.0011), only three of the pairwise contrasts comparing 

individual HTs to the NHC are significant (P<=.00S6). HTl (wit) and 

HT3 (satire) do not differ significantly from the NHC. Sources using 

sentimental humor (HT2), sentimental wit (HT4) and full comedy (HTS) 

are viewed as being significantly more LIKABLE than NHC sources. 

To what extent does humor type affect the LIKABLENESS OF A 

MESSAGE SOURCE? Treatment means suggest that HT2 sources are more 

LIKABLE (effect size* = .24) and that HT3 sources less LIKABLE (effect 

size* = -.31) than other HT sources. In a 5-way ANOVA (table 8.2), 

the main effect for humor type is significant (P=.0017), and the 

single-degree-of-freedom contrasts comparing HT2 and HT3 to an average 

of other HTs are both significant (P=.0056 and .0026, respectively). 

Apparently, HTs do differ significantly from each other regarding 

the source's LIKABLENESS. Satiric sources (HT3) are less LIKABLE, 

while sentimental humor sources (HT2) are more LIKABLE than other HTs. 

Nonetheless, it bears repeating that all sources (HT and NHC) are at 

least moderately LIKABLE (M>=4.82). 

Finally, the three HMT types that are significantly more LIKABLE 

than the NHC (HT2, HT4 and HTS) all employ H3 humor (arousal-safety 

humor). However, only one nested contrast designed to test for an H3 

dimensional effect was significant (HT3 vs HTS: P=.0411). Since the 

other nested contrast designed to test for an H3-effect is not 

significant, this pattern could merely reflect the HT-effects 

discussed above. 
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TABLE 8.2 

ANOVA RESULTS FOR "LIKABLENESS OF THE SOURCE" 

SIX-WAY ANOVA RESULTS 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

df 

208 
907 
1115 

9 
170 

5 
4 
20 

Sum of 
Squares 

904 
1197 
2101 

56 
702 

40 
20 
77 

Mean 
Square 

4.35 
1.32 

F Value 

3.29 

4.71 
3.13 

5.99 
3.71 
2.92 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0053 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT; 

10.69 HTs V NHC ] 

HTl V NHC ] 
HT2 V NHC ] 
HT3 V NHC ] 
HT4 V NHC ] 
HTS V NHC ] 

L 14 

L 1 
L 22 

— 

L 11 
[ 10 

.0011 

.80 
16.50 
.22 

8.45 
7.72 

.3720 

.0001 

.6379 

.0037 

.0056 

* 

^ 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT EFFECTS: 

Humor 23 4.37 ,0017 

HTl 
HT2 
HT3 
HT4 
HTS 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 

2 
10 
12 

1 

1.16 
7.74 
9.12 
.72 
.06 

.2820 

.0056 

.0026 

.3975 

.8111 

* 

* 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS TO TEST FOR UNDERLYING DIMENSIONAL EFFECTS 

2 V 4 (HI) ] 
1 V 4 (H3) ] 
3 V 5 (H3) ] 
4 V 5 (H2) ] 
1 V 3 (H2) ] 

L 2 
L 2 
L 5 

-

L 2 

1.24 
1.42 
4.19 
.18 

1.33 

.2661 

.2338 

.0411 

.6678 

.2489 
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In sum, concerning the LIKABLENESS OF THE MESSAGE SOURCE, all 

sources (HTs and NHCs) are LIKABLE, HTs that employ H3 (arousal/safety 

humor) are significantly more LIKABLE than the NHC, and sources that 

use sentimental humor (HT2) are significantly more LIKABLE than those 

using other HTs, while satirical sources (HT3) are significantly less 

LIKABLE. On the other hand, satirical sources are as LIKABLE as the 

NHC. 

8.2.2 Emotional 

Humor is often referred to as an "emotional appeal." As such, it 

is often discussed in the context of fear appeals and sexually 

suggestive ads. Is this characterization accurate? Are humor appeals 

particularly EMOTIONAL? How EMOTIONAL are various kinds of humor? 

Treatment means indicate that four HTs are emotionally neutral 

(3.81 > M < 4.06), that one HT (sentimental humor) is slightly 

emotional (M=4.38), and that the NHC is rather unemotional (M=3.23). 

HOW EMOTIONAL IS THE AD? 

Observed Effect Size Effect Size* 
Means (Hts and NHC) (HTs only) 

HT2 4.38 .41 .27 
HT4 4.06 .19 .03 
HTl 4.03 .17 .01 
HTS 3.88 .07 -.10 
HT3 3.81 .02 -.16 
NHC 3.23 -.38 

Are humorous ads significantly more EMOTIONAL than nonhumorous 

ads? Treatment means indicate that the NHC scores lower in EMOTION 

than all five humorous treatments (effect size = -.38). Likewise, 
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results of a 6-way ANOVA (table 8.3) strongly support a general humor 

effect regarding EMOTION. The main effect for humor type, the planned 

linear contrast comparing the NHC to an average of all HTs, and all 

five pairwise contrasts comparing individual HTs to the NHC are very 

significant (P<=.0007). In brief, all HTs were seen as significantly 

more EMOTIONAL (or at least less unemotional) than the NHC. 

Does any HT differ significantly from other HTs regarding 

EMOTION? Treatment means suggest that HT2 is somewhat more EMOTIONAL 

than other HTs (effect size* = .27). However, in a S-way ANOVA (table 

8.3), the main effect for humor is not significant (P=.20S9) and the 

single-degree-of-freedom contrast comparing HT2 to an average of all 

other HTs is only marginal (P=.0608). These findings suggest that HTs 

do not generally differ from each other regarding perceived EMOTION. 

Ads using sentimental humor (HT2) may be marginally more EMOTIONAL 

than other HTs. None of the nested contrasts designed to test for D-

effects was significant. 

In sum, concerning the PERCEIVED EMOTION OF THE AD, HTs are not 

particularly emotional (M=4.02), but HTs are relatively more emotional 

than the NHCs used in this experiment (M=3.23), and although HTs do 

not differ generally from each other, sentimental humor (H2) may be 

slightly more emotional (M=4.38) than other HTs. 

8.2.3 Positive 

Although many writers associate humor with positive affect, some 

suggest that certain kinds of humor (especially satire) can produce 

strong negative or ambivalent feelings. Do humorous ads generally 
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ANOVA RESULTS FOR "EMOTIONAL" 
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SIX-WAY ANOVA RESULTS: 

SOURCE df Sum of 
Squares 

Mean 
Square 

F Value 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

208 
908 
1116 

9 
170 

S 
4 
20 

1686 
1951 
3637 

97 
1303 

107 
23 
141 

8.11 
2.15 

3.77 

5.02 
3.57 

9.95 
2.62 
3.28 

Pr > F 

.0001 * 

,0001 
,0001 

,0001 
,0339 
.0001 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT; 

46.35 HTs V NHC ] 

HTl V NHC ] 
HT2 V NHC ] 
HT3 V NHC ] 
HT4 V NHC ] 
HTS V NHC ] 

L 100 

L 31 
L 64 
[ 25 
L 41 
L 45 

.0001 

14.32 
29.88 
11.48 
18.89 
20.82 

.0002 

.0001 

.0007 

.0001 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT EFFECTS: 

Humor 11 1.48 

HTl V HTs ] 
HT2 V HTs ] 
HT3 V HTs ] 
HT4 V HTs ] 
HTS V HTs ] 

L 2 
L 6 
L 2 
L 1 
L 1 

.2059 

.95 
3.53 
1.17 
.48 
.50 

.3299 

.0608 

.2792 

.4892 

.4810 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR DIMENSIONAL EFFECTS 

2 
1 
3 
4 
1 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

4 
4 
5 
S 
3 

(HI) 1 
(H3) 1 
(H3) 1 
(H2) 1 
(H2) 1 

1 
2 

.46 
1.06 
.06 
.76 
.00 

.4986 

.3030 

.7999 

.3826 

.9598 



Observed 
Means 

HT2 
HT4 
HTS 
HTl 
HT3 
NHC 

5, 
5, 
5. 
S. 
S. 
4. 

.67 

.62 

.42 

.39 

.17 

.93 
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appear POSITIVE? Are some types of humor viewed as more (or less) 

POSITIVE than other HTs. 

Means indicate that all six treatments (humorous and nonhumorous) 

are at least moderately POSITIVE (M >= 4.93) and that all five HTs are 

more POSITIVE than the NHC. Even satirical ads (HT3) are rated fairly 

POSITIVE (M=S.17). 

HOW POSITIVE IS THE AD? 

Effect Size Effect Size* 
(Hts and NHC) (HTs only) 

.37 .23 

.32 .18 

.13 -.02 

.10 -.05 
-.11 -.27 
-.35 

Are humorous ads significantly more POSITIVE than nonhumorous ads? 

Treatment means indicate that the NHCs score lowest in POSITIVENESS 

(effect size = -.35). Results of a 6-way ANOVA (table 8.4) strongly 

support a G-effect involving perceived POSITIVENESS. The main effect 

for humor type, the planned linear contrast comparing the NHC to an 

average of all HTs, and all of the pairwise contrasts comparing 

individual HTs to the NHC are very significant (P<=.0231). Both 

collectively and individually, HTs appear significantly more POSITIVE 

than the nonhumorous controls. 

Do humor types differ significantly regarding POSITIVENESS? 

Treatment means suggest that HT2 and HT4 are more POSITIVE than other 

HTs (effect sizes* = .23 and .18, respectively), while HT3 is less 

POSITIVE (effect size* = -.27). In a S-way ANOVA (table 8.4), the 
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TABLE 8.4 

ANOVA RESULTS FOR "POSITIVE" 

SIX-WAY ANOVA RESULTS 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

df 

208 
908 
1116 

9 
170 

S 
4 
20 

Sum of 
Squares 

754 
951 
1705 

17 
564 

72 
11 
78 

Mean 
Square 

3.63 
1.05 

F Value 

3.46 

1.83 
3.17 

13.75 
2.62 
3.70 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0596 

.0001 

.0001 

.0338 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT 

HTs V NHC ] 

HTl V NHC ] 
HT2 V NHC ] 
HT3 V NHC ] 
HT4 V NHC ] 
HTS V NHC ] 

L 59 

L 26 
L 38 
L 5 
L 35 
L 21 

56.01 .0001 

24.83 
36.12 
5.18 
33.05 
20.41 

.0001 

.0001 

.0231 

.0001 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT EFFECTS: 

Humor 18 4.54 .0013 

HTl V HTs ] 
HT2 V HTs ] 
HT3 V HTs ] 
HT4 V HTs ] 
HTS V HTs ] 

— 

L 3 
L 14 
L 3 

— 

.13 
2.92 
14.28 
2.63 
.05 

.7215 

.0879 

.0002 

.1054 

.8275 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR DIMENSIONAL EFFECTS 

2 
1 
3 
4 
1 

V 
V 

V 

V 

V 

4 
4 
5 
5 
3 

(HI) 1 
(H3) 1 
(H3) 1 
(H2) 1 
(H2) 1 

1 
5 
1 
6 

.00 

.71 
5.06 
1.48 
6.23 

.9989 

.4002 

.0248 

.2246 

.0129 



433 

main effect for humor type and the single-degree-of-freedom contrast 

for HT3 are very significant (P<=.0013). On the other hand, contrasts 

related to HT2 and HT4 are only marginal (P=.0879 and .1054, 

respectively). Together these findings suggest that HTs do differ 

somewhat regarding POSITIVENESS. HT3 (satire) is rated significantly 

less POSITIVE than other humor forms, while HT2 and HT4 (sentimental 

humor and sentimental wit) seem marginally more POSITIVE. 

Finally, two nested contrasts designed to test for underlying 

D-effects are significant (table 8.4). Since both of these contrasts 

involve HT3 (HT3 vs HTS and HTl vs HT3), since the two contrasts imply 

different D-effects (H3 and H2), and since other contrasts designed to 

test for similar D-effects are not significant, these findings 

probably result from the HT3 treatment effect discussed above. 

In sum, concerning the PERCEIVED POSITIVENESS OF THE AD, all HTs 

are at least moderately POSITIVE, all HTs are significantly more 

POSITIVE than the NHC, one HT (satire) is less POSITIVE than other 

HTs, and two HTs (sentimental humor and sentimental wit) are slightly 

more POSITIVE. 

8.2.4 Attractive 

It is generally thought that humor makes an ad more ATTRACTIVE, 

but it is also thought that satire (HT3) can be unattractive. Does 

humor generally make an ad more ATTRACTIVE? Do some HTs affect 

ATTRACTIVENESS more than others? 

Treatment means indicate that all treatments (humorous and 

nonhumorous) are at least moderately ATTRACTIVE (M >= 4.68) and that 
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all HTs are more ATTRACTIVE than the NHC. Satire (HT3) was rated the 

least ATTRACTIVE form of humor (M=4.89). 

HOW ATTRACTIVE IS THE AD? 

Observed 
Means 

HT4 5.41 
HT2 5.32 
HTS 5.08 
HTl 5.02 
HT3 4.89 
NHC 4.68 

Effect Size 
(Hts and NHC) 

.29 

.23 

.05 

.01 
-.08 
-.22 

Effect Size* 
(HTs only) 

.20 

.14 
-.04 
-.08 
-.17 

Are humorous ads significantly more ATTRACTIVE than nonhumorous 

ads? Treatment means indicate that the NHC scores lowest in 

ATTRACTIVENESS (effect size = -.22). Results of a 6-way ANOVA (table 

8.5) provide some support for a G-effect regarding ATTRACTIVENESS. 

The main effect for humor type is significant (P=.0022), the planned 

linear contrast comparing the NHC to an average of all HTs is very 

significant (P=.0002), two of the pairwise contrasts comparing 

individual HTs to the NHC are significant (P<=.002S), and two others 

are marginally significant (P = .0509 and .0876). In brief, although 

four of the five HTs are significantly more ATTRACTIVE than the NHC, 

satire (HT3) is not (even though HT3's mean is .21 higher than the 

nonhumorous mean). 

Do HTs differ significantly in ATTRACTIVENESS? HT4 and HT2 are 

slightly more ATTRACTIVE than other HTs (effect sizes* = .20 and .14), 

while HT3 is slightly less ATTRACTIVE (effect size* = -.17). In a 5-

way ANOVA (table 8.5), the main effect for humor is not significant 

(P=.1328), and none of the single-degree-of-freedom contrasts are 
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TABLE 8.5 

ANOVA RESULTS FOR "ATTRACTIVE" 

SIX-WAY ANOVA RESULTS 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

df 

208 
908 
1116 

9 
170 

5 
4 
20 

Sum of 
Squares 

1186 
1844 
3030 

155 
819 

38 
27 
133 

Mean 
Square 

5.70 
2.03 

F Value 

2.81 

8.45 
2.37 

3.77 
3.38 
3.26 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0022 

.0093 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT: 

HTs V NHC ] 

HTl V NHC ] 
HT2 V NHC ] 
HT3 V NHC ] 
HT4 V NHC ] 
HTS V NHC ] 

L 28 

L 6 
L 26 
L 4 
L 19 
L 8 

13.85 .0002 

2.92 
12.78 
1.86 
9.18 
3.82 

.0876 

.0004 

.1732 

.0025 

.0509 

* 

* 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT EFFECTS: 

Humor 14 1.77 .1328 

HTl 
HT2 
HT3 
HT4 
HTS 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 

4 
6 
3 
1 

.10 
1.88 
3.37 
1.67 
.57 

.7470 

.1711 

.0669 

.1969 

.4505 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR DIMENSIONAL EFFECTS; 

2 
1 
3 
4 
1 

V 
V 

V 

V 

V 

4 
4 
5 
5 
3 

(HI) 1 
(H3) 1 
(H3) 1 
(H2) 1 
(H2) 1 

2 
1 
3 
2 

.00 
1.07 
.49 

1.70 
.82 

.9967 

.3025 

.4855 

.1922 

.3651 



436 

significant (P*=.05). Only the contrast involving HT3 approaches 

significance (P=.0669). Hence, although sentimental wit (HT4) and 

sentimental comedy (HT2) may appear slightly more ATTRACTIVE and 

satire (HT3) slightly less ATTRACTIVE than other HTs, these 

differences are not statistically significant. Also, none of the 

nested contrasts designed to test for D-effects is significant. 

In sum, concerning ATTRACTIVENESS, all HTs are moderately 

ATTRACTIVE, four HTs are significantly more ATTRACTIVE than the NHC, 

but in regard to ATTRACTIVENESS HTs do not differ significantly from 

each other. 

8.2.5 Enjoyable 

Although humor is generally believed to make ads more ENJOYABLE, 

satire (HT3) is thought to be ENJOYABLE for fewer people than other 

types of humor. Does humor make an ad more ENJOYABLE? Are all HTs 

equally ENJOYABLE? 

Treatment means indicate that all HTs are at least moderately 

enjoyable (M >= 4.92), while the NHC is slightly unenjoyable (M = 

3.62). Full comedy (HTS) and sentimental humor (HT2) are more 

enjoyable than other HTs. Satire (HT3) is slightly less enjoyable. 

HOW ENJOYABLE IS THE AD? 

Observed 
Means 

HTS 5.36 
HT2 5.32 
HT4 5.12 
HTl 5.06 
HT3 4.92 
NHC 3.62 

Effect Size 
(Hts and NHC) 

.48 

.45 

.31 

.26 

.16 
-.78 

Effect Size* 
(HTs only) 

.17 

.13 
-.03 
-.08 
-.19 
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Are humorous ads significantly more ENJOYABLE than the NHCs? 

Treatment means indicate that the NHCs are much less ENJOYABLE than 

the humorous ads (effect size = -.78). Results of a 6-way ANOVA 

(table 8.6) support a strong G-effect regarding ENJOYMENT. The main 

effect for humor type, the planned linear contrast comparing the NHC 

to an average of all HTs, and all of the pairwise contrasts comparing 

individual HTs to the NHC are very significant (P<=.0001). Both 

collectively and individually, HTs are significantly more ENJOYABLE 

than the NHC. 

Does any HT differ significantly from other HTs regarding 

ENJOYMENT? Treatment means suggest that HT3 may be less ENJOYABLE 

than other HTs (effect size* = -.19), while HTS and HT2 may be more 

ENJOYABLE (effect sizes* = .17 and .13). In a S-way ANOVA (table 

8.6), the main effect for humor type is significant (P=.0426), and the 

single-degree-of-freedom contrast comparing HT3 to other HTs is 

significant (P=.0138), but those related to HTS and HT2 only approach 

significance (P=.1234 and .0866, respectively). These findings 

suggest that HTs do differ significantly regarding enjoyment. Satire 

(HT3) is significantly less ENJOYABLE than other HTs, while full 

comedy (HTS) and sentimental humor (HT2) may be marginally more 

ENJOYABLE. 

Again, the three HTs with highest ENJOYMENT ratings (HTS, HT2 and 

HT4) are those which employ H3 (arousal-safety humor). One nested 

contrast designed to test for an H3-effect is significant (HT3 vs HTS: 

P=.0128), but the second contrast designed to test for an H3-effect is 

not significant. Thus, although the three HTs which employ H3 are 
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TABLE 8.6 

ANOVA RESULTS FOR "ENJOYABLE" 

SIX-WAY ANOVA RESULTS 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

df 

208 
908 
1116 

9 
170 

5 
4 
20 

Sum of 
Squares 

1531 
1729 
3260 

96 
637 

445 
42 
257 

Mean 
Square 

7.36 
1.90 

F Value 

3.87 

5.62 
1.97 

46.76 
5.52 
6.76 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0002 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT 

221.01 HTs V NHC ] 

HTl V NHC 1 
HT2 V NHC ] 
HT3 V NHC ] 
HT4 V NHC ] 
HTS V NHC ] 

L 421 

L 173 
L 184 
L 123 
L 128 
L 268 

,0001 

90.86 
96.70 
64.38 
67.14 
140.98 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT EFFECTS: 

Humor 15 2.48 

HTl V HTs ] 
HT2 V HTs ] 
HT3 V HTs ] 
HT4 V HTs ] 
HTS V HTs ] 

-

L 5 
L 9 
L 2 
L 4 

,0426 

.12 
2.95 
6.10 
1.13 
2.38 

.7332 

.0866 

.0138 

.2888 

.1234 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR DIMENSIONAL EFFECTS: 

2 V 4 (HI) ] 
1 V 4 (H3) ] 
3 V 5 (H3) ] 
4 V S (H2) ] 
1 V 3 (H2) ] 

L 4 
[ 1 
[ 10 
L 4 
L 4 

2.80 
.80 

6.24 
2.59 
2.88 

.0948 

.3720 

.0128 

.1083 

.0900 
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more ENJOYABLE than other HTs, there is only limited evidence that 

this pattern results from their use of H3 (arousal-safety humor). 

Both contrasts designed to test an H2-effect are marginally 

significant (P=.1083 and .0900). However, since one contrast implies 

a positive H2-effect (HT4 vs HTS) and the other implies a negative 

H2-effect (HTl vs HT3), these results do not support an underlying D-

effect. Nor does ENJOYMENT seem directly related to the complexity of 

the stimulus (a la Berlyne) since HT2 (the least complex treatment) is 

rated about the same as HTS (the most complex humor treatment). 

In sum, concerning the ENJOYMENT associated with the ad, all HTs 

are moderately ENJOYABLE, the NHC is slightly UNENJOYABLE, satire 

(HT3) is significantly less ENJOYABLE than other HTs, full comedy 

(HTS) and sentimental humor (HT2) are more ENJOYABLE than other HTs, 

and this superiority may be related to their use of arousal-safety 

humor (H3). 

8.2.6 Effective 

How EFFECTIVE are humorous ads? PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS was 

measured using a 7-point scale (Not at all effective/ Extremely 

effective). Does humor affect the PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS of an ad? 

Are certain HTs viewed as being more EFFECTIVE? Recall that in the 

selection of ads for this experiment, panel results were used to 

screen out INEFFECTIVE ads. Thus, all the ads used in this study 

were rated at least moderately EFFECTIVE in the pretest. Further

more, control ads were selected in order to maximize their PERCEIVED 

EFFECTIVENESS. 
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Treatment means indicate that all HTs are at least moderately 

EFFECTIVE (M>= 4.95) and that the NHCs are neither EFFECTIVE nor 

INEFFECTIVE (M=4.12). Satire (HT3) was judged only slightly less 

EFFECTIVE than other HTs (4.95). 

HOW EFFECTIVE IS THE AD? 

Observed 
Means 

HT4 5.19 
HTS 5.12 
HT2 5.12 
HTl 5.06 
HT3 4.95 
NHC 4.12 

Effect Size 
(Hts and 

.29 

.24 

.23 

.19 

.11 
-.49 

NHC) 
Effect Size* 
(HTs only) 

.09 

.03 

.03 
-.02 
-.10 

Are humorous ads significantly more EFFECTIVE than nonhumorous 

ads? Treatment means indicate that NHCs score lowest in EFFECTIVENESS 

(effect size = -.43). Results of a 6-way ANOVA (table 8.7) strongly 

support a G-effect regarding perceived EFFECTIVENESS. The main effect 

for humor type, the planned linear contrast comparing the NHC to an 

average of all HTs, and all of the pairwise contrasts comparing 

individual HTs to the NHC are very significant (P<=.0001). Both 

collectively and individually, humorous ads are considered 

significantly more EFFECTIVE than nonhumorous ads, and this difference 

was observed despite an attempt in the ad selection process to choose 

nonhumorous examples that were particularly effective. 

Does any HT rate higher (or lower) than other HTs regarding 

PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS? Treatment means suggest that HT3 may be 

somewhat less EFFECTIVE than other HTs (effect size* = -.10). In a 

5-way ANOVA (table 8.7), the main effect for humor type is not 
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TABLE 8.7 

ANOVA RESULTS FOR "EFFECTIVE" 

SIX-WAY ANOVA RESULTS: 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

df 

208 
908 
1116 

9 
170 

5 
4 
20 

Sum of 
Squares 

1032 
1705 
2737 

28 
617 

166 
12 
179 

Mean 
Square 

4.96 
1.88 

F Value 

2.64 

1.66 
1.93 

17.73 
1.55 
4.77 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0938 

.0001 

.0001 

.1849 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT: 

HTs V NHC 

HTl 
HT2 
HT3 
HT4 
HTS 

V NHC 
V NHC 
V NHC 
V NHC 
V NHC 

158 

73 
59 
37 
71 
86 

84.20 

38.94 
31.27 
19.73 
37.63 
45.84 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT EFFECTS: 

Humor 1.43 

HTl V HTs ] 
HT2 V HTs ] 
HT3 V HTs ] 
HT4 V HTs ] 
HTS V HTs ] 

L 2 
— 

L 9 
— 

— 

.2211 

1.60 
.06 

5.46 
.10 
.18 

.2064 

.8009 

.0198 

.7471 

.6690 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR DIMENSIONAL EFFECTS 

2 
1 
3 
4 
1 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

4 
4 
5 
5 
3 

(HI) 1 
(H3) 1 
(H3) 1 
(H2) 1 
(H2) 1 

5 

7 

.00 

.30 
3.01 
.00 

4.79 

.9585 

.5867 

.0834 

.9749 

.0291 
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significant (P=.2211), but the single-degree-of-freedom contrast 

comparing HT3 to an average of other HTs is significant (P=.0198). 

These findings suggest that while HTs do not generally differ 

regarding EFFECTIVENESS, satire (HT3) may be perceived as slightly 

less EFFECTIVE. 

Finally, it should be noted that the three HTs with highest 

PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS ratings (HT4, HTS and HT2) all employ arousal-

safety humor (H3). However, only one H3-contrast even approaches 

significance (HT3 vs HTS: P=.0834). One H2 test is significant (HTl 

vs HT3: P=.0291). These dimensional tests are inconclusive. 

Although the three HTs which employ H3 are all considered more 

EFFECTIVE, there is little evidence that their superiority is 

specifically related to the use of H3. The significant H2-test (HTl 

vs HT3) probably results from the HT3 treatment effect discussed 

above. 

In sum, concerning the PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS OF THE AD, all HTs 

are seen as moderately EFFECTIVE, HTs are much more EFFECTIVE than the 

NHC, and HTs do not differ significantly from each other. Again, this 

is PERCEIVED EFFECTIVENESS. 

8.2.7 Knowledgeableness of the Source 

Some research suggests that comedy (by being playful) undermines 

the authoritativeness of a message source, while wit and satire (by 

demonstrating intellectual and social power) can enhance perceived 

authority. Do humorous ads appear less KNOWLEDGEABLE (authoritative)? 

Do different HTs affect perceived KNOWLEDGEABLENESS in different ways? 
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Treatment means indicate that all sources (HTs and NHCs) are at 

least moderately KNOWLEDGEABLE (M >= 4.48), that four HT sources are 

less KNOWLEDGEABLE than the NHC source, and that sources using 

sentimental wit (HT4) are rated about the same as the NHC. 

HOW KNOWLEDGEABLE IS THE MESSAGE SOURCE? 

Observed Effect Size Effect Size* 
Means (Hts and NHC) (HTs only) 

HT4 4.99 .23 .31 
NHC 4.91 .16 
HT3 4.66 -.05 .02 
HTl 4.62 -.09 -.03 
HT2 4.48 -.21 -.14 
HTS 4.48 -.21 -.15 

Do humorous sources differ from nonhumorous sources regarding 

the PERCEIVED KNOWLEDGEABLENESS OF THE SOURCE? Treatment means 

indicate that nonhumorous sources score higher in KNOWLEDGE (effect 

size = .16) than four of the five HTs. Results of a 6-way ANOVA 

(table 8.8) partly support a G-effect regarding the source's 

PERCEIVED KNOWLEDGE. Although the main effect for humor type is very 

significant (P<=.0001) and the planned linear contrast comparing the 

NHC to an average of all HTs is very significant (P<=.0003), only 

three of the pairwise contrasts comparing individual HTs to the NHC 

are significant (P<=.0009). HT3 and HT4 do not differ significantly 

from the NHC, though the contrast involving HT3 is marginal (P=.1131). 

In short, although four humorous sources rate lower in KNOWLEDGE and 

three of these are significantly lower than the NHC, one humorous 

source (sentimental wit) is considered to be at least as KNOWLEDGEABLE 

as a nonhumorous source. 
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ANOVA RESULTS FOR "KNOWLEDGEABLE SOURCE" 

SIX-WAY ANOVA RESULTS 
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SOURCE df Sum of 
Squares 

Mean 
Square 

F Value Pr > F 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

208 
907 
1115 

9 
170 

S 
4 
20 

1203 
1221 
2425 

89 
857 

43 
62 
127 

5.79 
1.35 

4.30 

7.37 
3.74 

6.44 
11.49 
4.71 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT; 

HTs V NHC ] 

HTl V NHC ] 
HT2 V NHC ] 
HT3 V NHC ] 
HT4 V NHC ] 
HTS V NHC ] 

L 18 

L 18 
L IS 
L 3 
[ 1 
L 22 

13.51 .0003 

13.14 
11.14 
2.52 
.45 

16.80 

.0003 

.0009 

.1131 

.5032 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT EFFECTS: 

Humor 25 5.06 .0005 

HTl 
HT2 
HT3 
HT4 
HTS 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 

2 
4 
3 
18 
9 

1.74 
3.01 
2.01 
14.73 
6.79 

.1875 

.0831 

.1565 

.0001 

.0094 
* 

* 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR DIMENSIONAL EFFECTS: 

2 V 4 (HI) ] 
1 V 4 (H3) 1 
3 V 5 (H3) ] 
4 V S (H2) ] 
1 V 3 (H2) ] 

L IS 
L 14 
L 8 
L 21 
L 3 

11.65 
10.76 
6.15 
16.70 
2.78 

.0007 

.0011 

.0134 

.0001 

.0958 

* 

* 

* 

* 
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Do HTs differ significantly in regard to KNOWLEDGEABLENESS OF A 

SOURCE? Means suggest that sources using sentimental wit (HT4) appear 

more KNOWLEDGEABLE (effect size* = .31), while those employing full 

comedy (HTS) and sentimental humor (HT2) may seem somewhat less 

KNOWLEDGEABLE (effect size* = -.12 and -.11, respectively). In a 5-

way ANOVA (table 8.8), the main effect for humor type is very 

significant (P=.0005), the single-degree-of-freedom contrasts 

comparing HT4 and HTS to an average of other HTs are both significant 

(P=.0001 and .0094), and the single-degree-of-freedom contrast 

comparing HT2 to an average of other HTs is marginal (P=.0831). 

These findings suggest that HTs do differ significantly from each 

other in regard to the source's PERCEIVED KNOWLEDGE. Sources that 

involve sentimental wit (HT4) appear significantly more KNOWLEDGEABLE, 

while those associated with comedy (HTS) and sentimental humor (HT2) 

are somewhat less KNOWLEDGEABLE. Note that while comic wit and satire 

(HTl and HT3) are judged higher than comedy and sentimental humor (HTS 

and HT2) , they are not rated as high as the NHC or sentimental wit 

(HT4) . Thus, in a limited sense, these findings support both the 

hypothesized negative effect attributed to comedy and the hypothesized 

benefit linked to wit and satire. 

Finally, four of the five nested contrasts designed to test for 

dimensional effects are significant (P<=.0134) and the fifth 

approaches significance (P=.09S8), but the pattern of these results 

does not support any D-effect (table 8.8). For example, the contrast 

between HTl and HT4 implies a positive H3-effect, while that between 

HT3 and HTS implies a negative H3-effect. Likewise, the contrast 
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between HT4 and HTS implies a negative H2-effect, while that between 

HTl and HT3 implies a positive H2-effect. Although the contrast 

between HT4 and HT2 implies a positive Hl-effect, the HT which is 

rated lowest (HTS) also employs HI. In short, these nested contrasts 

seem less the result of underlying D-effects than a consequence of 

the HT-effects discussed above. 

In sum, concerning the KNOWLEDGEABLENESS OF A SOURCE, although 

all sources (HTs and NHC) seem moderately knowledgeable, three 

humorous sources (HTS, HT2 and HTl) are significantly less 

knowledgeable than the NHC, and two of these (comedy and sentimental 

humor) appear less knowledgeable than other HTs. On the other hand, 

sources that employ sentimental humor (HT4) appear to be at least as 

knowledgeable as the NHC and more knowledgeable than other HTs. 

8.2.8 Trustworthiness of the Source 

Does humor affect the TRUSTWORTHINESS of a source? To the extent 

that humor makes the source more likable, it might promote TRUST; to 

the extent that humor makes a source appear superior, distant or 

aggressive, it might reduce TRUST. 

HOW TRUSTWORTHY IS THE MESSAGE SOURCE? 

Effect Size Effect Size* 
(Hts and NHC) (HTs only) 

.27 .33 

.11 

.00 .05 
-.10 -.05 
-.10 -.06 
-.26 -.22 

Observed 
Means 

HT4 
NHC 
HT2 
HTl 
HTS 
HT3 

4. 
4, 
4, 
4, 
4. 
4. 

.90 

.71 

.60 

.48 

.48 

.31 
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Means indicate that all sources are at least somewhat TRUSTWORTHY 

(M >= 4.31), that four HT sources are less TRUSTWORTHY than NHC 

sources, but that sources who use sentimental wit (HT4) are considered 

more TRUSTWORTHY than NHC sources. 

Does humor make the message source appear significantly less 

TRUSTWORTHY? Treatment means indicate that nonhumorous sources score 

higher in TRUST than four of the five HTs. Results of a 6-way ANOVA 

(table 8.9) only partly support a negative G-effect regarding the 

TRUSTWORTHINESS of the source. Although the main effect for humor 

type is very significant (P<=.0001) and the planned linear contrast 

comparing the NHC to an average of all HTs is very significant 

(P<=.0019), only three of the pairwise contrasts comparing individual 

HTs to the NHC are significant (P<=.002S). HT2 sources (sentimental 

humor) are not significantly less TRUSTWORTHY than the NHC, and HT4 

sources (sentimental wit) may even be more TRUSTWORTHY. 

Do various HTs differ significantly regarding the source's 

TRUSTWORTHINESS? Treatment means suggest that HT4 sources are more 

TRUSTWORTHY (effect size* = .33) and that HT3 sources are less 

TRUSTWORTHY (effect size* = -.22). In a 5-way ANOVA, the main effect 

for humor type is significant (P=.0008), the single-degree-of-freedom 

contrast comparing HT4 to an average of other HTs is significant 

(P=:.0002), and the single-degree-of-freedom contrasts comparing HT3 

and HTS to an average of other HTs are marginal (P=.0698 and .0762, 

respectively). These findings suggest that HTs do differ from each 

other regarding the SOURCE'S PERCEIVED TRUSTWORTHINESS. Sources that 

employ sentimental wit (HT4) are significantly more TRUSTWORTHY, while 
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TABLE 8.9 

ANOVA RESULTS FOR "TRUSTWORTHY SOURCE" 

SIX-WAY ANOVA RESULTS: 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

df 

208 
906 
1114 

9 
170 

5 
4 
20 

Sum of 
Squares 

1147 
1138 
2285 

60 
827 

39 
12 
185 

Mean 
Square 

5.52 
1.26 

F Value 

4.39 

5.30 
3.87 

6.21 
2,46 
7.37 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0439 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT; 

HTs V NHC ] 

HTl V NHC ] 
HT2 V NHC ] 
HT3 V NHC ] 
HT4 V NHC ] 
HTS V NHC ] 

L 12 

L 14 
L 2 
L 17 
L 1 
L 12 

9.67 

10.89 
1.71 
13.73 
1.09 
9.17 

.0019 

.0010 

.1911 

.0002 

.2974 

.0025 

* 

* 

* 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT EFFECTS: 

Humor 22 4.79 

HTl V HTs ] 
HT2 V HTs ] 
HT3 V HTs ] 
HT4 V HTs ] 
HTS V HTs ] 

L 2 
L 1 
L 4 
L 16 
L 4 

,0008 

1.76 
,52 

3.30 
13.69 
3.16 

.1849 

.4706 

.0698 

.0002 

.0762 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR DIMENSIONAL EFFECTS: 

2 V 4 (HI) ] 
1 V 4 (H3) ] 
3 V 5 (H3) ] 
4 V 5 (H2) ] 
1 V 3 (H2) ] 

L 4 
L 12 

-

L 14 
-

3.53 
10.21 
.00 

12.34 
.07 

.0609 

.0015 

.9524 

.0005 

.7843 
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those associated with satire (HT3) and full comedy (HTS) appear to be 

somewhat less TRUSTWORTHY. 

Finally, two contrasts designed to test for D-effects are very 

significant (P<=.001S) and a third is marginally significant 

(P=.0609). These results provide weak evidence that dispositional 

humor (H2) reduces TRUST, while arousal-safety humor (H3) increases 

TRUST. However, since these contrasts involve different D-effects and 

other contrasts designed to test for similar effects are not 

significant, these findings may merely reflect HT-effects discussed 

above. 

In sum, regarding the TRUSTWORTHINESS OF A MESSAGE SOURCE, 

although all sources appear somewhat TRUSTWORTHY, three humorous 

sources (HT3, HTS and HTl) are significantly less TRUSTWORTHY than the 

NHC, and one of these (satire) is less TRUSTWORTHY than other HTs. On 

the other hand, sentimental humor (HT4) is more TRUSTWORTHY than the 

NHC and more TRUSTWORTHY than other HTs. TRUST may be enhanced by 

arousal-safety humor (H3) and reduced by dispositional humor (H2). 

8.2.9 Informative 

Does humor make an ad appear more (or less) INFORMATIVE? As a 

result of attribution, HTs which are more cognitive (HTl) may seem 

more INFORMATIVE, while those which are more affective (HT2) could 

seem less INFORMATIVE. On the other hand, some HTs may actually 

affect a subject's ability or motivation to process the ad. 

Treatment means indicate that the NHC and four HTs are at least 

somewhat INFORMATIVE (M >= 4.30), but that HT2 (sentimental humor) is 
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considered rather indifferent (M=4.03). Three HTs and the NHC are 

nearly equal in perceived INFORMATIVENESS, sentimental humor (HT2) is 

rated lower than all other treatments, and sentimental wit (HT4) is 

rated much higher. 

HOW INFORMATIVE IS THE AD? 

Observed 
Means 

HT4 4.91 
NHC 4.42 
HT3 4.40 
HTl 4.36 
HTS 4.30 
HT2 4.03 

Effect Size 
(Hts and NHC) 

.39 

.01 
-.01 
-.04 
-.08 
-.29 

Effect S 
(HTs onl 

.42 

-.01 
-.04 
-.08 
-.31 

Do HTs differ significantly from the NHC regarding PERCEIVED 

INFORMATIVENESS? Means indicate that the NHC rates nearly the same as 

HT3, HTl and HTS, lower than HT4 (sentimental wit), and higher than 

HT2 (sentimental humor). In short, the NHC falls in the middle of the 

distribution (effect size = .01). Results of a 6-way ANOVA (table 

8.10) confirm that there is no G-effect regarding PERCEIVED 

INFORMATIVENESS. Although the main effect for humor type is very 

significant (P <= .0002), the planned linear contrast comparing the 

NHC to an average of all HTs is very nonsignificant (P <= .6211). 

Only HT2 and HT4 differ significantly from the NHC, as they do from 

all other HTs. 

Do HTs differ significantly from each other regarding PERCEIVED 

INFORMATIVENESS? Treatment means suggest that HT4 ads seem more 

INFORMATIVE (effect size* = .42) and HT3 ads seem less INFORMATIVE 

(effect size* = -.31). In a S-way ANOVA (table 8.10), the main effect 
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TABLE 8.10 

ANOVA RESULTS FOR "INFORMATIVE" 

SIX-WAY ANOVA RESULTS 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

df 

208 
907 
1115 

9 
170 

5 
4 
20 

Sum of 
Squares 

1373 
1503 
2876 

72 
916 

40 
109 
182 

Mean 
Sc 

6. 
1. 

uare 

60 
66 

F Value 

3.98 

4.84 
3.25 

4.84 
16.52 
5.48 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0002 

.0001 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT: 

.24 HTs V NHC ] 

HTl V NHC ] 
HT2 V NHC ] 
HT3 V NHC ] 
HT4 V NHC ] 
HTS V NHC 1 

L 

14 
[ 1 
L 17 
L 1 

.6211 

.16 
8.19 
.58 

10.10 
.82 

.6872 

.0043 

.4446 

.0015 

.3653 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT EFFECTS: 

Humor 34 5.97 

HTl V HTs ] 
HT2 V HTs ] 
HT3 V HTs ] 
HT4 V HTs ] 
HTS V HTs ] 

-

L 16 
L 1 
L 27 
L 1 

.0001 

.06 
11.30 

.41 
19.44 
1.04 

.8041 

.0008 

.5217 

.0001 

.3091 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR DIMENSIONAL EFFECTS 

2 V 4 (HI) ] 
1 V 4 (H3) ] 
3 V 5 (H3) ] 
4 V 5 (H2) ] 
1 V 3 (H2) ] 

L 31 
L 10 

-

L 18 
— 

22.34 
7.40 
.05 

12.60 
.29 

.0001 

.0067 

.8287 

.0004 

.5901 

* 

* 

* 
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for humor type is very significant (P <= .0001), and the single-

degree-of-freedom contrasts comparing HT2 and HT4 to an average of 

other HTs are both very significant (P <= .0008). Apparently, HTs do 

differ from each other regarding PERCEIVED INFORMATIVENESS. Ads that 

employ sentimental wit (HT4) are significantly more INFORMATIVE; those 

that employ sentimental humor (HT2) are considered significantly less 

INFORMATIVE. 

Finally, three contrasts designed to test for D-effects are 

significant. On one hand, this may suggest that HI and H3 incremen

tally enhance PERCEIVED INFORMATIVENESS, while H2 lowers PERCEIVED 

INFORMATIVENESS. On the other hand, all three contrasts involve HT4 

(sentimental wit) and thus may only reflect the strength of the HT4 

treatment effect discussed above. 

In sum, concerning PERCEIVED INFORMATIVENESS, sentimental wit 

(HT4) is considered significantly more INFORMATIVE than the NHC and 

other HTs, while sentimental humor (HT2) is considered significantly 

less INFORMATIVE than the NHC and other HTs. Furthermore, greater 

INFORMATIVENESS may be linked to the use of HI and H3 (incongruity-

resolution and safety-arousal humor) and negatively associated with 

the use of H2 (dispositional humor). 

8.2.10 Clear 

Does humor affect the PERCEIVED CLARITY of an ad? Some suggest 

that humor (because of distraction) and satire (because of complexity) 

can impair CLARITY. Are HTs less clear than NHCs? Do some HTs appear 

CLEARER than others? 
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Treatment means indicate that all treatments (humorous and 

nonhumorous) are very CLEAR (M >= 5.40). Four HTs are rated nearly 

equal, the NHC is rated slightly lower, and satire (HT3) is rated 

higher. If anything, humor and satire appear to enhance PERCEIVED 

CLARITY. 

HOW CLEAR IS THE AD? 

Observed 
Means 

HT3 5.72 
HT2 5.58 
HT4 5.56 
HTS 5.52 
HTl 5.51 
NHC 5.40 

Effect Size 
(Hts and NHC) 

.16 

.05 

.03 

.00 
-.01 
-.10 

Effect S 
(HTs onl 

.12 

.00 
-.02 
-.05 
-.06 

Does humor have a general effect on CLARITY? Treatment means 

indicate that all five HTs score higher than the NHC. The results of 

a 6-way ANOVA (table 8.11) are ambiguous. The planned linear contrast 

comparing the NHC to an average of all HTs is very significant 

(P<=.0051), but the main effect for humor type is only marginal 

(P<=.0624), and only two HTs (HT2 and HT3) differ significantly from 

the NHC (P=.03S7 and .0051, respectively). One other single-degree-

of-freedom contrast is marginal. There is less evidence for a general 

humor effect related to CLARITY than there is for an effect involving 

satire. Means for nonsatiric HTs are virtually identical (5.58-5.51). 

Do HTs differ from each other regarding CLARITY? Treatment means 

suggest that HT3 ads are rated CLEARER (effect size* = .12). In a 

5-way ANOVA (table 8.11), the main effect for humor is nonsignificant 

(p=.5482) and none of the five single-degree-of-freedom contrasts 
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TABLE 8.11 

ANOVA RESULTS FOR "CLEAR" 

SIX-WAY ANOVA RESULTS: 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

df 

208 
908 
1116 

9 
170 

5 
4 
20 

Sum of 
Squares 

996 
1389 
2385 

S3 
767 

16 
19 
145 

Mean 
Square 

4.79 
1.53 

F Value 

3.13 

3.88 
2.95 

2.11 
3.11 
4.72 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0624 

.0147 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

CONTRASTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR A GENERAL HUMOR EFFECT; 

HTs V NHC ] 

HTl V NHC ] 
HT2 V NHC ] 
HT3 V NHC ] 
HT4 V NHC ] 
HTS V NHC ] 

L 12 

L 5 
L 7 
L 12 
L 1 
L 3 

7.90 ,0051 

3.17 
4.42 
7.87 
.84 

1.88 

.0754 

.0357 

.0051 

.3585 

.1710 

* 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT EFFECTS: 

Humor .77 5482 

HTl 
HT2 
HT3 
HT4 
HTS 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 

0 
1 
1 
2 
1 

.10 

.91 

.71 
1.59 
.63 

.7509 

.3407 

.4014 

.2073 

.4292 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR DIMENSIONAL EFFECTS: 

2 
1 
3 
4 
1 

V 4 (HI) 1 
V 4 (H3) 1 
V 5 (H3) 1 
V 5 (H2) 1 
V 3 (H2) 1 

3 
1 
1 

1.82 
1.02 
1.02 
.15 
.10. 

.1781 

.3130 

.3124 

.6975 

.7570 
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comparing specific HTs to an average of other HTs even approaches 

significance. Despite HT3's somewhat superior mean, HTs do not differ 

significantly in regard to PERCEIVED CLARITY. 

Three points require further discussion. First, these nonsigni

ficant findings are noteworthy since they challenge the belief that 

humor and satire reduce CLARITY. Of course, the measure of PERCEIVED 

CLARITY may not be sensitive to the real harm caused by humor or 

satire. In chapter 7, we discussed DESCRIPTIVE-COMPREHENSION and 

MESSAGE-COMPREHENSION, two measures of clarity based on recall 

protocols rather than self-report. When one compares effect sizes for 

the three measures across all treatment levels, two points are clear: 

CLARITY D-COMP M-COMP 

HT3 .16 .30 .44 

HTS 
HT2 
HT4 
HTl 

.00 

.05 

.03 
- . 0 1 

.14 
- . 02 
- . 01 
- . 17 

.10 

.00 

.00 
- . 2 3 

NHC -.10 -.14 -.18 

(1) the NHC is consistently worse than other treatments, and (2) 

satire (HT3) is consistently better. In brief, PERCEIVED CLARITY may 

not be as sensitive as the two comprehension measures, but with regard 

to the NHC and HT3, its results are generally consistent. 

The weakness of these findings could result from a demand 

artifact. When asked whether or not various ads were CLEAR, subjects 

may have reported greater CLARITY in order to avoid any embarrassment 

that could result from admitting that some ads did not seem CLEAR to 

them. According to this logic, since TV ads are generally viewed as 
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simplistic, admitting one's failure to understand them could suggest 

(1) a lack of attention or (2) a lack of intelligence. Thus, if 

subjects desired to be obedient and/or feared appearing dumb in the 

eyes of the experimenter, they might report ads as being CLEARER than 

they actually were. The result would be restricted range (4-7) and 

severly attentuated results. This explanation is consistent with the 

high overall mean for CLARITY (5.53). (No other attitude-to-the-ad 

measure has an overall mean greater than 5.29.) Even if there were no 

demand effect, restricted range could obscure all but the strongest 

differences. The comparison of CLARITY to DESCRIPTIVE and MESSAGE 

COMPREHENSION exhibits just such a pattern. 

Finally, it might be argued that the observed superiority of 

satire may be a function of the sample under consideration. The 

present analysis is limited to observations for which there was a 

successful humor/nonhumor manipulation. If, as some argue, satire is 

relatively difficult to understand and if it must be understood for 

its humor to work, then "satirical ads which are perceived to be 

humorous" might be expected to evidence greater CLARITY. In this 

view, the greater CLARITY of satire is a precondition for and not a 

result of satire's humorousness. This interpretation is supported by 

two facts. First, compared to other HTs, fewer satiric ads are viewed 

as humorous (n = 130 compared to 149, 155, 167 and 180); and second, 

when CLARITY is analyzed using total observations, HT3 is no longer 

CLEARER (and the NHC is no longer less clear). 

In sum, regarding PERCEIVED CLARITY, no matter whether one 

considers all observations or just those which evidence a successful 
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humor/nonhumor manipulation, the NHC is never rated CLEARER than most 

HTs. When one considers only observations which demonstrate a 

successful manipulation, there is some evidence that several HTs, 

especially satire (HT3), enhance perceived CLARITY. 

8.3 Product^Related Attitudes 

After completing recall protocols, processing measures and 

attitude measures for the ten ads that they had viewed, subjects 

answered questions about 16 products, including the 10 products that 

they had just seen advertised (6 HTs, 2 NHCs and 2 PSAs) and 6 

products that they had not seen advertised (4 HTs and 2 dummy brands). 

These last six products were varied across treatment sequences so that 

nonexperimental brands always matched experimental brands by product 

category. This design allowed each group of subjects to serve as a 

control group for other subjects. Responses for unmanipulated 

products were pooled by brand, and brand averages were used to 

establish population baselines for PRODUCT KNOWLEDGE, PRODUCT ATTITUDE 

and BEHAVIORAL INTENT. Manipulated and unmanipulated brands were 

mixed within each section, but the order of the manipulated brands 

conformed to the order of the experimental ads in each treatment. 

Subjects answered three product-related questions: how much did 

they KNOW about each brand, how much QUALITY did they associate with 

each brand, and how likely was it that they would USE the brand within 

the next month. Three sets of 7-point scales were anchored on 

You Know Nothing You Know a Great 
About It Deal About It 
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Extremely Poor Extremely High 

Quality Quality 

Extremely Unlikely Extremely Likely 

Baseline values (derived from subjects who were not exposed to 

specific ads) were subtracted from the responses of those who were 

exposed. Thus, the product-related variables reported here are 

estimates of the CHANGE IN PRODUCT KNOWLEDGE, the CHANGE IN PRODUCT 

ATTITUDE, and the CHANGE IN PRODUCT-RELATED BEHAVIORAL INTENT 

associated with each ad. Since the focus of this section is the 

relative effectiveness of various HTs, no baselines were established 

for NHC ads. All analyses in this section are therefore S-way (HTs 

only), and the only hypotheses addressed are those concerned with 

humor type (HT-effects) and humor dimension (D-effects). 

Intuitively, these differences should be small but positive (if 

in fact they occur). The likelihood of change could be affected by 

(1) each subject's familiarity with the ad and (2) each subject's 

prior relationship (knowledge, attitude, and use) to the brand. That 

is, the more subjects have seen an ad and/or the stronger their 

preexisting beliefs and attitudes regarding the product, the less 

likely it is that they would be affected by a single additional 

exposure to the ad. In order to control for such effects, 

FAMILIARITY-WITH-THE-AD and various estimates of BRAND FAMILIARITY 

were tested as possible covariates. Both separately and in 

combination, these covariates did not significantly affect the 

results. Apparently, much of the variance related to AD FAMILIARITY 

and BRAND FAMILIARITY was already accounted for by the INDIVIDUAL AD 
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term (HT x Product) in the basic ANOVA model. Since covariates made 

little difference, only ANOVAs are reported in this section. 

8.3.1 Change in Product Knowledge 

How much is a subject's general impression of PRODUCT KNOWLEDGE 

influenced by a single exposure to the ad? Are these changes 

significant? And to what extent are these changes related to humor 

type or to underlying humor dimensions? 

An inspection of treatment means suggests that at least some HTs 

led to a difference in the subject's PERCEIVED PRODUCT KNOWLEDGE. 

These differences vary across HTs, are small to moderate and are 

generally positive. One-tailed t-tests comparing experimental means 

to baseline values indicate that three HTs led to a significant 

increase. Full comedy (HTS) results in greater change than any other 

HT (13%, P<=.0001). Sentimental wit (HT4) and satire (HT3) produce 

small but marginally significant increases (4%, P<=.0794). Comic wit 

(HTl) and sentimental humor (HT2) do not produce significant change. 

HOW MUCH DOES EACH HUMOR TYPE 
AFFECT PERCEIVED PRODUCT KNOWLEDGE? 

Humor 
Type 

HTS 
HT4 
HT3 
HTl 
HT2 

Average 
Change 

0.57 
0.22 
0.19 
0.07 
-0.02 

Effect 
Size 

.28 

.00 
-.03 
-.13 
-.20 

Percent 
Change 

.13 

.04 

.04 

.01 

.00 

T-Test 
PR>|T| 

.0001 **** 

.0590 * 

.0794 * 

.5587 
(.8251) 

Do various HTs differ significantly in the extent that they 

affect PERCEIVED PRODUCT KNOWLEDGE? Effect sizes suggest that only 
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three HTs vary much from the overall mean. HTS produces an above 

average effect (effect size* = .28), while HTl and HT2 produce below 

average effects (effect size* = -.13 and -.20, respectively). Results 

of the S-way ANOVA (table 8.12) suggest that there are significant 

differences. The main effect for humor type is very significant 

(P=.0003). Three linear contrasts comparing specific HTs to the 

average of other HTs are significant: those involving HT2, HT4 and 

HTS (P=.0006, .0479 and .0016, respectively). A review of observed 

means indicates that full comedy (HTS) and sentimental wit (HT4) 

produce more positive change in PERCEIVED PRODUCT KNOWLEDGE than other 

HTs, while sentimental humor (HT2) produces less. 

Is there any evidence that these HT-effects can be explained by 

underlying humor dimensions? In the S-way ANOVA, two nested contrasts 

are significant, and one is marginally significant. One of these 

implies a positive Hl-effect (HT2 vs HT4: P=.0012); the others imply 

a positive H3-effect (HTl vs HT4: P=.0721 and HT3 vs HTS: P=.0161). 

That is, incongruity-resolution humor (HI) and arousal-safety humor 

(H3) are both associated with a significant increase in the subject's 

PERCEIVED PRODUCT KNOWLEDGE. These D-effects could offer an 

alternative explanation of the HT-effects previously discussed. 

In sum, three HTs produced significant increases in PERCEIVED 

PRODUCT KNOWLEDGE [t-tests on change from baseline], and three HTs 

differed significantly from the average of other HTs [S-way ANOVA]. 

Full comedy and sentimental wit do well in both respects. Sentimental 

humor does poorly in both. There is also evidence that HI and H3 

positively affect PERCEIVED PRODUCT KNOWLEDGE. 
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TABLE 8.12 

ANOVA RESULTS FOR "PRODUCT KNOWLEDGE" 

FIVE-WAY ANOVA RESULTS: 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

df 

201 
582 
783 

9 
168 

4 
4 
16 

Sum of 
Squares 

796 
874 
1670 

136 
437 

32 
16 
183 

Mean 
Square 

3.96 
1.50 

F Value 

2.64 

10.06 
1.73 

5.35 
2.66 
7.60 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0003 

.0318 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT EFFECTS: 

HTl V HTs ] 
HT2 V HTs ] 
HT3 V HTs ] 
HT4 V HTs ] 
HTS V HTs J 

L 1 
18 

L 1 
L 6 
L IS 

.74 
11.83 

.58 
3.93 
10.09 

.3899 

.0006 

.4474 

.0479 

.0016 

* 

* 

* 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR DIMENSIONAL EFFECTS 

2 V 4 (HI) ] 
1 V 4 (H3) ] 
3 V 5 (H3) ] 
4 V 5 (H2) ] 
1 V 3 (H2) ] 

L 16 
L 5 
L 9 

-

— 

10.64 
3.25 
5.83 
.26 
.01 

.0012 

.0721 

.0161 

.6092 

.9417 
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8.3.2 Change in Perceived Product Quality 

How much is a subject's general impression of PRODUCT QUALITY 

influenced by one exposure to the ad? Are these changes significant? 

And to what extent are these changes related to humor type or 

underlying dimensional differences? 

The means table suggests that at least some HTs led to a 

difference in the subject's PERCEIVED PRODUCT QUALITY. These 

differences vary across HTs, are small to moderate and are generally 

positive. One-tailed t-tests comparing experimental means to baseline 

values indicate that three HTs led to a significant increase. Full 

comedy (HTS), comic wit (HTl), and sentimental wit (HT4) produce 

moderate increases (7-11%, P<=.0010). Satire (HT3) and sentimental 

humor (HT2) do not produce significant changes in PERCEIVED PRODUCT 

QUALITY. 

HOW MUCH DOES EACH HUMOR TYPE 
AFFECT PERCEIVED PRODUCT QUALITY? 

Humor Average Effect Percent T-Test 
Type Change Size Change PR>|T' 

HTS 
HTl 
HT4 
HT3 
HT2 

0.44 
0.33 
0.31 
-0.01 
-0.12 

.21 

.12 

.09 
-.18 
-.29 

11% 
8% 
7% 
0% 

-2% 

.0002 **** 

.0010 *** 

.0004 *** 
(.9578) 
(.2178) 

Do HTs differ significantly in the amount they affect PERCEIVED 

PRODUCT QUALITY? Effect sizes suggest that only three HTs vary much 

from the overall mean. HTS produces an above average effect (effect 

size* = .21), while HT3 and HT2 produce below average effects (effect 

size* = -.18 and -.29, respectively). Results of the S-way ANOVA 
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(table 8.13) suggest that there are significant differences. The main 

effect for humor type is very significant (P=.0007), and four of the 

linear contrasts comparing specific HTs to the average of other HTs 

are significant (P<=.0471). A review of observed means indicates that 

full comedy (HTS) and sentimental wit (HT4) produce significantly more 

positive change in PERCEIVED PRODUCT QUALITY than other HTs, while 

sentimental humor (HT2) and satire (HT3) produce significantly less. 

Are these HT-effects related to underlying humor dimensions? In 

the S-way ANOVA (table 8.13), three nested contrasts are significant. 

These imply a positive Hl-effect (HT2 vs HT4: P=.OOOS), a positive H3-

effect (HT3 vs HTS: P=.0122), and a negative H2-effect (HTl vs HT3: 

P=.0486). That is, while incongruity-resolution humor (HI) and 

arousal-safety humor (H3) are associated with significant positive 

change in the subject's PERCEIVED PRODUCT QUALITY, dispositional humor 

(H2) is associated with significantly less. However, since other 

contrasts designed to test for similar D-effects are not significant, 

these effects could be a result of the HT-effects discussed above. 

In sum, regarding PERCEIVED PRODUCT QUALITY, three HTs (full 

comedy, sentimental wit and comic wit) produce significant increases 

over baseline levels [t-tests], and three HTs (full comedy, satire and 

sentimental humor) differ significantly from the average of other HTs 

[S-way ANOVA]. Most notably, HTS (full comedy) evidences a signifi

cant increase over its baseline level, as well as superiority compared 

to other HTs. HT3 (satire) evidences no change, and HT2 (sentimental 

humor) actually shows a drop in PERCEIVED PRODUCT QUALITY. 
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TABLE 8.13 

ANOVA RESULTS FOR "PERCEIVED PRODUCT QUALITY" 

FIVE-WAY ANOVA RESULTS 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

df 

201 
582 
783 

9 
168 

4 
4 
16 

Sum of 
Squares 

654 
710 
1364 

105 
390 

24 
26 
110 

Mean 
Square 

3.26 
1.22 

F Value 

2.67 

9.54 
1.90 

4.88 
5.30 
5.62 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0007 

.0003 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT EFFECTS: 

HTl 
HT2 
HT3 
HT4 
HTS 

V 

V 

V 
V 

V 

HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 

2 
15 
5 
7 
5 

1.41 
12.07 
4.27 
5.45 
3.96 

.2362 

.0006 

.0392 

.0199 

.0471 

* 

* 

* 

* 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR DIMENSIONAL EFFECTS: 

2 V 4 (HI) ] 
1 V 4 (H3) ] 
3 V 5 (H3) ] 
4 V 5 (H2) ] 
1 V 3 (H2) ] 

L 15 
L 1 
L 8 

-

L 5 

2.27 
.66 

6.32 
.17 

3.91 

.0005 

.4173 

.0122 

.6787 

.0486 

* 

* 

* 
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8.3.3 Change in Intent to Use the Product 

How much is a subject's expressed intent to use a product 

influenced by a single exposure to the ad? Are these changes 

significant? And to what extent are these changes related to humor 

type or underlying dimensional differences? 

An inspection of treatment means suggests that at least some HTs 

led to a difference in the subject's USAGE INTENT. These differences 

vary across HTs, are small to moderately large and are all positive. 

One-tailed t-tests comparing experimental means to baseline values 

indicate that full comedy (HTS), comic wit (HTl) and satire (HT3) 

result in significant increases (8-16%, P<=.0470). Sentimental wit 

(HT4) and sentimental humor (HT2) do not produce significant changes 

in the subject's INTENT TO USE THE PRODUCT. 

HOW MUCH DOES EACH HUMOR TYPE AFFECT 
A SUBJECT'S INTENT TO USE A PRODUCT? 

Humor Average Effect Percent T-Test 
Type Change Size Change PR>|T| 

HTS 
HTl 
HT3 
HT4 
HT2 

0.64 
0.37 
0.34 
0.13 
0.07 

.18 

.02 

.00 
-.11 
-.15 

16% 
9% 
8% 
3% 
1% 

.0001 **** 

.0297 ** 

.0470 ** 

.4232 

.6770 

Do various HTs differ significantly in how they affect a 

subject's INTENT TO USE A PRODUCT? Effect sizes suggest that only 

three HTs vary much from the overall mean. HTS produces an above 

average effect (effect size* = .18), while HT4 and HT2 produce below 

average effects (effect size* = -.11 and -.15, respectively). Results 

of the S-way ANOVA (table 8.14) are ambiguous. The main effect 
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TABLE 8.14 

ANOVA RESULTS FOR "LIKELIHOOD OF PRODUCT USE" 

FIVE-WAY ANOVA RESULTS: 

SOURCE 

Model 
Error 
Total 

Groups 
Subjects 

Humor 
Product 
H X P 

df 

200 
576 
776 

9 
167 

4 
4 
16 

Sum of 
Squares 

1306 
1850 
3156 

141 
886 

25 
21 
234 

Mean 
Square 

6.53 
3.21 

F Value 

2.03 

4.88 
1.65 

1.94 
1.63 
4.56 

Pr > F 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.1027 

.1648 

.0001 

* 

* 

* 

FIVE-WAY RESULTS DESIGNED TO TEST FOR HT EFFECTS: 

HTl 
HT2 
HT3 
HT4 
HTS 

V 

V 

V 

V 

V 

HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 
HTs 1 

2 
20 

1 
2 
9 

.50 
6.30 
.22 
.50 

2.86 

.4802 

.0123 

.6393 

.4801 

.0914 

"NESTED" CONTRASTS THAT TEST FOR DIMENSIONAL EFFECTS 

2 V 4 (HI) ] 
1 V 4 (H3) ] 
3 V 5 (H3) ] 
4 V 5 (H2) ] 
1 V 3 (H2) ] 

L 12 
-

L 6 
L 1 
L 2 

3.70 
.00 
1.74 
.25 
.51 

.0548 

.9694 

.1873 

.6146 

.4736 
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for humor type is marginal (P=.1027), but the linear contrast 

comparing HT2 to the average of other HTs is significant (P<=.0123) 

and that involving HTS is marginal (P=.0914). A review of observed 

means indicates that full comedy (HTS) produces a marginally greater 

likelihood of PRODUCT USE than other HTs, while sentimental humor 

(HT2) produces significantly less. 

Can these HT-effects be explained by underlying humor dimensions? 

In the S-way ANOVA, only one of the nested contrasts even approaches 

significance. This contrast implies a positive Hl-effect (HT2 vs HT4: 

P=.0S48). No other nested contrast is significant. Thus, only 

incongruity-resolution humor (HI) is even weakly associated with an 

increase in the subject's expressed LIKELIHOOD OF PRODUCT USE. 

In sum, regarding each ad's effect on a subject's INTENT TO USE 

THE PRODUCT, three HTs (full comedy, comic wit and satire) produce 

significant increases in expressed usage intent [t-tests], and two HTs 

(full comedy and sentimental humor) differ marginally from the average 

of other HTs [S-way ANOVA]. Most importantly, HTS (full comedy) 

evidences a significant increase over its baseline level and is also 

superior to other HTs. HT2 (sentimental humor) is distinguished by 

its relative lack of effect. There is weak evidence for a positive D-

effects involving incongruity-resolution humor. 

8.4 Â  Summary of Humor's Attitude Effects 

In this chapter, various attitudinal measures were analyzed to 

determine how much each variable is influenced by the use of HD-forms 

in general (G-effects), by the use of specific humor types (HT-
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effects), or by the presence of certain underlying humor dimensions 

(D-effects). Table 8.15 summarizes pertinent information from all of 

the attitudinal variables discussed in this chapter. Seven pieces of 

information are reported for each variable: 

1. MEANS TABLE: Does the 6-way means table have a pattern 

consistent with a "general" humor effect? 

2. Z-Value; How large is the difference between the average 

HT and the average NHC? 

3. HT vs NHC: Is the contrast between an average of all five 

HTs and the NHC statistically significant? 

4. G-EFFECT: How many significant contrasts occur in the 

family of contrasts used to test for a G-effect? 

5. S-WAY MAIN: Is the S-way main effect for humor type 

significant? 

6. HT-EFFECT: How many significant contrasts occur in the 

family of contrasts used to test for HT-effects? 

7. D-EFFECT: How many significant contrasts occur in the 

family of contrasts used to test for D-effects? 

G-effects are inferred whenever (1) the means table exhibits a G-

type structure, (2) the contrast between an average of all HTs and the 

NHC is significant, and (3) at least three of the five G-contrasts are 

significant. HT-effects are inferred whenever (1) the S-way main 

effect for humor type is significant and (2) even one of the HT-

contrasts is significant. Similarly, D-effects are considered 

whenever (1) the S-way main effect for humor type and (2) even one of 

the D-contrasts are significant. However, a single significant 
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ATTITUDINAL VARIABLES: A SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 
RELATED TO THE THREE GLOBAL HYPOTHESES 
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ATTITUDE 
TO THE AD: 

Effective 
Emotional 
Attractive 
Clear 

Enjoyable 
Positive 
Likable 

Informative 

Trustworthy 
Knowledgeable 

ATTITUDE 
TO THE PRODUCT: 

MEANS 
TABLE* 

1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
7 

0 

0 
? 

z-
VALUE 

.70 

.54 

.32 

.15 

1.11 
.50 
.27 

.02 

-.15 
-.23 

HT/ 
NHC 

1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 

0 

1 
1 

G-
EFFECT 

5 
5 
3 
2 

5 
5 
3 

2 

3 
3 

S-WAY 
MAIN 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1 
1 
1 

1 

1 
1 

HT-
EFFECT 

1 
0 
0 
0 

1 
1 
2 

2 

1 
2 

D-
EFFECT 

1 
0 
0 
0 

1 
2 
1 

3 

2 
4 

Change in Perceived 
Knowledge of Product 

Change in Perceived 
Quality of the Product 

Change in Intention 
To Use the Product 0 

* A fuller explanation of these criteria is found in section 7.5. 
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contrast is weak evidence for a D-effect. Only larger, directionally 

consistent patterns are taken as strong evidence for D-effects. 

Table 8.16 uses the results summarized in table 8.15 to address 

the three global hypotheses across all attitudinal variables. A-ad 

measures fall into five groups: 

1. Those that evidence positive G-effects but no HT- or D-

effects (EFFECTIVE, EMOTIONAL, and ATTRACTIVE). 

2. Those which evidence positive G-effects plus HT- and D-

effects (ENJOYABLE, POSITIVE, and LIKABLE). 

3. Those which evidence no significant effects (CLEAR). 

4. Those which evidence HT- and D-effects but no G-effects 

(INFORMATIVE and TRUSTWORTHY). 

5. Those which evidence negative G-effects plus HT- and D-

effects (KNOWLEDGEABLE). 

The attitude toward the product measures do not permit testing 

for G-effects. They do evidence several HT- and D-effects. As one 

might expect, the behavioral intent measure is comparatively weak. 

8.4.1 General Humor Effects 

Positive G-effects were observed in the six instances where 

variables involve either an affective dimension of A-ad (EMOTIONAL, 

ATTRACTIVE, ENJOYABLE, POSITIVE, and LIKABLE) or the global measure of 

perceived EFFECTIVENESS. On the other hand, four variables which 

relate to the less affective and more utilitarian aspects of A-ad 

exhibit either (1) no G-effect (CLEAR, INFORMATIVE and TRUSTWORTHY) or 

(2) a negative G-effect (KNOWLEDGEABLE). 
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TABLE 8.16 

ATTITUDINAL VARIABLES: CONCLUSIONS REGARDING 
THE THREE GLOBAL HYPOTHESES 

IS THERE A 
G-EFFECT? 

ARE THERE 
HT-EFFECTS? 

ARE THERE 
D-EFFECTS? 

ATTITUDE TO THE AD: 

Effective 
Emotional 
Attractive 
Clear 

Enjoyable 
Positive 
Likable 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
? 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

Informative X 

Trustworthy 
Knowledgeable 

X 
X 

X 
X 

ATTITUDE TO THE PRODUCT 

Change in Perceived 
Knowledge of Product 

Change in Perceived 
Quality of the Product 

Change in Intention 
To Use the Product 

X 

X 

? 

X 

X 
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These results are largely consistent with current beliefs 

regarding humor's effects. That is, humorous ads are considered more 

EMOTIONAL, more ENJOYABLE, more POSITIVE, more ATTRACTIVE, and 

(probably as an inference based on these perceptions) more EFFECTIVE 

than the NHCs. Humorous sources are also considered more LIKABLE but 

less KNOWLEDGEABLE than nonhumorous sources. In brief, humor-dominant 

ads generally create a more positive attitude toward the ad but at 

risk of limiting the PERCEIVED KNOWLEDGEABLENESS OF THE SOURCE. 

Humor does not generally affect CLARITY, INFORMATIVENESS or the 

TRUSTWORTHINESS OF THE SOURCE. The following sections will consider 

evidence for specific HT- and D-effects. 

8.4.2 Treatment Level Differences 

Table 8.17 summarizes the relative importance of treatment levels 

across various attitudinal variables. Panel i lists all S-way effect 

sizes that are greater than |.12|, panel ii indicates which HTs differ 

significantly from the average of other HTs, and panel iii combines 

the information in panels i and ii. In effect, panel iii indicates 

which HTs perform significantly higher or lower than other HTs on each 

attitude measure. 

HTl or comic wit. Comic wit requires only one kind of humor, HI 

(incongruity-resolution humor). As table 8.4.3 suggests, there are no 

significant HTl effects. That is, compared to other HTs, HTl performs 

indifferently across all attitude measures. Given the cognitive 

nature of HTl (no H2 or H3), it is not surprising that HTl does not 

generate unusually high affect. Perhaps it is more notable that HTl 
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TABLE 8.17 

A COMPARISON OF S-WAY TREATMENT EFFECTS 
FOR SELECT ATTITUDINAL VARIABLES 

EFFECT SIZE > | .12|: HTl HT2 HT3 HT4 HTS 

.24 

.13 

.23 

- .31 
- . 1 4 

.13 - . 20 
- . 2 9 
- .15 

- .31 
- . 1 9 
- .27 
- . 22 

- . 18 

.15 

.18 

.33 

.42 

.31 

.17 

- .15 

.28 

.21 

.18 

Source-Likable 
Enjoyable 
Positive 
Sour ce-Tr us twor thy 
Informative 
Source-Knowledgeable 

Product Knowledge 
Product Quality 
Intent to Use 

SIGNIFICANT CONTRAST 
WITH AVERAGE OF OTHER HTS: HTl HT2 HT3 HT4 HTS 

Source-Likable 
Enjoyable 
Positive 
Source-Trustworthy 
Informative 
Source-Knowledgeable 

Product Knowledge 
Product Quality 
Intent to Use 

* * * 

SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES: HTl HT2 HT3 HT4 HTS 

Source-Likable 
Enjoyable 
Positive 
Source-Trustworthy 
Informative 
Source-Knowledgeable 

Product Knowledge 
Product Quality 
Intent to Use 

* Significant at .10. ** Significant at .05. 
*** Two criteria: effect size > [.12| and a significant F-test 

* * 

* 

* 

* * 

* 

* * 

* * 

* * 

* * 

* * 

* * 

* 

sjesjc 

* * 

* * 

* * 

* * 

* * 

* 

* 5 i S 

* * 
J } : * 

* 

HH 
H 
H 

LL 
L 

LL 
LL 
LL 

LL 
LL 
LL 
L 

LL 

HH 
HH 
HH LL 

HH 
HH 
H 
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(which is dominated by cleverness and wit) does not result in 

comparatively higher levels of perceived knowledge and information. 

On the other hand, one-tailed t-tests (reported in section 8.3) 

indicate that a single exposure to HIl does increase PERCEIVED PRODUCT 

QUALITY by 8% (D = +.33: P=.0010) and the subject's INTENT TO USE THE 

PRODUCT by 9% (D = +.37: P=.0297). 

HT2 or sentimental humor. Sentimental humor requires only one 

kind of humor, H3 (arousal-safety humor). Based on a review of table 

8.17, HT2 performs higher on the hedonic dimensions of A-ad (LIKABLE, 

ENJOYABLE, and POSITIVE), lower on the utility dimensions of A-ad 

(INFORMATIVE and KNOWLEDGEABLE), and lower on all three product-

related measures. Surprisingly, enhanced affect regarding the ad does 

not lead to superior performance on the product-related variables. On 

the other hand, weak product attitudes are related to a lower percep

tion of utility. Given the affective nature of HT2 (sentimental 

humor), these attitude toward the ad results seem rather intuitive. 

The extremely low A-product findings were somewhat unexpected. 

In fact, one-tailed t-tests (reported in section 8.3) indicate 

that a single exposure to HT2 (sentimental humor) does not produce 

significant change in any of the three product-related attitudes. 

HT3 or satire. Satire requires a combination of HI and H2 

(incongruity-resolution humor and dispositional humor). Previous 

advertising studies suggest that satire is riskier than other forms of 

humor and, more particularly, that it may generate negative feelings. 

In a relative sense, this appears to be the case. Compared to other 

HTs, satire performs worse on the hedonic dimensions of A-ad (LIKABLE, 
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ENJOYABLE, POSITIVE and TRUSTWORTHY) and worse on PERCEIVED PRODUCT 

QUALITY. Perhaps negative attitudes toward the ad are being 

generalized to the product, and as a result, there is no increase in 

PERCEIVED PRODUCT QUALITY. 

On the other hand, one-tailed t-tests (reported in section 8.3) 

indicate that a single exposure to satire (HT3) does increase 

PERCEIVED PRODUCT KNOWLEDGE by 4% (D = +.19; P=.0794) and the 

subject's INTENT TO USE THE PRODUCT by 8% (D = +.34; P=.0470). 

HT4 or sentimental comedy. Sentimental comedy requires a 

combination of HI and H3 (incongruity-resolution humor and arousal-

safety humor). As table 8.17 indicates, HT4 is exceptionally strong 

in the utility dimension of A-ad (TRUSTWORTHY, INFORMATIVE, 

KNOWLEDGEABLE). Sentimental wit primarily affects attitude towards 

the source. There are no negative HT4 effects, no significant HT4 

effects regarding the affective dimension of A-ad, and no HT4 effect 

regarding the product-related measures. 

Nevertheless, one-tailed t-tests (reported in section 8.3) 

indicate that a single exposure to HT4 (sentimental'wit) does increase 

PERCEIVED PRODUCT KNOWLEDGE by 4% (D = +.22; P=.0S90) and PERCEIVED 

PRODUCT QUALITY by 7% (D = +.31; P=.0004). INTENT TO USE THE PRODUCT 

does not improve significantly (D = +.13; P=.4232). 

HTS or full comedy. Full comedy involves a combination of HI, H2 

and H3 (incongruity-resolution humor, dispositional humor, and safety-

arousal humor). From table 8.17, it is clear that most HTS effects 

involve product-related attitudes. Specifically, compared to other 
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HTs, full comedy (HTS) leads to a lower perception of the SOURCE'S 

KNOWLEDGEABLENESS and a greater perception of PRODUCT KNOWLEDGE, 

PRODUCT QUALITY and INTENT TO USE. 

One-sided t-tests (reported in section 8.3) indicate that a 

single exposure to HTS (full comedy) increases PERCEIVED PRODUCT 

KNOWLEDGE by 13% (D = +.57; P=.0001), PERCEIVED PRODUCT QUALITY by 11% 

(D = +.44; P=.0002), and the subject's INTENT TO USE THE PRODUCT by 

16% (D = +.64; P=.0001). 

In summary, regarding A-ad and A-product, only three humor types 

produce positive HT-effects (HT2, HT4 and HTS). Although HT4 

(sentimental wit) produces as many positive HT-effects as HTS, HTS 

(full comedy) is superior on those measures which matter most to the 

advertiser (product-related attitudes). HT2's negative HT-effects so 

thoroughly outweigh its positive effects that it should be ranked 

lower than HT3 (satire)—which showed an average increase in two of 

the product-related measures. HTl (comic wit) is thoroughly 

unexceptional. In short, regarding all attitude measures and 

weighting A-product measures more heavily than A-ad measures, HTS 

performs best, followed by HT4, HTl, HT3 and finally HT2. 

8.4.3 Dimensional Differences 

Finally, we will consider evidence regarding the possible impact 

of underlying humor dimensions. To some extent, the humor dimension 

typology (H1-H3) is an alternative to the humor type typology (HTl-

HTS) . In several instances, where there are both significant HT-

effects and significant D-effects, it is not clear whether the D-
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effects are a consequence of the HT-effects or the HT-effects are a 

consequence of the D-effects. In all, nineteen significant D-effects 

were observed across various attitude measures. These significant 

effects are summarized in table 8.18. 

HI or incongruity-resolution humor. Only one "nested contrast" 

is available as a test for Hl-effects: #1 (HT2 vs HT4). Although 

this Hl-contrast is significant for only 4 of the 13 attitude 

measures, in all four cases, it implies a positive Hl-effect. 

Specifically, HI is associated with higher levels of SOURCE 

KNOWLEDGEABLENESS, AD INFORMATIVENESS, an increased perception of 

PRODUCT KNOWLEDGE, and an increased perception of PRODUCT QUALITY. 

Three comments are relevant. No significant Hl-contrast involves 

affective measures of A-ad. Two of these significant Hl-contrasts 

involve product-related measures (the same contrast is marginally 

significant for the third product-related measure). Positive Hl-

effects are generally related to measures involving knowledge or 

information. 

On one hand, Hl-humor could require more cognitive processing, 

additional processing could lead to more real learning (product 

knowledge), and real learning could lead to a higher evaluation of 

product quality, source knowledge, and ad informativeness. On the 

other hand, these positive Hl-effects may only reflect a series of 

attributions. That is, by demonstrating greater intellectual acumen, 

the user of incongruity-resolution humor could produce an impression 

of greater knowledge. This attribution of superior knowledge might 

then be extended from the humorous source to the ad and even to the 
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TABLE 8.18 

ATTITUDE VARIABLES: A SUMMARY OF 
EVIDENCE RELATED TO DIMENSIONAL EFFECTS 

NESTED CONTRASTS #1 
HI 

#2 
H3 

#3 
H3 

#4 
H2 

#5 
H2 

Attractive 
Emotional 
Likable Source 
Enjoyable 
Positive 
Effective 
Informative 
Knowledgeable Source 
Trustworthy Source 
Clear 

Product Knowledge 
Product Quality 
Intent to Purchase 

+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 
+ 

— 

+ 
+ 

SUMMARY: 

Hl-Effects: 
Incongruity 
Humor Effects 

Positive 4 
Negative 0 

H3-Effects: 
Safety-Arousal 
Humor Effects 

Positive 8 
Negative 1 

H2-Effects: 
Dispositional 
Humor Effects 

Positive 0 
Negative 6 
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product. Is there any evidence to determine whether these Hl-effects 

are the product of real learning or attribution? If they resulted 

from real learning, then there should have been similar Hl-effects 

related to comprehension. Since there were no significant Hl-effects 

related to comprehension, these findings suggest an attributional 

process. Whatever the reason, this positive Hl-effect is particularly 

significant since it is evidenced (at least marginally) in all three 

product-related measures. 

H3 or arousal-safety humor. Two "nested contrasts" are available 

as tests for H3-effects: #2 (HTl vs HT4) and #3 (HT3 vs HTS). 

Contrast #2 is significant for 3 of the 13 attitude variables; 

contrast #3, for 6 of the 13. In only one instance is a significant 

H3-effect negative. Positive effects occur across all sorts of 

attitude measures (A-ad, A-source, A-product, hedonic measures and 

utilitarian measures). Arousal-safety humor (H3) seems generally 

associated with better attitudes. 

On the other hand, there is not a single instance where both H3-

tests (#2 and #3) are significant and positive. In one case 

(KNOWLEDGEABLENESS OF THE SOURCE), they are both significant, but they 

imply opposite effects. Strong evidence for a D-effect requires that 

both tests are significant and that they imply similar directional 

effects. Since this never happens, it is possible, even probable, 

that these significant contrasts are a consequence of HT-effects (for 

example, the superiority of HT4 regarding source credibility, the 

superiority of HTS regarding A-product, and the inferiority of HT3 

regarding overall affect). Despite the lack of strong evidence, the 
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frequency of positive effects (8 of 26) and the rarity of negative 

effects (1 of 26) does suggest some kind of positive association 

between H3 and better attitude scores. Still, this relationship is 

not a straight forward D-effect. 

H2 or dispositional humor. Two "nested contrasts" are available 

as test for H2-effects: #4 (HT4 vs HTS) and #5 (HTl vs HT3). 

Contrast #4 is significant for 3 of 13 variables, and contrast #5 is 

significant for 3 of 13 variables. In all 6 instances, there is a 

negative H2-effect, but there is no variable for which both tests are 

significant. These negative H2-effects occur across several kinds of 

measures, but less with regard to product attitude than other attitude 

measures. In short, there is no strong evidence for a H2-effect, and 

the weak evidence that there is suggests a negative H2-effect that 

generally injures the source. As in the previous case, these 

significant contrasts are likely to result from HT-effects (for 

example, the superiority of HT4 regarding source credibility and the 

inferiority of HT3 regarding the POSITIVENESS and perceived PRODUCT 

QUALITY). 

In short, there is no strong evidence for D-effects related to 

the attitude measures. There is weak evidence for a positive Hl-

effect, a positive H3-effect, and a negative H2-effect. However, all 

of these D-effects can be explained in terms of HT-effects. 



CHAPTER 9 

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS 

Specific experimental results were discussed and summarized in 

chapters 7 and 8. This chapter summarizes evidence concerning the 

global and specific propositions, considers the theoretical and 

practical implications of these results, recounts a number of 

limitations, and offers some suggestions for future research. 

9.1 Research Propositions 

Two types of propositions were outlined in chapter 6: global and 

specific (6.1.1 and 6.1.2, respectively). Global propositions 

stipulate the presence or absence of G-, HT-, and D-effects without 

attempting to specify which particular HTs might perform better (or 

worse) than others. Specific propositions consider the relative 

performance of specific humor types (HTl-HTS). 

9.1.1 Global Propositions 

By and large, the global propositions were strongly supported. 

To some extent, conclusions depend on whether one considers the total 

effect of a treatment (ANOVA results) or only the direct effect 

(ANCOVA results). Processing variables were analyzed using both. 

Attitude measures were analyzed using only ANOVA. Only ANOVA results 

are considered in this final appraisal. 

GPl: The general superiority of humor. GPl suggests that HD-ads 

should generally outperform nonhumorous ads. Proposition #1 does not 
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distinguish among humor types. It was tested by comparing the average 

score for all humor types to the score for nonhumor. As is clear from 

table 9.1, GPl is generally supported. On average, humor outperforms 

nonhumor on measures of ATTENTION, ATTITUDE TOWARD THE AD, COMPREHEN

SION, and PERCEIVED HUMOR. (No test could be made regarding attitude 

to the product.) On the other hand, no significant effect occurs in 

regard to WEAROUT (but this may only reflect the weakness of the 

wearout measures). 

GP2 and GP3: G-effects. Proposition #2 suggests that there 

should be positive G-effects regarding ATTENTION, ATTITUDE TO THE AD, 

and PERCEIVED HUMOR. GP2 makes a stronger claim than GPl. Positive 

G-effects are inferred only when (1) all five HTs are superior to the 

NHC and (2) all five contrasts between individual HTs and the NHC are 

significant. GP2 is generally supported. (See the top part of table 

9.2.) 

GP3 suggests that RECALL and COMPREHENSION, PERSUASION, WEAROUT, 

and ATTITUDE TOWARD THE SOURCE will not exhibit G-effects. GP3 was 

tested in much the same way as GP2. G-effects are inferred whenever 

(1) all 5 HTs vary in a consistent direction from the NHC and (2) all 

2-way contrasts between individual HTs and the NHC are significant. 

Again, GP3 is generally supported. (See the bottom part of table 

9.2.) There is no G-effect related to COMPREHENSION, WEAROUT, or 

ATTITUDE TO THE SOURCE. There was no test for G-effects related to 

PERSUASION (i.e., attitude toward the product). 

GP4 and GPS: HT-effects. HT-effects were expected for all 

dependent measures except ATTENTION. An HT-effect is inferred 



TABLE 9.1 

A SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE RELATED TO 
GLOBAL PROPOSITION #1 
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GPIA: ATTENTION 
initial attention 
sustained attention 

GPIB: ATTITUDE TO THE AD 
enjoyable 
effective 
attractive 

GPIC: COMPREHENSION (*) 
descriptive comprehension 
message comprehension 

GPID: PERSUASION (**) 
(no test made) 

GPIE: WEAROUT 
overall wearout 

Nonhumo 

4.83 
4.03 

3.62 
4.12 
4.68 

2.37 
2.36 

r Humor 

5.39 
4.76 

5.15 
5.08 
5.13 

2.50 
2.51 

P-Value 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0002 

.0027 

.0018 

2.08 2.08 .8808 

GPIF: PERCEIVED HUMOR 
humor comprehension 2.38 4.62 .0001 

* The comprehension measures used 4-point scales. All other 
measures used 7-point scales. 

** The experimental design did not include a NHC for the 
product-related measures. 
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TABLE 9.2 

A SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE RELATED TO GLOBAL 
PROPOSITIONS #2 AND #3 

PROPOSITION #2: 

GP2A: ATTENTION 
initial attention 
sustained attention 

GP2B: ATTITUDE TO THE 
enjoyable 
effective 
attractive 

Number of 
HT means > 
the NHC 

5 
5 

5 
5 
5 

Number of 
significant 
2-way contrasts 

5 
5 

5 
5 
3 

GP2C: PERCEIVED HUMOR 
humor comprehension 

PROPOSITION #3: 

GP3A: RECALL AND COMPREHENSION 
descriptive comprehension 
message comprehension 

GP3B: PERSUASION (*) 
(no test available) 

GP3C: WEAROUT 
overall wearout 

Number of 
directionally 
consistent 
humor types 

4 
4 

Number of 
significant 
2-way contrasts 

2 
2 

GP3D: ATTITUDE TO THE SOURCE 
likable 
knowledgeable 
trustworthy 

4 
4 
4 

3 
3 
3 

* The design did not include a NHC for the product-related 
measures. 
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whenever (1) the S-way main effect is significant and (2) at least one 

linear contrast comparing an individual HT to the average of other HTs 

is significant. GP4 and GPS are generally supported (see table 9.3). 

That is, there are no HT-effects regarding ATTENTION (GP4), but all 

other variables exhibit at least some HT-effects (GPS). It is notable 

that several A-ad measures do not exhibit HT-effects. 

GP6: D-effects. GP6 postulated that D-effects would not 

adequately explain HT-effects. Not counting PERCEIVED HUMOR and only 

considering ANOVA results, twenty-six significant D-effects were noted 

(see tables 7.24 and 8.18). At first glance, these data suggest a 

positive Hl-effect, a positive H3-effect, and a mixed H2-effect. 

Hl-Effects H2-Effects H3-Effects 

Total Tested 
Total Significant 

Positive 
Negative 

20 
5 
4 (80%) 
1 

40 
11 
9 (91%) 
2 

40 
10 
4 
6 (60%) 

However, four facts argue strongly that these nested contrasts do not 

indicate real D-effects: (1) the lack of replication across multiple 

tests for H3- and H2-effects, (2) the occurrence of two matched 

contrasts that are directionally inconsistent, (3) the apparent 

dependence of D-effects on HT-effects, and (4) the occasional 

independence of HT-effects from D-effects. 

First, H2 and H3 are both tested for using two nested contrasts. 

Strong D-effects should be detected by both contrasts. Yet, both 

contrasts are significant and consistent in only one instance 

(DESCRIPTIVE COMPREHENSION: H2). If these D-effects are actually the 

result of HT-effects, then the nested comparisons for each effect are 



TABLE 9.3 

A SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE RELATED TO GLOBAL 
PROPOSITIONS #4 AND #5 

ATTENTION 
initial attention 
sustained attention 

5-Way Main 
(P-Value) 

.1830 

.1392 

HT-Effects 
(number) 

0 
1 
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RECALL AND COMPREHENSION 
descriptive comprehension 
message comprehension 

WEAROUT 
overall wearout 

.0001 4 

.0001 4 

.0050 

ATTITUDE TO THE SOURCE 
likable 
knowledgeable 
trustworthy 

ATTITUDE TO THE AD 
enjoyable 
positive 
informative 

,0017 
0005 
0008 

,0426 
0013 
,0001 

2 
2 
1 

1 
1 
2 

emotional 
effective 
attractive 

2059 
2211 
1328 

0 
1 
0 

ATTITUDE TO THE PRODUCT 
knowledge 
quality 
purchase intent 

.0003 

.0007 

.1027 

3 
4 
1 
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independent of each other and matches should occur only by chance. 

Taking as a given the incidence of significant contrasts, the 

likelihood of a directionally consistent H3-match is (.15 x .35) + 

(.00 x .10) = .05 and the likelihood of a directionally consistent H2-

match is (.15 x .15) + (.10 X .10) = .0325. Regarding H3, out of 20 

possible matches, none occurs. Regarding H2, out of 20 possible 

matches, only one occurs. In short, the overall incidence of 

directionally consistent matches (.0250) is less than that explained 

by chance (.0415). 

% Expected by Chance 

% Observed 

H3 

.0500 

.0000 

H2 

.0325 

.0500 

Overall 

.0415 

.0250 

Second, there is one instance where two contrasts are significant 

but directionally inconsistent (KNOWLEDGEABLENESS OF THE SOURCE: H3). 

Under the null hypothesis (HO: significant nested contrasts are the 

result of D-effects), this observation is highly unlikely. Under the 

alternative hypothesis (HA: significant nested contrasts are the 

result of HT-effects), this observation is consistent with chance. 

(Under the alternative hypothesis, the probability of a significant 

mismatch is identical to that of a significant match, .0415. By the 

by, one of each occurs). 

Third, if the significant nested contrasts are only a function of 

HT-effects, then all of these nested effects should be matched by HT-

effects that could explain them. In five cases, there are neither D-

effects nor HT-effects. In thirteen cases, D-effects are matched by 
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HT-effects that could explain them. In no instance, does a D-effect 

occur without a matching HT-effect. But in two cases, HT-effects 

occur without corresponding D-effects. 

D-effects 

yes no 

HT-effects 
yes 

no 

13 

0 

2 

5 

On one hand, this suggests that so-called D-effects depend on HT-

effects. On the other hand, there is some evidence that HT-effects 

are independent of D-effects. In still other instances, particular 

HT-effects occur that have no relation to the D-effects that are 

observed. 

In short, the pattern of the data indirectly argues that the 

significant nested contrasts result from HT-effects, not D-effects, 

and therefore that straightforward D-effects are either (1) 

nonexistent or (2) weak compared to stronger HT-effects. In either 

case, proposition #6 is supported. Indeed, all of the global 

propositions were generally supported. 

9.1.2 Specific Propositions 

Compared to the global propositions, there is much less support 

for the specific propositions (table 9.4). Two are strongly supported 

(SP4C and SP4D), four are partially supported (SP3, SP4B, SPS and 

SP6), and three are not supported (SPl, SP2 and SP4A). These specific 

results have been discussed in chapters 7 and 8. 



TABLE 9.4 

A SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE RELATED TO 
SPECIFIC PROPOSITIONS 

SPECIFIC PROPOSITIONS 

SPl (re resistance to wearout) 
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HTl < NHC < Other HTs NOT SUPPORTED 

SP2 (re comprehension) 

HT2 < NHC < Other HTs NOT SUPPORTED 

SP3 (re perceived humor) 

HTl or HT2 < HT3 or HT4 < HTS PARTLY SUPPORTED 

SP4A (re enjoyable) 

HTl or HT2 < HT3 or HT4 < HTS NOT SUPPORTED 

SP4B (re informative) 

HT2 < Other HTs PARTLY SUPPORTED 

SP4C (re emotional) 

Other HTs < HT2 SUPPORTED 

SP4D (re positive) 

HT3 < HTl or HTS < HT2 or HT4 

SPS (re likable and trustworthy) 

HT3 < HTl or HTS < HT2 or HT4 

SUPPORTED 

PARTLY SUPPORTED 

SP6 (re persuasion) 

HTl, HT2, HT4 < HT3, HTS PARTLY SUPPORTED 
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9.2 The Significance of These Findings 

9.2.1 Theoretical Significance 

The first half of this dissertation provides an extensive 

foundation for conceptualizing the role of humor in a message 

(advertising or otherwise). It distinguishes among three humor 

processes (H1-H3) which can combine as five humor types (HTl-HTS). It 

proposes that the function of humor will depend on the structure of 

the ad (humor-in-message or message-in-humor) and the nature of 

message processing (Central Route, Peripheral Route or Humor-

Dominant). Further, it suggests that the particular significance (or 

meaning) of humor in a message depends of the semiotic (syntactic, 

semantic and pragmatic) relationship of each humor element to each 

message element. 

Based on these theoretical distinctions, a Humorous Message 

Taxonomy (HMT) is proposed for the purpose of guiding descriptive and 

experimental research on humor's communication effects. This HMI was 

used (1) to classify previous research, (2) to classify current 

television commercials, and based on these results, (3) to identify 

those categories of humorous ad that are most in need of research. 

The classification provided by this taxonomy helps to explain (1) many 

of the contradictory findings in the literature and (2) the disparity 

between academic research and practitioner beliefs. Finally, an 

experiment was designed to investigate the effects of various humor-

dominant message types. No systematic study of such ads is currently 

available. 
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This work has theoretical significance that goes beyond the study 

of humor. It is a conscious attempt to reaffirm (1) the importance of 

properly conceptualizing independent variables, (2) the need for 

adopting a multidimensional perspective, (3) the need for adopting a 

contingent processing perspective, and (4) the need to carefully 

evaluate existing research (instead of casually buying into accepted 

generalizations). Distinctions made here regarding the humor-message 

relationship may have important implications for other advertising 

elements. Similarly, the application of semiotics to advertising is 

relatively new, though not unique, and would appear to serve many 

research needs. In short, the conceptual and analytical approach used 

here in regard to humor can be adapted to serve a number of other 

topics, such as, fear appeals, music, and animation. 

In passing, the author had to consider the context effects that 

ads might have on each other. Little research has been done on such 

effects, and the possibilities outlined in this discussion provide a 

framework for conceptualizing such effects. Methodologically, three 

modest innovations are offered: (1) a technique for estimating 

projected wearout, (2) a process for minimizing problems associated 

with the use of real ads, and (3) a process for using multiple 

examples to represent theoretical humor categories. Finally, the work 

offered here is significant because it is combines current and 

classical theories of humor and information processing. Freud, Heider 

and Berlyne are joined with Mandler, Zillmann, Petty and Cacioppo. In 

research, the past is often a door to the future. 
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9.2.2 Practical Significance 

The most practical benefits offered by this research involve the 

HMT. Heretofore, advertisers had no guidelines for sorting out 

various kinds of humor or various kinds of humorous ad. Certainly, 

many practitioners distinguished between satire and nonsatire or 

between relevant humor and irrelevant humor. But there was no overall 

system for dealing with the full variety of humor appeals. The HMT is 

designed to (1) incorporate important conceptual distinctions, and (2) 

to express these distinctions in terms of managerially relevant 

variables. Ideally, an advertiser should be able to ask, "If I want 

to produce such and such effect, which kind of humorous message is 

most likely to have that effect?" The HMT is designed to guide the 

development of commercials, to suggest when humor will help and what 

type of humor can help most. 

Still, the full value of the HMT must wait on additional 

descriptive and exploratory work. Profiles should be developed for 

various HMT cells. The experimental findings offered here represent 

only an initial description of five particularly important HMT cells 

(HDl-HDS). At least in regard to these five HMT types, there is 

strong evidence (table 9.5) that different humorous message types 

differentially affect various measures and therefore that the choice 

of â  particular humorous message type should be determined by the 

strategic objectives of the advertiser: 

1. If an advertiser's primary objective is the generation of 

positive affect in regard to the ad, the source (or by extension the 

company), sentimental humor (HT2) is most likely to be effective. 
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TABLE 9.5 

THE RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS OF FIVE HD-TYPES 
A COMPARISON OF EFFECT SIZES FOR 

SIGNIFICANT S-WAY ANOVAS* 

HUMOR TYPE: 

Frequency of Use: 

Perceived Humor: 

21% 11% 17% 28% 22% 

-.60 .21 -.13 .58 

ATTITUDE TOWARD THE SOURCE 
AND ATTITUDE TOWARD THE AD; 

Source-Knowledgeable 
Informative 
Source-Trustworthy 

Source-Likable 
Positive 
Enjoyable 

14 .31 -.15 
31 .42 

-.22 .33 

24 -.31 .15 
23 -.27 .18 
13 -.19 .17 

INFORMATION PROCESSING: 

Resistance to Wearout 
Descriptive-Comprehension 
Message-Comprehension 

21 
26 

-.20 -.14 
.26 
.33 

.19 

PRODUCT-RELATED ATTITUDES: 

Change in Perceived Knowledge 
Change in Perceived Quality 
Change in Likelihood of Use 

13 - . 2 0 
- . 2 9 
- .15 

- . 18 
.28 
.21 
.18 

* Regarding EMOTION, CLARITY, ATTRACTIVENESS, EFFECTIVENESS, all 
measures of ATTENTION, and several measures of WEAROUT, humor types 
did not differ significantly. 
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followed by HT4, HTS, and HTl. On the other hand, satire (HT3) is 

less likely to generate positive affect. 

2. If an advertiser's primary objective is a knowledgeable, 

credible and trustworthy image, sentimental wit (HT4) is the best 

candidate, followed distantly by HTl, HTS, HT3 and HT2. 

3. If the advertiser's primary objective is recall and compre

hension of the message, satire (HT3) appears to be superior, followed 

by HTS, then HT2 and HT4. Comic wit (HTl) appears significantly less 

likely to enhance recall or comprehension (at least with only one 

exposure to the ad). 

4. If the advertiser's primary objective is to affect product-

related attitudes and perceptions, then full comedy (HT5) is clearly 

superior, followed by HT4, HTl and HT3. Sentimental humor (HT2) 

should probably be avoided if one wants to influence product-related 

attitudes. 

5. On the other hand, if the advertiser's primary objective is 

to boost attention, any of the five HTs is likely to do well (though 

HTS might perform slightly better on attention than other HTs). 

These humor effect profiles are of particular interest when one 

considers the frequency of use associated with each HT (top row, table 

9.2.1). Three HTs may be used more frequently than they deserve. HT4 

(sentimental wit) is used most (28%). Although HT4 is very strong 

across measures of A-ad and A-source, it is unexceptional regarding 

WEAROUT, COMPREHENSION, and PERSUASION. Likewise, HTl (comic wit) is 

used 21% of the time, even though it (1) fails to demonstrate superior 

effects on any measure and (2) performs poorly on COMPREHENSION and 
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PRODUCT KNOWLEDGE. Finally, HT2 (sentimental humor) is used 11% of 

the time. However, even this amount seems questionable, given its low 

credibility and product-related ratings. 

On the other hand, HTS (full comedy) accounts for only 22% of the 

ads classified, even though it demonstrates an ability to resist 

WEAROUT and very strong PRODUCT-RELATED effects. Perhaps current 

copy-testing focuses too much on A-AD and A-SOURCE, in the belief that 

humor's effectiveness (outside of attention) is limited to these 

areas. Effect sizes for satire (HT3) and full comedy (HTS) suggest 

that high marks in COMPREHENSION and PERSUASION may be accompanied by 

indifferent or even negative effects on A-AD and A-SOURCE. 

Table 9.6 summarizes various G- and HT-effects. Lest we forget 

that statistical significance may not imply practical significance, it 

includes the PERCENT OF EXPLAINED VARIANCE (PEV) accounted for by 

HUMOR TYPE in each analysis. In several instances, HUMOR TYPE 

accounts for a considerable portion of the explained variance: 

Enjoyment (29.1%), Effectiveness (16.1%), Positiveness (9.5%), 

Sustained Attention (10.6), and Initial Attention (7.7). For most 

variables, however, HUMOR TYPE accounts for only 2-6% of the explained 

variance. Viewed in this light, the humor-effects associated with HD-

humor can be tentatively ranked (high to low) in order of their 

relative size: 

1. G-effects involving the affective dimensions of A-ad. 

2. G-effects involving attention. 

3. HT-effects involving recall and comprehension. 

4. HT-effects involving attitude toward the product. 
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TABLE 9.6 

SUMMARY AND GUIDELINES FOR THE USE 
OF HUMOR-DOMINANT HUMOROUS 

MESSAGE TYPES 

Init Att 
Sust Att 
Proj Att 

Over WO 
Init WO 
Proj WO 

Desc Comp 
Mess Comp 
Clarity 

Source K 
Source T 
Inform 

Source L 
Enjoyable 
Positive 
Effective 
Attractive 
Emotional 

Humor Comp 

P.E.V. 
from 
the 
6-Way 
ANOVA* 

7.7 
10.6 
5.0 

1.9 
3.6 
3.4 

5.8 
5.6 
1.6 

3.6 
3.4 
2.9 

4.4 
29.1 
9.5 
16.1 
3.2 
6.3 

47.9 

HTs 
Better 
Than 
The 
NHC 

ALL 
ALL 
ALL 

1.5.4 

3,5 
3,5 
3 

4 

2,4,5 
ALL 
ALL 
ALL 
2,4,5,1 
ALL 

ALL 

HTs 
Worse 
Than 
The 
NHC 

1,4,3 

1,2,5 
1,3,5 
2 

P.E.V. 
from 
the 
S-Way 
ANOVA* 

0.9 
1.0 
1.2 

2.2 
1.7 
3.4 

5.8 
5.6 
0.5 

2.8 
2.6 
2.7 

3.1 
1.8 
3.4 
1.3 
1.4 
0.8 

19.0 

HTs 
Better 
Than 
Other 
HTs 

5 

5 

2 

3 
3 

4 
4 
4 

2,4 
2,5 
2,4 

5,3 

HTs 
Worse 
Than 
Other 
HTs 

3,4 

3,4 

1 
1 

2,5 
3 
2 

3 
3 
3 

2,4 

PRE VS POST T-TESTS 

Prod Know 
Prod Qual 
Behav Int 

5,4,3 
5,1,4 
5,1,3 

4.0 
3.7 
1.9 

5 
5 
5 

2,1 
2,3 
2 

* P.E.V. = the Percent of Explained Variance 
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5. HT-effects involving credibility of the source and the ad. 

6. HT-effects involving the affective dimensions of A-ad. 

7. HT-effects involving wearout and projected attention. 

Finally, table 9.6 suggests which HTs perform significantly 

better than the NHC and which perform worse, which perform 

significantly better than other HTs and which perform worse. The 

guidelines offered here are, of course, very tentative. 

In sum, the theory proposed in this dissertation suggests that 

various HTs have different effects and that practitioners should 

strategically select HTs to promote specific objectives. The data 

obtained in this experiment provide an initial understanding of the 

differential benefits (and weaknesses) associated with five humor-

dominant HTs. 

9.3 Limitations 

The generalizability of these results is limited by factors 

related to the stimulus material, the sample population, the 

experimental procedure, measurement techniques, the design and the 

analysis. Many of these limitations were anticipated. A number of 

steps were taken to counter or check their effects. These precautions 

were discussed in chapter 6. 

Limitations related to the humor stimulus and the humor 

manipulation. Real ads introduce a host of extraneous influences, 

target ads are presented in the context of other ads (rather than 

within a program), and target ads are drawn from only five product 

categories. Still, elaborate steps were taken to control and remove 
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variance introduced by individual ads, to systematically rotate ads 

through a series of treatment contexts, and to include a variety of 

product types (food vs nonfood, big ticket vs small, impulse vs 

shopping, publicly consumed vs privately consumed). This experiment 

focused on television advertising, manipulated humor, and humor-

dominant ad types. Hence, these findings have questionable relevance 

for other media, other ad types and were never intended to explain the 

effects of humor level considered apart from humor type. 

Although these stimulus factors may limit the generalizability of 

the results, none is so critical as the use of a single-exposure 

format. Unquestionably, multiple exposures (2-4) over several days 

would be preferable to a single-exposure format. The greatest threats 

associated with single-exposure are (1) that humor would produce no 

significant effects after only one exposure, (2) that the effects of 

one exposure might differ substantially from the effects of multiple 

exposures, and (3) that some HTs may be effective after one exposure 

while other HTs could require multiple exposures. Although effect 

sizes may increase with additional exposures, the single-exposure did 

produce many significant effects. The last two questions remain 

unanswered. Therefore, these results must be viewed very narrowly as 

the effects of humor and humor type after a single exposure. 

Limitations related to the sample population. Many of the 

limitations associated with the use of student subjects apply to this 

research. Care was taken to select stimuli that were appropriate for 

a student population, the pretest was conducted on a student sample 

that was comparable to the final sample, and subjects were recruited 
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who had no prior relationship with the experimenter. Still, student 

subjects may not represent typical primetime television viewers. This 

sample is more intelligent, more educated, more Caucasian, more middle 

class, and younger than the average adult viewer. Education, race, 

class and age probably affect product interest and may affect taste in 

humor, but there is no reason to believe that race, class or age 

should differentially affect the effectiveness of different humor 

types. On the other hand, education and intelligence might 

differentially affect response across humor type. Hence, the results 

of this study may not be generalizable to less educated or less 

intelligent viewer populations. 

Humor research generally demonstrates strong individual 

difference effects. This research used a repeated measures component 

to isolate and remove this effect. Although this strategy enhances 

the generalizability of the findings vis a vis student populations, it 

does not improve generalizability vis a vis nonstudent populations. 

Limitations related to the experimental procedure. Experimental 

procedure generally induces higher task involvement than one 

associates with the normal viewing of commercials. Two problems are 

likely to arise as a result of this heightened involvement. First, 

the manipulation forces attention, instead of allowing for selective 

exposure. As a consequence, all results must be understood as the 

effects that humor can produce when subjects attend to humorous ads. 

These findings do not directly consider selective attention. INITIAL 

ATTENTION and SUSTAINED ATTENTION measure focused attention. 
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Furthermore, in an experimental setting, subjects are likely to 

process ads more carefully, more completely, more cognitively, and 

more critically than they would in a natural setting. Consequently, 

these findings must be viewed as the effects that humorous ads can 

produce when they are processed with high task involvement. To the 

extent that humorous ads are normally processed with low involvement, 

these results are irrelevant. This issue is complicated even more by 

the possibility that some humor types (HT2 and HT4) may be more suited 

for low involvement processing, while others (HTl, HT3 and HTS) may 

require high involvement processing to achieve their full potential. 

The moderating affect of task involvement was not tested. 

Limitations related to dependent measures. Dependent measures 

were generally single-item self-report scales that subjects completed 

immediately after the experimental manipulation. In this researcher's 

opinion, the use of single-item measures and self-report scales is 

less problematic than the lack of delayed measures. Immediate 

measures tell only half of the story. Previous research suggests that 

subsequent elaboration is an important part of humor response. 

Moreover, some humor types may induce more total thoughts or more 

favorable thoughts than others. Although the measurement procedure 

used here certainly compelled some additional thought about the ads, 

subjects were constrained to think about all of the ads. Thus any 

differential effect which might have resulted from a subject's 

selective post-exposure elaboration was probably diluted. In 

retrospect, a more natural elaborative process could have been 
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facilitated by including a brief period of "think" time prior to 

taking the attitude scales. 

Two dependent variables require specific comment. First, the 

wearout measure is not really a measure of wearout. It is a 

projective measure of the subject's attitude toward a future event 

(viewing the ad). This scale has not yet been validated. Until the 

relationship of this scale to true wearout is known, the WEAROUT 

findings reported here should be considered suspect. Second, although 

BRAND RECALL was measured, its results are not reported. Data 

indicated that many subjects anticipated a brand recall task and 

attempted to memorize brands in their order of presentation. In 

retrospect, the researcher should have included a short filler task 

between the primary manipulation and the recall task. Such a task 

would have cleared short term memory and facilitated a better test of 

true recall. 

Limitations related to the experimental design. There were two 

significant limitations related to the design of the experiment. 

First, as previously mentioned, the HUMOR TYPE x PRODUCT interaction 

term is entirely confounded with INDIVIDUAL AD and BRAND effects. 

However, since all of these effects are considered nuisance terms, 

there was no need to obtain separate estimates of each. Second, the 

design was implemented in such a way that there were no baseline 

estimates of NHCs for the product-related variables. As a 

consequence, no comparison was possible between HTs and the NHC for 

the three product-related measures. 
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An equation for overall humor response: 

HR = f (the anxiety produced by various anomalies, the likelihood 
that a subject can and will respond playfully, and the subject's 
ability to affect a humorous resolution of the anomalies 
encountered). 

That is, 

HR = f [(AAp, AAc, AAe) x (A & W to play) x (A & W to solve)] 

where AAp = the anxiety produced by perceptual anomalies = F3; 

AAc = the anxiety produced by cognitive anomalies = Fl; 

AAe = the anxiety produced by emotional anomalies = F2; and 

A & W = the "ability" and "willingness" of the subject. 

Formulas for HI, H2 and H3: 

This appendix presents detailed formulas for HI, H2 and H3. Each 

of these formulas is consistent with the overall framework presented 

in section 2.3. Additionally, this section demonstrates how more 

basic humor forms can be nested within more complex, specifically, how 

HI frequently incorporates H3 and how H2 incorporates both HI and H3. 

H3 or Arousal-Safety Humor: 

H3 = f [(F3 X PH3) X (RH3 x ARH3) x TRH3]. 

This formula consists of five primary terms: 

(1) F3 = the total arousal produced by F3 

= PAF3 + CEF3 

where PAF3 = the positive affect directly related to F3 

and CEF3 = the indirect positive affect occasioned by a 
contrast effect 

= f [(PAF3 + |NAF3|) x N03] 
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where NAF3 = the negative affect directly related to F3 

and N03 = a measure of the Subject's need for perceptual or 
psychophysical order. 

(2) PH3 = the Subject's predisposition to recognize, respond 
to, and elaborate upon instances of H3 

= f (ARH3 x PDH3 x TEH3) 

where ARH3 = the Subject's ability to recognize instances of H3 
(0.0 < or = ARH3 < or = 1.0) 

where PDH3 = the S's positive disposition toward instances 
of H3 (0.0 < or = PDH3 < or = 1.0) 

and TEH3 = the S's tendency to elaborate upon instances of 
H3 (1.0 < or = TEH3). 

(3) RH3 = cues which support a resolution or judgment of 
safety regarding the F3 stimulus 
(0.0 < or = RH3 < or = 1.0). 

(4) ARH3 = The S's ability to recognize and willingness to 
employ information required to arrive at a 
resolution of F3 

= f (ARRI-F3 X PERI-F3) where 

ARRI-F3 = the Subject's ability to recognize resolution 
information regarding F3 and 

PERI-F3 = the Subject's predisposition to employ this 
resolution information. 

(5) TRH3 = the facilitative effect of the timing of the 
resolution in regard to the build up in arousal 
(Prior to arousal, TRH3 = 0 . At some ideal point 
following F3 and a brief period of suspense, TRH3 
= 1.0. Between initial arousal and the ideal 
point, TRH3 increases from 0.0 to 1.0. After the 
ideal point, TRH3 declines to 0.0.) 

In summary, H3 is a function of 

(1) the total arousal associated with F3, 
(2) the prior probability that the Subject will enjoy H3, 
(3) the presence of "safety" cues, 
(4) the likelihood that Subject will employ such cues to make a 

"safety judgment," and 
(5) the occurrence of the "safety judgment" only after Subject 

has experienced some uncertainty associated with F3. 
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HI or Incongruity-Resolution Humor: 

HI = [DAP X (Fl X PHI) X (RHl x ARHl) x TRHl]. 

This model consists of six primary terms: 

(1) DAP = the Subject's decision to adopt a playful attitude 

= f [(PC X WP) X TPA] 

where PC = play cues or signals present in the stimulus 

where WP = the Subject's willingness to be playful 

and TPC = the timing of the play cue which must occur early 
enough in the stimulus event (1) to allay 
extraneous anxiety and (2) to encourage the S to 
consider humor as a possible resolution strategy 

furthermore, 

PC = a product of the Subject's learning 

= f (CSPC, CSHl, CSH2, CSH3) 

where all CS's are conditioned stimuli that the Subject has 
learned to associate with play from various prior play and 
humor experiences 

and WP = f (BD, M) 

with BD = the Subject's basic disposition 

and M = the Subject's specific mood 

= f (immediate prior experiences, including 
instances of play or humor, esp., H3). 

(2) Fl (the total arousal produced by Fl) is defined in a manner 
siiillr to the F3 term for H3. Likewise, PAFl, NAFl and CEFl resemble 
PAF3, NAF3 and CEF3. NOl is the Subject's need for cognitive and 
semantic order. 

(3) PHI (the Subject's predisposition to respond positively to HI) is 
defined in a manner similar to the PH3 term for H3. Likewise, ARHl, 
PDHl and TEHl resemble ARH3, PDH3 and TEH3. 

(4) RHl symbolizes cues that facilitate mastery or resolution of the 
incongruities created by Fl. 
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(5) ARHl (the S's ability and willingness to achieve resolution 
of Fl) is defined in a manner similar to the ARH3 term in H3. 
Likewise, ARRI-Fl and PERI-Fl resemble ARRI-F3 and PERI-F3. 

(6) TRHl (the felicitous timing of Fl's resolution) is defined 
in a manner similar to the TRH3 term in H3. 

In summary, HI is a function of 

(1) the Subject's initial decision to enter into play, 
(2) the total arousal associated with HI, 
(3) the Subject's predisposition to enjoy HI, 
(4) the presence of information required to solve Fl 

generated incongruities, 
(5) the Subject's ability and willingness to resolve 

incongruities implied by Fl, and 
(6) the occurrence of a resolution only after the Subject has 

experienced some uncertainty concerning that resolution. 

HI most differs from H3 in its need for the DAP term (the "play 

manipulation"). A judgment of "safety" is the outcome of H3, while a 

judgment of safety is a precondition for HI. Although instances of H3 

frequently serve this HI requirement, other instances of play or play 

signals can serve as well. 

H2 or Disparagement Humor: 

H2 = [DAP X (F2 X PH2) x (RH2 x ARH2) x TRH2]. 

This formula consists of six primary terms: 

(1) DAP (the Subject's decision to adopt a playful attitude) is 
defined exactly as it was for HI. 

(2) F2 (the total arousal produced by F2) is defined in a manner 
similar to the F3 term for H3. Likewise, PAF2, NAF2 and CEF2 resemble 
PAF3, NAF3 and CEF3. N02 is the Subject's need for social, evaluative 
and emotional order. 

(3) PH2 (the Subject's predisposition to respond to H2) is defined in 
a manner similar to the PH3 term for H3. Likewise, ARH2, PDH2 and 
TEH2 resemble ARH3, PDH3 and TEH3. 
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(4) RH2 = resolution cues and mechanisms that free the Subject 
from any feeling of personal responsibility for the 
consequences of enjoying F2 

= f (DC + JW) 

where DC = distancing cues which alienate or dissociate the 
victim from the S's sympathy 

and JW = a jokework provided by an embedded instance of HI 
which facilitates "misattribution" and thus allows the 
Subject to justify his humorous response 

= f [HI and T(H1/H2)] 

where T(H1/H2) is the timing of HI and especially Hi's resolution 
or punchline in regard to the arousal induced by F2 and the 
Subject's desire for relief from the inhibiting guilt or 
responsibility. 

(5) ARH2 (the Subject's ability to resolve F2) is generally similar 
to the ARH3 term in H3. While one of its terms (ARRI-F2 or the 
Subject's ability to recognize resolution information regarding F2) 
requires no additional comment, the second component (PERI-F2) needs 
further specification. 

PERI-F2 = the Subject's predisposition to employ resolution 
information to reduce responsibility 

= f [PDV, (PDV-PDD), EQ, ULC, SLG] 

where PDV = the Subject's perceived distance from the victim. 
The greater this distance, the less the 
responsibility the S feels for the victim. 

PDV-PDD = the Subject's perceived distance from the victim 
less his perceived distance from the disparaging 
agent. This measures the Subject's differential 
preference for the disparager's position. 

EQ = a measure of the perceived equity of the attack 

= f (VC - FA) 

where VC = the victim's culpability 

and FA = the force of the attack 

ULC = the unlikelihood of criticism for enjoying the 
attack 

= (1.0 - likelihood of criticism) [0.0 < or = 
LC < or = 1.0] 
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and SLG = the size of the laughing group 

= f (NPP + NPI) 

where NPP = the number of people present 

and NPI = the number of people implied. 

(6) TRH2 (the timing of the resolution for H2) is defined in a manner 
similar to the TRH3 term for H3. 

In summary, H2 is a function of 

(1) the Subject's initial decision to enter into play, 
(2) the total arousal associated with H2, 
(3) the Subject's predisposition to enjoy H2, 
(4) the presence of jokework that facilitates misattribution 

and provides relief from tensions associated with F2, 
(5) the Subject's ability and desire to be free to enjoy F2, and 
(6) the liberation which is affected by an H2 resolution 

that (a) follows a period of F2 arousal and brief 
discomfort and (b) is precipitated by an H2 resolution 
which just preceeds it. 

Like HI, H2 differs from H3 in its need for a play manipulation 

that marks the experience as being outside the bounds of normal 

experience. As Suls says, play cues imply (1) safety and (2) 

conditions which require and allow for new rules. Like HI, H2 may use 

an antecedent instance of H3 to facilitate the Subject's transition 

into a playful set. 

Unlike HI, H2 cannot provide all the requirements for its 

own resolution. It must incorporate into its own structure an 

instance of HI (no matter how trivial) which will facilitate the 

process of misattribution (Zillmann and Cantor 1976) or confusion 

(Freud 1905). 
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

Thank you very much for participating. 

This experiment concerns television advertising. It is being 
conducted by a faculty member in the Department of Marketing and 
Transportation at the University of Tennessee—Knoxville. As a 
participant, you will be asked to view some video material and to 
answer some questions. More specifically, you will be asked 

1) to answer some preliminary questions, 

2) to view a short video tape, and 

3) to answer additional questions. 

Once the experiment starts, most people will finish in just 
over an hour. 

Most questions are not of a personal nature. There are no 
questions on "sensitive issues." Your name and social security 
number are not required. Your privacy will be protected. 

You will complete this experiment together with several other 
subjects. Some of these subjects may be friends or 
acquaintances. PLEASE REFRAIN FROM ANY COMMUNICATION WITH OTHER 
SUBJECTS UNTIL THE EXPERIMENT IS COMPLETELY OVER. 

A researcher will be in the room with you for the entire 
experiment. He is not there to observe you. He cannot answer 
questions about specific items in the questionnaire. He will 
provide BASIC instructions and GENERAL assistance. At the 
conclusion of this experiment, he will answer questions. 

For the next several weeks, you are asked not to discuss this 
study with other students. Other students may plan to serve as 
subjects in another part of this study. Any discussion of the 
experiment--even general comments—could negatively affect their 
responses. 

Again, thank you for participating. 

DO NOT TURN THE PAGE. 

PLEASE WAIT FOR INSTRUCTIONS 
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1. How many hours of television do you watch per day? (Use the 
last two months as your frame of reference.) 

During the week (Monday-Thursday)? 

On the weekend (Friday-Sunday)? 

hours per day. 

hours per day 

2. How much do you DISAGREE or AGREE with each of the following 
statements concerning television or advertising? Circle the 
answer that best reflects your own attitude. If you neither 

"0". disagree nor agree, circle 

DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 

When TV ads come on 
I leave the room. -3 -2 

Television provides 
valuable entertainment. -3 -2 

Television is a 
waste of time. -3 -2 

Advertising provides 
useful information. -3 -2 

I enjoy watching 
TV commercials. -3 -2 

There are too many ads 
on network television. -3 -2 

+ 1 + 2 

AGREE 
STRONGLY 

+ 3 

0 +1 +2 +3 

+1 +2 +3 

+1 +2 +3 

0 +1 +2 +3 

+1 +2 +3 

3. In your opinion, what is the purpose of this study? 

DO NOT GO TO THE NEXT PAGE. 

SET YOUR PEN DOWN AND CLOSE YOUR RESPONSE BOOKLET 
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PART II-A 

In the area below, list all of the ads that you remember seeing 
earlier. You may list them in any order. Don't worry about 
spelling. If you cannot recall the name of the product or 
sponsor, use other information to identify the ad. You will have 
several minutes to complete this section. Stop writing when the 
administrator signals that your time is up. 

DO NOT GO ON. 

PLEASE WAIT FOR INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE YOU TURN THE PAGE. 
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PART II-B: 

You viewed 10 ads in all: 

2 public service announcements that concerned 
"health-related issues," 

4 commercials that advertised "personal products," and 

A commercials that advertised "cars or high tech items." 

Does this new information help you to recall any additional 
commercials. (You may look back at your original list, but don't 
change it.) In the area below, list ANY ADS THAT YOU DID NOT 
INCLUDE ON YOUR FIRST LIST. Take a few minutes to complete this 
section. Stop when the attending researcher signals that 
your time is up. Please begin. 

DO NOT GO ON. 

PLEASE WAIT FOR INSTRUCTIONS BEFORE YOU TURN THE PAGE. 
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PART II-C: 

Here is a COMPLETE LIST of the ads you viewed: 

1. American Cancer Society 
2. Zenith Smart Set 
3. AT&T Phones 
4. Society To Help Prevent Blindness 
5. Mazda 626 
6. Crest 
7. Visine 
8. Actifed 
9. Chevy 
10. Energizer 

In this section, I want you to describe (1) WHAT HAPPENED in each 
ad and (2) THE MAIN POINT of each ad. Before you begin, consider 
a brief example: 

What if you had just seen a television commercial for Bold 3 
Laundry Detergent With Fabric Softener in which two women 
were shown--one on each side of a divided TV screen. One 
woman uses Bold 3 and speaks about its advantages. The 
other woman uses various, separate laundry products and 
speaks about disadvantages related to the use of many 
separate laundry products. If you had seen this commercial, 
you might answer as follows: 

WHAT HAPPENED IN THIS AD? 

"Two women talk about different laundry products. 
One uses Bold 3. The screen is split in two." 

WHAT WAS THE AD'S MAIN POINT? 

"Bold 3 has everything. That makes washing easier." 

This is an example of how one person might describe what he/she 
remembers. You will have several minutes to complete this 
section. Please stop when the attending researcher signals that 
your time is up. If you finish early, set down you pen and wait. 

DO NOT BEGIN YET. 

WAIT FOR THE ADMINISTRATOR'S INSTRUCTION TO BEGIN. 



1. What happened in THE AMERICAN CANCER SOCIETY AD? 

What was the ad's main point? 

2. What happened in THE ZENITH SMART SET AD? 

What was the ad's main point? 

3. What happened in THE AT&T PHONE AD? 

What was the ad's main point? 

4. What happened in THE SOCIETY TO HELP PREVENT BLINDNESS AD? 

What was the ad's main point? 

5. What happened in THE MAZDA 626 AD? 

What was the ad's main point? 

PLEASE GO TO THE NEXT PAGE, 
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6. What happened in THE CREST AD? 

What was the ad's main point? 

7. What happened in THE VISINE AD? 

What was the ad's main point? 

8. What happened in THE ACTIFED AD? 

What was the ad's main point? 

9. What happened in THE CHEVY AD? 

What was the ad's main point? 

10. What happened in THE ENERGIZER AD? 

What was the ad's main point? 

STOP. DO NOT TURN THE PAGE, 
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PART III: 

In this section, I ask you some questions about each ad. We will 
consider these ads in the order that you viewed them. 

All questions in this section ask you to respond on a seven point 
scale (from -3 to +3). Sometimes "-3" represents "STRONGLY DISAGREE," 
and "+3" represents "STRONGLY AGREE." At other times, "-3" means 
"NOT AT ALL," and "+3" means "EXTREMELY." 

AN EXAMPLE: 

To what extent do you DISAGREE or AGREE with the following 
statement? This commercial is . . . 

DISAGREE AGREE 
STRONGLY STRONGLY 

Factual -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

In this case, if you STRONGLY AGREE that the commercial is 
factual, you would circle "+3." If you STRONGLY DISAGREE, you 
would circle "-3." If you NEITHER agree nor disagree, you would 
circle "0." Numbers +1 and +2 represent intermediate levels of 
agreement. Numbers -1 and -2 represent intermediate levels of 
disagreement. 

Circle the number which best reflects your belief or experience. 
Please answer all questions. 

REMEMBER TO "CIRCLE" YOUR RESPONSES. 

TURN TO THE NEXT PAGE AND BEGIN. 
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1. An advertiser's viewpoint can be represented by different 
people in an ad. In some ads, actors, endorsers or narrators 
present information or attitudes about the product. In this ad, 
people who present the advertiser's message are . . . 

Not At All 
Knowledgeable -3 -2 -1 

Not At All 
Trustworthy -3 -2 -1 

Not At All 
Likable -3 -2 -1 

Extremely 
0 +1 +2 +3 Knowledgeable 

Extremely 
0 +1 +2 +3 Trustworthy 

Extremely 
0 +1 +2 +3 Likable 

2. To what extent do you AGREE or DISAGREE with each of these 
statements? This ad . . . 

DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 

GAINED my attention. -3 -2 

HELD my attention. -3 -2 

Is INTERESTING. -3 -2 

Is HARD TO UNDERSTAND. -3 -2 

Is VERY FAMILIAR. -3 -2 

Has a CLEAR MESSAGE. -3 -2 

Is NOT ATTRACTIVE. -3 -2 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+1 

+ 1 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

AGREE 
STRONGLY 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

3. If I saw this ad three more times in the next week (4 times 

in all) , 
DISAGREE AGREE 
STRONGLY STRONGLY 

On my 2ND viewing it 
would be INTERESTING. -3 -2 -1 

On my ATH viewing it 
would be INTERESTING. -3 -2 -1 0 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 3 

+ 3 

GO TO THE NEXT PAGE, 



THE ZENITH SMART SET AD ("prisoner and Einstein—SMART"): 
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1. An advertiser's viewpoint can be represented by different 
people in an ad. In some ads, actors, endorsers or narrators 
present information or attitudes about the product. In this ad, 
people who present the advertiser's message are . . . 

Not At All 
Knowledgeable -3 -2 -1 

Not At All 
Trustworthy -3 -2 -1 

Not At All 
Likable -3 -2 -1 

Extremely 
+1 +2 +3 Knowledgeable 

Extremely 
+1 +2 +3 Trustworthy 

Extremely 
+1 +2 +3 Likable 

2. To what extent do you AGREE or DISAGREE with each of these 
statements? This ad . . . 

DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 

GAINED my attention. -3 -2 

HELD my attention. -3 -2 

Is INTERESTING. -3 -2 

Is HARD TO UNDERSTAND. -3 -2 

Is VERY FAMILIAR. -3 -2 

Has a CLEAR MESSAGE. -3 -2 

Is NOT ATTRACTIVE. -3 -2 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

+1 

+1 

+1 

+1 

+1 

+1 

+1 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

AGREE 
STRONGLY 

+ 3 

+3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

3. If I saw this ad three more times in the next week (A times 
in all) , 

DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 

AGREE 
STRONGLY 

On my 2ND viewing it 
would be INTERESTING. -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

On my ATH viewing it 
would be INTERESTING. -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

GO TO THE NEXT PAGE. 
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1. An advertiser's viewpoint can be represented by different 
people in an ad. In some ads, actors, endorsers or narrators 
present information or attitudes about the product. In this ad, 
people who present the advertiser's message are . . . 

Not At All 
Knowledgeable -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

Not At All 
Trustworthy -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

Not At All 
Likable -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

Extremely 
Knowledgeable 

Extremely 
Trustworthy 

Extremely 
Likable 

2. To what extent do you AGREE or DISAGREE with each of these 
statements? This ad . . . 

DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 

GAINED my attention. -3 -2 

HELD my attention. -3 -2 

Is INTERESTING. -3 -2 

Is HARD TO UNDERSTAND. -3 -2 

Is VERY FAMILIAR. -3 -2 

Has a CLEAR MESSAGE. -3 -2 

Is NOT ATTRACTIVE. -3 -2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

AGREE 
STRONGLY 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

3. If I saw this ad three more times in the next week (A times 
in all) , 

DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 

On my 2ND viewing it 
would be INTERESTING. -3 -2 -1 

On my ATH viewing it 
would be INTERESTING. -3 -2 -1 

0 + 1 

+ 1 

+ 2 

+ 2 

AGREE 
STRONGLY 

+ 3 

+ 3 

GO TO THE NEXT PAGE. 



THE NATIONAL SOCIETY TO PREVENT BLINDNESS AD ("rainbows") 
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1. An advertiser's viewpoint can be represented by different 
people in an ad. In some ads, actors, endorsers or narrators 
present information or attitudes about the product. In this ad, 
people who present the advertiser's message are . . . 

Not At All 
Knowledgeable -3 -2 -1 

Not At All 
Trustworthy -3 -2 -1 

Not At All 
Likable -3 -2 -1 0 

Extremely 
+1 +2 +3 Knowledgeable 

Extremely 
+1 +2 +3 Trustworthy 

Extremely 
+1 +2 +3 Likable 

2. To what extent do you AGREE or DISAGREE with each of these 
statements? This ad . . . 

DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 

GAINED my attention. -3 -2 

HELD my attention. -3 -2 

Is INTERESTING. -3 -2 

Is HARD TO UNDERSTAND. -3 -2 

Is VERY FAMILIAR. -3 -2 

Has a CLEAR MESSAGE. -3 -2 

Is NOT ATTRACTIVE. -3 -2 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

AGREE 
STRONGLY 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

3. If I saw this ad three more times in the next week (A times 
in all) , 

DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 

AGREE 
STRONGLY 

On my 2ND viewing it 
would be INTERESTING. -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

On my ATH viewing it 
would be INTERESTING. -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

GO TO THE NEXT PAGE. 
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THE MAZDA 626 AD ("a race driver road tests the car") 

1. An advertiser's viewpoint can be represented by different 
people in an ad. In some ads, actors, endorsers or narrators 
present information or attitudes about the product. In this ad, 
people who present the advertiser's message are . . . 

Not At All 
Knowledgeable -3 -2 -1 

Not At All 
Trustworthy -3 -2 -1 

Not At All 
Likable -3 -2 -1 

0 

Extremely 
+1 +2 +3 Knowledgeable 

Extremely 
+1 +2 +3 Trustworthy 

Extremely 
+1 +2 +3 Likable 

2. To what extent do you AGREE or DISAGREE with each of these 
statements? This ad . . . 

DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 

GAINED my attention. -3 -2 

HELD my attention. -3 -2 

Is INTERESTING. -3 -2 

Is HARD TO UNDERSTAND. -3 -2 

Is VERY FAMILIAR. -3 -2 

Has a CLEAR MESSAGE. -3 -2 

Is NOT ATTRACTIVE. -3 -2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

AGREE 
STRONGLY 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+3 

3. If I saw this ad three more times in the next week (A times 
in all), 

DISAGREE AGREE 
STRONGLY STRONGLY 

On my 2ND viewing it 
would be INTERESTING. -3 -2 -1 

On* my ATH viewing it 
would be INTERESTING. -3 -2 -1 

0 + 1 

+ 1 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 3 

+ 3 

GO TO THE NEXT PAGE. 
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THE CREST AD ("little Susie's checkup") 

1. An advertiser's viewpoint can be represented by different 
people in an ad. In some ads, actors, endorsers or narrators 
present information or attitudes about the product. In this ad, 
people who present the advertiser's message are . . . 

Not At All 
Knowledgeable -3 -2 -1 

Not At All 
Trustworthy -3 -2 -1 

Not At All 
Likable -3 -2 -1 

Extremely 
+1 +2 +3 Knowledgeable 

Extremely 
+1 +2 +3 Trustworthy 

Extremely 
+1 +2 +3 Likable 

2. To what extent do you AGREE or DISAGREE with each of these 
statements? This ad . . . 

DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 

GAINED my attention. -3 -2 

HELD my attention. -3 -2 

Is INTERESTING. -3 -2 

Is HARD TO UNDERSTAND. -3 -2 

Is VERY FAMILIAR. -3 -2 

Has a CLEAR MESSAGE. -3 -2 

Is NOT ATTRACTIVE. -3 -2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

AGREE 
STRONGLY 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

3. If I saw this ad three more times in the next week (A times 
in all), 

DISAGREE AGREE 
STRONGLY STRONGLY 

On my 2ND viewing it 
would be INTERESTING. -3 -2 -1 

On my ATH viewing it 
would be INTERESTING. -3 -2 -1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 3 

+ 3 

GO TO THE NEXT PAGE 
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1. An advertiser's viewpoint can be represented by different 
people in an ad. In some ads, actors, endorsers or narrators 
present information or attitudes about the product. In this ad, 
people who present the advertiser's message are . . . 

Not At All 
Knowledgeable -3 -2 -1 

Not At All 
Trustworthy -3 -2 -1 

Not At All 
Likable -3 -2 -1 0 

Extremely 
+1 +2 +3 Knowledgeable 

Extremely 
+1 +2 +3 Trustworthy 

Extremely 
+1 +2 +3 Likable 

2. To what extent do you AGREE or DISAGREE with each of these 
statements? This ad . . . 

DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 

GAINED my attention. -3 -2 

HELD my attention. -3 -2 

Is INTERESTING. -3 -2 

Is HARD TO UNDERSTAND. -3 -2 

Is VERY FAMILIAR. -3 -2 

Has a CLEAR MESSAGE. -3 -2 

Is NOT ATTRACTIVE. -3 -2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

AGREE 
STRONGLY 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

3. If I saw this ad three more times in the next week (A times 
in all) , 

DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 

On my 2ND viewing it 
would be INTERESTING. -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 

On my ATH viewing it 
would be INTERESTING. -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 

AGREE 
STRONGLY 

+ 3 

+ 3 

GO TO THE NEXT PAGE, 



THE ACTIFED AD ("treating a cold in space"): 
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1. An advertiser's viewpoint can be represented by different 
people in an ad. In some ads, actors, endorsers or narrators 
present information or attitudes about the product. In this ad, 
people who present the advertiser's message are . . . 

Not At All 
Knowledgeable -3 -2 -1 

Not At All 
Trustworthy -3 -2 -1 

Not At All 
Likable -3 -2 -1 

Extremely 
+1 +2 +3 Knowledgeable 

Extremely 
+1 +2 +3 Trustworthy 

Extremely 
+1 +2 +3 Likable 

2. To what extent do you AGREE or DISAGREE with each of these 
statements? This ad . . . 

DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 

GAINED my attention. -3 -2 

HELD my attention. -3 -2 

Is INTERESTING. -3 -2 

Is HARD TO UNDERSTAND. -3 -2 

Is VERY FAMILIAR. -3 -2 

Has a CLEAR MESSAGE. -3 -2 

Is NOT ATTRACTIVE. -3 -2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

AGREE 
STRONGLY 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

3. If I saw this ad three more times in the next week (A times 
in all), 

DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 

On my 2ND viewing it 
would be INTERESTING. -3 -2 -1 0 +1 

On my ATH viewing it 
would be INTERESTING. -3 -2 -1 0 +1 

+ 2 

+2 

AGREE 
STRONGLY 

+ 3 

+ 3 

GO TO THE NEXT PAGE 



THE CHEVY AD ("chevys and smiling faces and more chevys") 
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1. An advertiser's viewpoint can be represented by different 
people in an ad. In some ads, actors, endorsers or narrators 
present information or attitudes about the product. In this ad, 
people who present the advertiser's message are . . . 

Not At All 
Knowledgeable 

Not At All 
Trustworthy 

Not At All 
Likable 

Extremely 
•3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 Knowledgeable 

Extremely 
•3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 Trustworthy 

Extremely 
•3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 Likable 

2. To what extent do you AGREE or DISAGREE with each of these 
statements? This ad . . . 

DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 

GAINED my attention. -3 -2 

HELD my attention. -3 -2 

Is INTERESTING. -3 -2 

Is HARD TO UNDERSTAND. -3 -2 

Is VERY FAMILIAR. -3 -2 

Has a CLEAR MESSAGE. -3 -2 

Is NOT ATTRACTIVE. -3 -2 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

+1 

+1 

+1 

+1 

+1 

+1 

+1 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+2 

+ 2 

AGREE 
STRONGLY 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

3. If I saw this ad three more times in the next week (A times 
in all) , 

DISAGREE AGREE 
STRONGLY STRONGLY 

On my 2ND viewing it 
would be INTERESTING. -3 -2 -1 0 +1 

On my ATH viewing it 
would be INTERESTING. -3 -2 -1 0 +1 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 3 

+ 3 

GO TO THE NEXT PAGE. 



THE ENERGIZER AD ("boy playing with car/ nice"): 
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1. An advertiser's viewpoint can be represented by different 
people in an ad. In some ads, actors, endorsers or narrators 
present information or attitudes about the product. In this ad, 
people who present the advertiser's message are . . . 

Extremely 
+2 +3 Knowledgeable 

Extremely 
+2 +3 Trustworthy 

Extremely 
+2 +3 Likable 

Not At All 
nowledgeable 

Not At All 
Trustworthy 

Not At All 
Likable 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-1 

-1 

-1 

0 

0 

0 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

2. To what extent do you AGREE or DISAGREE with each of these 
statements? This ad . . . 

DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 

GAINED my attention. -3 -2 

HELD my attention. -3 -2 

Is INTERESTING. -3 -2 

Is HARD TO UNDERSTAND. -3 -2 

Is VERY FAMILIAR. -3 -2 

Has a CLEAR MESSAGE. -3 -2 

Is NOT ATTRACTIVE. -3 -2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

AGREE 
STRONGLY 

+ 3 

+3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

3. If I saw this ad three more times in the next week (A times 

in all) , 
DISAGREE 
STRONGLY 

On my 2ND viewing it 
would be INTERESTING. -3 

On my ATH viewing it 
would be INTERESTING. -3 

AGREE 
STRONGLY 

_2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

_2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

GO TO THE NEXT PAGE 
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Part IV: 

1. How INFORMATIVE was each ad? 

American Cancer 

Zenith Smart 

AT&T Phones 

Prevent Blin 

Mazda 626 

Crest 

Visine 

Actifed 

Chevy 

Energizer 

Set 

NOT AT ALL 
INFORMATIVE 

Society 

dness 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-: 

-: 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

— [ 

[ 0 

I 0 

L 0 

I 0 

L 0 

[ 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

+ 1 

-l-l 

•̂l 

-t-l 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

+ 1 

-t-2 

-(-2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

•^2 

+ 2 

EXTREMELY 
INFORMATIVE 

+ 3 

-K3 

-̂ 3 

•I-3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

2. How EMOTIONAL was YOUR RESPONSE to each ad? 

American Cancer 

Zenith Smart 

AT&T Phones 

Set 

NOT AT ALL 
EMOTIONAL 

Society 

Prevent Blindness 

Mazda 626 

Crest 

Visine 

Actifed 

Chevy 

Energizer 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-: 

-: 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

I 0 

L 0 

L 0 

• t - 1 

-(•1 

-t-l 

•fl 

•hi 

• t - l 

-l-l 

-l-l 

•l-l 

•fl 

-I-2 

•1-2 

•̂2 

-1-2 

-1-2 

-1-2 

•1-2 

•1-2 

-1-2 

•1-2 

EXTREMELY 
EMOTIONAL 

•1-3 

•1-3 

•1-3 

•1-3 

-1-3 

-1-3 

•f3 

•1-3 

•t-3 

•1-3 

GO TO THE NEXT PAGE, 
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3. How ENJOYABLE was each ad? 

American Cancer 

Zenith Smart 

AT&T Phones 

Prevent Blin 

Mazda 626 

Crest 

Visine 

Actifed 

Chevy 

Energizer 

Set 

NOT AT ALL 
ENJOYABLE 

Society 

dness 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

- [ 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

— [ 

[ 0 

L 0 

I 0 

I 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

I 0 

L 0 

L 0 

•l-l 

-l-l 

•l-l 

-l-l 

•l-l 

•l-l 

•l-l 

•l-l 

•l-l 

•l-l 

• 1 - 2 

• 1 - 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

EXTREMELY 
ENJOYABLE 

•1-3 

•I-3 

•1-3 

-1-3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+ 3 

+3 

+ 3 

How HUMOROUS was each ad? 

American Cancer 

Zenith Smart 

AT&T Phones 

Set 

NOT AT ALL 
HUMOROUS 

Society 

Prevent Blindness 

Mazda 626 

Crest 

Visine 

Actifed 

Chevy 

Energizer 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

I 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

•l-l 

-l-l 

•l-l 

-l-l 

•l-l 

-l-l 

• l - l 

• l - l 

+ 1 

•l-l 

-1-2 

•I-2 

•1-2 

•1-2 

-I-2 

•1-2 

•1-2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

+ 2 

EXTREMELY 
HUMOROUS 

-1-3 

•1-3 

•1-3 

•1-3 

•1-3 

•1-3 

•1-3 

•1-3 

+ 3 

•1-3 

GO TO THE NEXT PAGE. 
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How POSITIVE was each ad? 

American Cancer S 

Zenith Smart 

AT&T Phones 

Prevent Blin 

Mazda 626 

Crest 

Visine 

Actifed 

Chevy 

Energizer 

Set 

dness 

NOT AT ALL 
POSITIVE 

ociety -3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-: 

-: 

-: 

-: 

-: 

-: 

-: 

-'. 

-'. 

— [ 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

-l-l 

-l-l 

-l-l 

•l-l 

-l-l 

-l-l 

•l-l 

-l-l 

•l-l 

•l-l 

•1-2 

-I-2 

•1-2 

•1-2 

•1-2 

-1-2 

•1-2 

•1-2 

•1-2 

•1-2 

EXTREMELY 
POSITIVE 

•1-3 

+ 3 

•1-3 

•1-3 

•1-3 
* 

-1-3 

•1-3 

•1-3 

•I-3 

-f3 

6. All things considered, how EFFECTIVE was each ad? 

American Cancer 

Zenith Smart 

AT&T Phones 

Prevent Blinc 

Mazda 626 

Crest 

Visine 

Actifed 

Chevy 

Energizer 

Set 

NOT AT ALL 
EFFECTIVE 

Society 

dness 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-3 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-2 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

-'. 

L 0 

I 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

L 0 

•l-l 

-fl 

+ 1 

•fl 

•fl 

•fl 

•fl 

•fl 

-fl 

-fl 

-f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

-f2 

•f2 

•f2 

-f2 

•f2 

-f2 

EXTREMELY 
EFFECTIVE 

-f3 

•f3 

•f3 

•f3 

•f3 

•f3 

-f3 

•f3 

•f3 

•f3 

GO TO THE NEXT PAGE, 



Part V: 

In this part of the questionnaire, you are asked to consider 1) 
how much you know about various brands, 2) how much quality you 
associate with them, and 3) how much likelihood there is that you 
would use these brands. 
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Part V-A: 

How much do you KNOW about the following brands or organizations 
Your knowledge may be the result of direct experience, second 
hand information, or advertising. Circle the number which best 
reflects your knowledge of the brand. 

YOU KNOW 
NOTHING 
ABOUT IT 

American Cancer Society -3 -2 

Anacin (pain reliever) -3 -2 

Zenith Smart Set (TV) -3 -2 

Bic Shaver (razor) -3 -2 

AT&T Phones (telephones) -3 -2 

Sure (deodorant) -3 -2 

Help Prevent Blindness -3 -2 

Mazda 626 (car) -3 -2 

Crest (toothpaste) -3 -2 

Nissan (car) -3 -2 

Visine (eye drops) -3 -2 

Merlin (office system) -3 -2 

Actifed (decongestant) -3 -2 

Chevy (cars) -3 -2 

Energizer (batteries) -3 -2 

IBM PC (computer) -3 -2 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

•1 0 

•1 0 

•1 0 

-1 0 

• f l 

• f l 

• f l 

• f l 

- f l 

- f l 

• f l 

- f l 

• f l 

• f l 

• f l 

• f l 

• f l 

- f l 

- f l 

- f l 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

YOU KNOW A 
GREAT DEAL 
ABOUT I T 

•f3 

•f3 

•f3 

- f3 

• f3 

- f3 

- f3 

- f3 

• f3 

•f3 

•f3 

- f3 

- f3 

-f3 

- f3 

• f3 

GO TO THE NEXT PAGE. 
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Part V-B: 

How much QUALITY you associate with these organizations or 
brands. Your perception of quality may result from many things 
Even if you don't know why you have a certain attitude, report 
the attitude that you have. 

EXTREMELY 
POOR QUALITY 

American Cancer Society -3 -2 

Anacin (pain reliever) -3 -2 

Zenith Smart Set (TV) -3 -2 

Bic Shaver (razor) -3 -2 

AT&T Phones (telephones) -3 -2 

Sure (deodorant) -3 -2 

Help Prevent Blindness -3 -2 

Mazda 626 (car) -3 -2 

Crest (toothpaste) -3 -2 

Nissan (car) -3 -2 

Visine (eye drops) -3 -2 

Merlin (office system) -3 -2 

Actifed (decongestant) -3 -2 

Chevy (cars) -3 -2 

Energizer (batteries) -3 -2 

IBM PC (computer) -3 -2 

EXTREMELY 
HIGH QUALITY 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 . 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

- f l 

- f l 

- f l 

- f l 

• f l 

• f l 

• f l 

- f l 

• f l 

• f l 

• f l 

• f l 

• f l 

• f l 

• f l 

• f l 

-f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

-f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

-f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

-f2 

•f3 

•f3 

•f3 

- f3 

- f3 

- f3 

•f3 

- f3 

•f3 

- f3 

•f3 

- f3 

- f3 

• f3 

- f3 

•f3 

GO TO THE NEXT PAGE, 
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Part V-C: 

How LIKELY it is that you would PURCHASE THESE BRANDS in the NEXT 
MONTH if you HAD NEED FOR SUCH A PRODUCT. The scale ranges from 
extremely unlikely (-3) to extremely likely (•f3) . 

EXTREMELY 
UNLIKELY 

Anacin (pain reliever) -3 -2 

Zenith Smart Set (TV) -3 -2 

Bic Shaver (razor) -3 -2 

AT&T Phones (telephones) -3 -2 

Sure (deodorant) -3 -2 

Mazda 626 (car) -3 -2 

Crest (toothpaste) -3 -2 

Nissan (car) -3 -2 

Visine (eye drops) -3 -2 

Merlin (office system) -3 -2 

Actifed (decongestant) -3 -2 

Chevy (cars) -3 -2 

Energizer (batteries) -3 -2 

IBM PC (computer) -3 -2 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

1 0 

• f l 

• f l 

- f l 

- f l 

- f l 

- f l 

- f l 

• f l 

- f l 

• f l 

• f l 

- f l 

• f l 

• f l 

•f2 

-f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

- f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

•f2 

EXTREMELY 
L IKELY 

•f3 

•f3 

•f3 

•f3 

•f3 

- f3 

• f3 

•f3 

•f3 

• f3 

• f3 

• f3 

•f3 

- f3 

How LIKELY it is that you would DONATE to these organizations IF 
A VOLUNTEER APPROACHED YOU IN THE NEXT MONTH. 

Society to Help 
Prevent Blindness 

XTREMELY 
UNLIKELY 

- 3 

i e t y -3 

-2 

-2 

-1 

-1 

0 

0 

• f l 

• f l 

•f2 

-f2 

EXTREMELY 
LIKELY 

• f3 

• f3 

GO TO THE NEXT PAGE, 
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Part VI 

1. How much education did your parents have? Circle ONLY ONE SET 
OF NUMBERS for each parent. These numbers represent the range of 
years typically associated with various levels of education. 
Circle whichever numbers best reflect each parent's highest level 
of education. (Treat WHOEVER RAISED YOU as your "parent." If you 
were raised by only one parent, circle numbers on only one side.) 

Only high school or 
less than high school 

A 2-year degree, a 
technical degree or 
1-2 years of college 

A A-year undergraduate 
degree or 3-A years of 
college without a degree 

Graduate education (with or 
without a degree) or a 5-year 
professional degree (M.D., 
Law, Nursing or whatever) 

MOTHER 

1-12 

13-lA 

15-16 

FATHER 

1-12 

13-lA 

15-16 

17-20 17-20 

2. Please provide the following personal information: 

My age is . 

My sex is (circle one): male female 

My major is (circle one): 

business nonbusiness 

My current grade point average is (circle one) 

below 1.5 1.5-1.9 2.0-2.A 

2.5-2.9 3.0-3.A 3.5-A.O 

3. In my opinion, the purpose of this experiment was to 

GO TO THE NEXT PAGE 
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YOU HAVE NOW COMPLETED THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

DO NOT GO BACK TO EARLIER SECTIONS. 

SET DOWN YOUR PEN. 

Please remember to avoid discussions about this experiment. Some 
of the students that you may talk to could be assisting us at a 
later date. Your comments could negatively affect their responses 

Also consider that some of your fellow subjects have not yet 
finished responding to the questionnaire. If others are still 
working, you are asked to remain seated and refrain from 
conversation until they have finished. When everybody has 
completed the questionnaire, the administrator will answer some 
questions and release you. 

In the meanwhile, the attending researcher will provide you with 
reading material to pass the time. Raise your hand. He will take 
up your response booklet and offer you some reading material. 

Once again, thank you very much for helping. 

DO NOT GO BACK TO EARLIER SECTIONS. 

CLOSE THE RESPONSE BOOKLET AND RAISE YOUR HAND. 



APPENDIX C 

INSTRUMENT USED BY TRAINED PANELISTS IN 

THE PRETEST OF ALL COMMERCIALS 
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The following form was used by panelists in their evaluation of 

ads during the pretest. Each panel received extensive instruction 

before they were required to use this form. The researcher took 

panelists step by step through each question, using multiple, video 

examples. All terms were defined and all questions were answered. 

After approximately 30 minutes, panels were shown two training ads and 

were asked to fill out response forms for those ads. There was then 

an open discussion of their responses. After answering additional 

questions, the researcher started the panelists on the 32 target 

commercials. After each commercial, panelists completed a response 

sheet. After the two or three ads, panelists were again asked if they 

had any questions. Generally, there were no questions once the 

evaluation process began. 
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Please respond to ten questions concerning the ad you just viewed. 
Each question allows you to respond on a scale of 1 to 5. Circle 
the number that best represents your response to the advertisement. 
In some cases, you may not need to answer all ten questions. Skip 
questions only when the instructions require you to. 

1. How familiar is this ad? 

Not at all familiar 1 2 3 4 5 Very familiar 

2. How likely is it that college students would be interested in 
the type of product or subject presented in this ad? 

Not at all likely 1 2 3 4 5 Very likely 

3. Is this advertisement humorous? 

Not at all humorous 1 2 3 4 5 Very humorous 

Note: If your response to this question is "not at all," that is, 
if you circled "1," go directly to question #10. 

4. Is the ad fundamentally humorous, that is, does humor provide 
the basic structure, shape, meaning or tone of this ad? In short, 
is the message contained in a humorous structure or is the humor 
embedded in a message that is basically nonhumorous. 

Nonhumorous message 1 2 3 4 5 Humorous structure 
with embedded humor with embedded 
elements message elements. 

Note: If you circled "1," go directly to question #10. 

5. Is the ad's humor somehow related to the product advertised, to 
its characteristics, its use, its benefits, or to negativve 
consequences which can result from not using the product? 

Not at all related 1 2 3 4 5 Very much related 
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6. The ad's humor may involve wittiness, incongruities, cleverness, 
parody, ironic contrast, visual or verbal puns, comic reversal, 
comic exaggeration, comic understatement, humorous stereotypes, a 
surprising punchline, or a jokeline structure. How much do such 
techniques contribute to this ad's overall humor effect? 

Not at all important 1 Very important 

7. The ad's humor may involve a likable character, a friendly 
narrator, an outpouring of sentiment or good feeling—prompted 
perhaps by warm, friendly or cute images (smiles, kittens, children, 
puppies, animated characters, babies), or a sense of identification, 
bonding, relief, comfort, familiarity and safety. How much do such 
qualities contribute to this ad's overall humor effect? 

Not at all important Very important 

8. The ad's humor may involve satire, an attack on some person, 
company or product, implicit or explicit criticism, a judgment or 
evaluation, a put-down, making fun of something or someone, or the 
exposure of someone's silliness, stupidity or folly. How much do 
such qualities contribute to this ad's overall humor effect? 

Not at all important Very important 

Note: If your response to this question is "Not at all," that is, 
if your circled "1," go directly to question #10. 

9. If the ad's humor does criticize, attack or make fun of some 
character of institution, how likable is the object or person that 
is being made fun of. 

Not at all likable Very likable 

10. Taking everything into account (not just humor), how effective 
is this advertisement? 

Not at all efective Very effective 



APPENDIX D 

DESCRIPTIONS OF THE THIRTY 

EXPERIMENTAL ADS 
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Most of the following descriptions are organized into four brief 

sections: 

1. A basic description. 

2. The key verbal phrase. 

3. An explanation of the humor (HI, H2, H3). 

4. The advertiser's key point. 

Following these descriptions is a list of the mnemonic phrases 

used in the AITITUDE-TO-THE-AD portion of the questionnaire. Of 

course, all recall and comprehension measures were taken before these 

mnemonics were provided. 
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HTl: COMIC WIT (HI) 

BURGER KING Pretest Score: HI (74), H2 (16), H3 (10) 

As a Burger King burger comes closer, the narrator makes a series of 
statements. Each statement is completed by a visual image that cues 
the missing word (whistle, target, water, ring, and boat). 

I If "Go someplace else, and you're probably 'missing the [boat]. 

HI humor is provided by the visual puns, the ongoing contrast between 
calm burger imagery and the abrupt cut aways, and the visual 
exaggeration (not just any water—but Niagara Falls). 

BK will fix a burger YOUR WAY. 

JENO'S PIZZA ROLLS Pretest Score: HI (60), H2 (7), H3 (33) 

In the middle of their wedding reception, the bride and groom stop to 
eat some JPRs. A wealthy woman being served by her butler can not 
wait to taste JPRs. Teenage girls watching a monster movie are eating 
JPRs, when a monster appears (it's really Mom) and steals their snack. 

"America's anytime fingerfood . . . Jeno's Pizza Rolls." 

Newlyweds, crusty aristocrats, and Friday night monsters can't wait 
for the taste of JPRs. The couple's behavior and the aristocrat's 
humorously contradict our expectations [HI]. The monster's hand is 
unexpected. The fact that it's mom's adds an additional twist [HI]. 
Everyone is exaggerated [HI]. Surprise, parody, reversal, and irony 
all involve HI. The friendly playfulness of the first and last scenes 
communicate a little H3. 

Jeno's Pizza Rolls are good for any occasion. 

DR. PEPPER PEPPER FREE Pretest Score: HI (61), H2 (6), H3 (33) 

Three women at a seance. A pyschic is calling the dead. The table 
is moving. A man behind a curtain runs the "special effects." 
Suddenly, the dead son actually arrives. What does he want? He wants 
DPPF. 

"Hold out for Dr. Pepper Pepper Free." 

The medium's false magic is outclassed by the real magic of DPPF which 
gives life to our dead spirits (comic displacement and reversal, HI). 
Also, the mother and the medium are humorously exaggerated [HI]. 

DPPF is an extra-ordinary drink. 
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HTl: COMIC WIT (continued) 

SURE DEODERANT Pretest Score: HI (61), H2 (10), H3 (29) 

In quick succession, many people raise their hands: an acrobat, some 
cheerleaders, two fishermen holding up their catch, a teacher, two 
models, an astronaut on the moon, and the Statue of Liberty. 

"Raise your hand, . . . raise your hand, if you're SURE." 

Visual reinforcement of a double entendre (. . .if you're wearing 
SURE and . . . if you're SURE it's working) implies that "if it's SURE 
you're SURE." Raising their arms proves that it is and that they are. 
The multiple examples provide pleasant exaggeration which builds to 
the final ironic reinterpretation of Lady Liberty. Puns, exaggeration 
and surprise dominate [HI]. The friendly, smiling faces and 
playfulness provide some H3 cues. 

Feel dry and confident with SURE protection. 

NISSAN SENTRA Pretest Score: HI (73), H2 (4), H3 (23) 

A new Nissan is being delivered to the Watson estate. "Can you tell 
who ordered it?" Family members and servants are lined up. They're 
all suspects. The narrator provides us with clues (information about 
the car). It pulls up; they're all impressed. The narrator says that 
it's "so affordable, anyone could have done it. . . even the butler 
(who smiles at the camera). 

"Major motion . . . Nissan." 

The ad parodies Clue and Whodunits [HI]. Everything is built on the 
"who done it" pun [HI]. The characters are slightly exaggerated [HI]. 
The butler's sly look confirms a reversal of expectations [HI] which 
the narrator's ironic tone [HI] has carefully built up to. 

Anyone can enjoy the good looks and expensive taste of a Nissan Sentra 
(good taste at low price). 



HT2: SENTIMENTAL HUMOR (H3) 
563 

PIZZA HUT Pretest Score: HI (41), H2 (7), H3 (52) 

Title: The boy's night out. Three boys and two dads are looking for a 
place to eat after the game. The adults suggest several burger shops. 
The boys veto each suggestion. They want something different. One 
suggests PH Pan Pizza. They all cheer. Later, the dads consider 
where they might eat next week. The boys insist on Pizza Hut. 

"At your hometown Pizza Hut." 

Although there is an element of "tables turned" when the kids outvote 
their dads [HI], the humor generally stems from the good cheer and 
family fun testified to by smiles, banter and horse-play [H3]. 

Pizza Hut makes a night out special. 

JUICY FRUIT Pretest Score: HI (32), H2 (13), H3 (55) 

Carloads of college kids arrive at the lake. They unload their gear 
and strip off their outer wear. Good looking bodies (sex appeal). 
Over twenty images (skiing, laughing, and playing) are edited to 
upbeat music. Someone opens a pack of Juicy Fruit. Several kids pop 
it in their mouths. They're having a great time. Evening approaches. 
Good things last all day. Good friends, good fun, and Juicy Fruit. 

"Juicy Fruit . . . the taste, the taste, the taste is gonna move ya." 

The energy, the comraderie, the upbeat music, the skillful mastery of 
the skiers, the good cheer, and the smiles all serve as H3 cues. The 
entire scene depicts a playful escape from everyday concerns [H3]. 

Juicy Fruit has a taste as refreshing as a day at the lake. 

COKE Pretest Score: HI (37), H2 (11), H3 (52) 

A troupe of dancers is practicing very hard. When they take a break, 
they reach for Coke and start "break dancing." Coke is refreshing and 
happy. It makes everything more fun and gives them new energy. 

"Coke is it." 

The shift from ballet to break dancing is an ironic contrast [HI]. 
The use of "break dancing" during a "break" is clever [HI]. The shift 
from serious work to play is a relief [H3]. The joy, the play, the 
energy, and the comradeship, all suggest H3. 

Coke is always a great break. 
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HT2: SENTIMENTAL HUMOR (continued) 

CREST Pretest Score: HI (6), H2 (0), H3 (94) 

Singers narrate the story of Little Sussie. This young girl is proud 
of her dental check-up. She shows mom, calls grandma, and (the moment 
he gets home) tells dad. Everyone is so proud of her. Dad gives her 
a big hug and puts her report on the side of the refrigerator for 
the whole world to see. Between these scenes small amounts of 
"serious" information are inserted. 

"Aren't your kids worth Crest." 

A CUTE child [H3] makes her parents happy. She even tries to show 
grandma her report over the phone (little kids are so precious) [H3]. 
Lots of smiles and warm hugs [H3]. The pleasant relief associated 
with hearing good news [H3]. 

Crest is the best way to insure good check-ups. 

CHEVY Pretest Score: HI (18), H2 (0), H3 (82) 

A potpourri of 35 separate images. The Statue of Liberty, a paper 
boy, dancers, a caravan of Chevys on a mountain road, many different 
good looking young drivers, male and female, a female executive 
winning at hop-scotch. Upbeat, middle-class, modern American values. 
The imagery is driven by the music. 

"You're Today's Chevy. Be Today's Chevy. Drive Today's Chevy. Live 
Today's Chevy. Live it. Chevy" 

The energy, the sense of joy and celebration, the youth, and 
especially the smiles, all serve as H3 cues. 

"The road [life, progress and the destiny of America] goes on." Chevy 
is, and always has been, an integral part of it. 
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HT3: SATIRE (H1/H2) 

DAIRY QUEEN Pretest Score: HI (43), H2 (47), H3 (10) 

On a desert landscape, three burger containers are fighting like 
tanks. The three burger/tanks are firing at each other. Explosions 
occur. A Dairy Queen Homestyle Burger is made. One final shot of the 
burger war. The competitors' burger/tanks are retreating. 

"Aren't you weary of the burger wars?" 

Animation provides HI. It takes a figurative phrase ("burger wars") 
and makes it literal [HI]. McDonald's, Burger King, and Wendy's are 
all being ridiculed [H2]. The final shot implies that they are routed 
by DQ's homestyle burger [H2]. 

Dairy (^een's homestyle burger will make you forget all other burgers. 

TAKE FIVE Pretest Score: HI (47), H2 (37), H3 (16) 

A man in an apron is cooking, cleaning rooms and preparing dinner. 
All of these scenes are speeded up. He stops to enjoy a snack and 
then changes to leisure attire. His wife returns and asks how things 
have gone. He calmly answers that things were a little slow. 

"Take Five. You earned it." 

The pun on "take five," the ironic conclusion, the speeded up action, 
the reversal of sex roles, the contrast between work and relaxation, 
and a general exaggeration of actions and characters, all involve HI. 
The social satire of the sex role reversal provides H2. Like a 
stereotypic housewife, this man greets his spouse at the door dressed 
for the evening and the house magically cleaned. 

Take Five is a great break and a good source of energy. 

PEPSI Pretest Score: HI (38), H2 (49), H3 (13) 

It is late night on a remote highway. Under the futuristic glare of 
arc lights, two vending machines "transform" into robot warriors 
(Pepsi versus Coke). They take up positions and prepare to do battle. 
Suddenly, a car full of teens approaches. Instantly, the two warriors 
return to their vending machine forms. A boy jumps out of the 
convertible and buys a Pepsi. The car leaves. 

"In the showdown between colas, one fact stands clear: one cola's 
changed and one cola's chosen. Pepsi, the choice of a new 
generation." 

(more) 
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The "transformation" is surprising [HI], a nice take-off on 
"transformer" toys. The surrealistic setting heightens the sci-fi 
effect [HI]. The reaction of the small dog and the relative ignorance 
of the teens are also ironic [HI]. Coke is being put down [H2]. That 
is, even before Coke begins to fight back (corporate warfare), 
customers have chosen Pepsi. The battle is already over [H2]. 

The only battle that matters is the battle over the consumer, and 
in that showdown Pepsi is winning. 

ENERGIZER BATTERIES Pretest Score: HI (44), H2 (34), H3 (22) 

An older woman (the babysitter) sits knitting. A young boy plays with 
a battery operated toy on the floor beside her. The woman pretends to 
smile and says "N-i-c-e" (four times), but clearly she finds the kid 
annoying. She can't wait for his batteries to run down. But they are 
Energizers, and they don't run down. Instead, the boy attaches her 
yarn to his toy truck. It pulls her knitting apart. 

"N-i-c-e." 

The woman's saccharine comments and nasty disposition make her a 
perfect target. The exaggerated characterization, the reversal, and 
the play on "nice," all involve HI. When the child (who doesn't even 
know that he's the target of her ill will) undoes her scheme (like the 
yarn unraveling), the tables are turned and the villain gets a taste 
of her own medicine [H3]. Energizer to the rescue. 

No battery lasts longer than Energizer. 

AT&T PHONES Pretest Score: HI (40), H2 (48), H3 (12) 

Eight different salespeople pitch their phones. Each one compares his 
phone to AT&T's. Many companies say that their phones are cheaper 
than AT&T's but none say that their phones are better than AT&T's. 

"Cheaper than AT&T." 

Several of these salespeople and their phones are made to look 
ridiculous. Physical appearance, dress, mannerisms and design 
features are grossly exaggerated [H2]. Constant repetition [HI] 
undermines the meaning of "cheaper." In 30 seconds, a word that was 
intended to imply "savings" comes to mean "lack of quality." Not only 
are AT&T's competitors discredited [H2] by this ironic reversal [HI], 
so is the intelligence of anyone who does business with them. 

"You get what you pay for." 
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ARBY'S POTATOES Pretest Score: HI (56), H2 (14), H3 (30) 

The Arby's symbol appears. Dozens of potatoes come alive (animated), 
form rows, and march—like soldiers—into the Arby's logo which swings 
open like a door. There are close-ups of various potato toppings. 
Steam rises from everything and floats over the marching potatoes like 
early morning fog, making the whole scene dreamlike. The potato 
soldiers march to music from "Babes in Toyland." 

"Arby's brings MAGIC to baked potatoes." 

The pun on MAGIC, the unusualness of the animation, and the surprising 
musical allusion, these all involve HI. The mood induced by the 
dreamlike imagery, the allusion to childhood memories, and the 
cuteness of the animation, these all involve H3. 

Arby's SUPER STUFFED POTATOES are better. 

KIT KAT Pretest Score: HI (51), H2 (8), H3 (41) 

Late night. A man is on the prowl for a snack that is both chocolaty 
and crispy. Nothing he finds is right. Then, he finds KK and tastes 
it. Y-E-S! Unusual things happen. We hear a lion roar (or was it 
the man), a cat meows, a dog barks, the whole neighborhood wakes up. 

"So good you'll roar." 

The man's character and behavior are mildly amusing [H3], the actor— 
who is much used—has a safe, friendly face [H3], the roar is 
unexpected and incongruous [HI] until it's explained by the final pun 
[HI], and the neighborhood reaction provides comic exaggeration [HI]. 

Kit Kat can satisfy your deepest cravings. 

MILK Pretest Score: HI (38), H2 (15), H3 (47) 

Title: Dad's Ordinary Day. A boy and his dad are on the front porch 
drinking milk. The kid's arm is broken, so dad (in white dress shirt 
and tie) delivers the papers on his son's bike. He's very awkward at 
first, out of control (running over curbs, nearly running into people, 
throwing papers that fly apart). Then he gets things going, delivers 
the papers, and even shows a flash of skill. He grins with pride. 

"Have more milk, 'cause milk's got more." 

The irony of the phrase "dad's ordinary day," the incongruity of an 
adult on a child's bike and a man in dress clothes throwing papers. 
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and the unexpected bumps and near misses, these all involve HI. The 
pattern of a likable guy who barely avoids failure and then achieves 
success is classic arousal-safety humor (empathy and relief) H3. 

Milk give you energy for life's ORDINARY problems. 

VISINE Pretest Score: HI (47), H2 (6), H3 (47) 

An announcer introduces several things that irritate people with 
allergies (a feather-duster, a long-haired cat, fresh cut grass, and 
wild flowers). Each object is followed by an image of someone using 
Visine AC. The final image is of a woman. The camera focuses on her 
face and on her eyes. They are clear, nonirritated, and beautiful. 

"Visine A.C. Extra relief for allergy eyes." 

HI is produced by the series of contrasts between the announcer and 
the visual images. The tone and substance of the announcers remarks 
produce the irony. H3 is cued by the extensive, smiling eye contact 
with the woman at the end and the theme of soothing relief. 

Visine A.C. relieves allergy eyes. 

ZENITH Pretest Score: HI (51), H2 (2), H3 (47) 

Structured as a series of questions. The announcer asks, "What do you 
call a Zenith that [does such and such]?" Different characters answer 
each question. These Zenith TVs put a big picture into a small space 
(jailbird), offer 172 channels (child on TV), a computer brain 
(Wizard of Oz scarecrow), parental control (mom), and everything you 
expect from Zenith technology (Einstein look-alike). Every character 
answers a question by saying, "Smart." These are the Zenith Smart 
Sets. 

b—m-a-r-t. 

Three characters provide the humor: the jailbird, the scarecrow and 
the Einstein look-alike. Each provides a witty comment [HI] on a 
sales point. The man in a jail cell needs space. The scarecrow 
wants a brain. Einstein understands high tech. More HI wit is 
built in: the jailbird is watching a cop show and Einstein is using a 
Zenith PC to figure out a new formula (Zenith = MC2). H3 is probably 
provided by the image of the scarecrow, the kindly, smiling face of 
Einstein, the cheerful child and the overall sense of play. 

Zenith Smart Sets provide you with the kinds of features that people 
have come to expect from Zenith. 
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WENDY'S Pretest Score: HI (34), H2 (31), H3 (35) 

The scene is a political debate. The two candidates prepare to 
discuss their BUNS. An old woman in the audience shouts, "Where's the 
beef?" The audience takes up the cry. "Where's the beef? Where's 
the beef?" Both candidates flee. The old lady expresses her doubt 
that they will ever come back. Everyone laughs. 

"Where's the beef." 

The two major candidates (presumably McDonald's and Burger King) focus 
on a minor issue (buns) instead of the central issue (meat) [H2]. The 
off-color play on BUNS, the exaggerated characterization and the 
sudden reversal of events, all involve HI. The little old lady 
("little" and "old" are normally nonthreatening) is very likable [H3]. 
Other consumers (including the viewer) are safe from her wrath [H3]. 

At Wendy's, you get a lot of BEEF, not a lot of BUN. 

ALMOST HOME Pretest Score: HI (36), H2 (24), H3 (40) 

An old couple sit on a old fashioned sofa. She offers him a new AH 
chocolate chip cookie. He keeps reading and says he "likes the old." 
She gently persists. He refuses. She still persists. He finally 
tries it. He likes the new cookie. She makes eye-contact with the 
viewer, as if to say, "M-E-N, they're so stubborn." 

"I like the old. . . I like the old . . . I like the new." 

The man's exaggerated stubbornness, his instantaneous yet quiet 
conversion, the understatement, and the use of verbal repetition and 
displacement, all provide HI. The couple's gentle appearance triggers 
H3, while the wife (with our complicity) is teasing her husband [H2]. 

The old Almost Home Cookies were great, but the new AHCs are better. 

R C COLA Pretest Score: HI (40), H2 (33), H3 (27) 

There is a large communist rally. All party members are lined up in 
uniform. A party official endorses first one official choice (Coke) 
and then another (Pepsi). The party members loudly endorse the party 
line. Meanwhile, in a distant village (away from the influence of the 
party), common folk enjoy the taste of RC. Suddenly, the door swings 
open. Two menacing agents (Coke and Pepsi or the KGB) stop the fun. 

"People go out of their way for the taste of RC Cola." 
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Coke, Pepsi and consumer conformity are satirized [H2]. The ironic 
use of "our friends" [Russians], two ironic reversals, the concluding 
pun, and the exaggerated characterization all involve HI. The joyful 
peasants at play, smiling and laughing, represent a world of safety 
and freedom apart from oppressive conformity [H3]. 

RC is freedom, a statement against the pressure to conform. 

BIC SHAVER Pretest Score: HI (42), H2 (23), H3 (35) 

John McEnroe is shaving. He demonstrates how he shaves under various 
circumstances. His shaving habits are superstitious, but he insists 
that they're not. In any case, no matter how he shaves, he uses BIC. 
See! The cabinet is full of BIC SHAVERS. But when John closes the 
cabinet, the mirror cracks. Uh-oh! Slow double-take. 

"It doesn't matter which BIC I use." 

The exaggerated superstitions [HI] set up the irony [HI] of the broken 
mirror and the reversal [HI] of fate. Although the boyish McEnroe is 
likable and friendly off the court [H3], the joke is on him [H2]. 
This self-depricating humor mocks his own lofty image and the 
seriousness of "winning" [H2]. At the same time, it confirms that he 
is being playful [H3]. The contrast between this play and his normal 
behavior enhances the total effect. 

No matter how you shave, BIC always gives you a great shave. 

AT&T MERLIN Pretest Score: HI (47), H2 (33), H3 (20) 

A manager sits amid numerous Rube-Goldberg-like contraptions: 
clothesline ropes that carry baskets between offices (interoffice 
memos), homing pigeons (long distance), flexible tubes to yell through 
(intercom), banks of color-coded phones, and ludicrous communications 
headgear. He is frantically trying to handle all the information 
flows. An announcer explains that small business often develop their 
own communication systems, but that there is now a "better way." 
Merlin offers everything in one system. The same manager is then seen 
in an uncluttered, unhectic office. Merlin has replaced everything 
else. The pigeon (now retired) coos softly in a bird cage. 

"Now, there's a better way." 

The silly contraptions provide comic exaggeration [HI]. The before-
after contrast provides comic reversal [HI]. In the first scene, the 
manager is being ridiculed [H2]. In the second, he has overcome his 
difficulties and achieved peaceful control over his environment [H3]. 
The cooing pigeon is an ironic symbol of this new peace [HI]. 

Merlin simplifies everything by simplifying communications. 
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NHC: NONHUMOROUS ADS 

MCDONALD'S 

Hamburgers and their ingredients are shown. The pure, natural colors 
suggest freshness. No humans are shown, just the product, the 
ingredients and the process. The fresh, upbeat voices are positive 
and happy. A youthful chorus sings, "Two all beef patties, special 
sauce, lettuce, cheese, . . . It's a good time for the great taste of 
McDonald's." Imagery and music are deliciously orchestrated. 

MILKY WAY 

A construction worker describes his daily routine. He starts early 
but stops for a snack mid-morning. The Milky Way helps him get 
through the rest of a hard day. He even has energy to go bowling that 
night. In the final shot, he gets a strike. Music under all the 
action. At the end a chorus sings, "A Milky Way a day helps you work, 
rest, and play." 

WELCH'S DRINK 

A young woman is harvesting some fruit in an orchard. While she sorts 
the fruit, she talks about and shows us several Welch's Orchard fruit 
drinks. The woman is a "natural beauty." She is wearing an old-
fashioned, high-collared blouse, her reddish hair is pinned-up, and 
she wears little or no make-up. The day is sunny, and the fields 
behind provide a natural setting. Her smile is honest and natural. 
Strong eye contact assures us that she has nothing to hide. Welch's 
juices are "100% natural." 

ACTIFED 

Wally Schirra (ex-astronaut) climbs out of a space capsule and tells 
about the problems related to having a cold in space. In space, he 
used actifed. It relieved his symptoms. If we suffer from cold 
symptoms, we should use try Actifed. It's the same strength as he 
used in space. Actifed is a good cold-medicine that is available 
without a prescription. 

MAZDA 626 

A young man in racing gear is putting a Mazda 626 through its paces. 
Numerous shots of the car speeding over hills and around turns. It 
handles well and looks good. Shots of the driver shifting gears and 

(more) 
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NHC: NONHUMOROUS ADS (continued) 

adjusting "controls." He talks about it as a "true" road car and 
mentions details about the engine, transmission and suspension. Then 
he gets out, takes off his helmet and says, "This is one refined road 
car that's also fun to drive." The driver is attractive, youthful, 
and blond. He looks like Mark Hamill and holds his helmet like a jet 
pilot; there may be a Star Wars (car = star fighter) allusion. A 
narrator provides the price and says that the 626 is cheaper than we 
would expect for so much value. 

MNEMONICS USED BEFORE THE ATTITUDE 
TO THE AD SECTION OF EACH QUESTIONNAIRE 

Burger King 
Jeno's 
Dr. Pepper 
Sure Deodorant 
Nissan Sentra 

"missing the [picture of boat]" 
"people can't wait for pizza rolls" 
"the seance/ a sign from Marvin" 
"raise your hands" 
"the butler ordered it" 

Pizza Hut 
Juicy Fruit 
Coke 
Crest 
Chevy 

Dairy Queen 
Take Five 
Pepsi 
Energizer 
AT&T Phones 

Arby's 
Kit Kat 
Milk 
Visine 
Zenith 

Wendy's 
Almost Home 
RC Cola 
Bic Shaver 
Merlin 

McDonald's 
Milky Way 
Welch's 
Actifed 
Mazda 626 

"the boys decide where to eat" 
"teenagers at the lake" 
"the dance break" 
"little Sussie's check-up" 
"Chevys and smiling faces and more Chevys" 

ti 
"a burger battle" 
a husband cleans house" 
"vending machine robots" 
"elderly babysitter, NICE" 
"but they're cheaper" 

"marching potatoes" 
"so good, you'll roar" 
"dad's ordinary day" 
"Surprise! Spring cleaning! Wild flowers!" 
"prisoner and Einstein—SMART" 

"politicians discuss buns" 
"I like the old" 
"Russian cola drinkers" 
"shaving superstitions" 
"pipes to Henderson, pigeons to Denver" 

"jingle and close-ups of burger" 
"construction worker takes a break" 
"spokeswoman with fruit basket" 
"treating a cold in space" 
"a race driver road tests the car" 
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Sequence #1: 

Cancer 
McDonald's 
Take Five 
Blindness 
Kit Kat 
Almost Home 
Arby's 
Dairy Queen 
Wendy's 
Milky Way 

Sequence #4 

Cancer 
Chevy 
Burger King 
Blindness 
AT&T Phones 
McDonald's 
Pizza Hut 
Mazda 626 
Nissan Sentra 
Dairy Queen 

Sequence #7 

Cancer 
Juicy Fruit 
Mazda 626 
Blindness 
Almost Home 
Nissan Sentra 
Chevy 
Jeno's 
Milky Way 
Merlin 

Sequence #2 

Cancer 
RC Cola 
McDonald's 
Blindness 
Burger King 
Milk 
Wendy's 
Welch's 
Arby's 
Dr. Pepper 

Sequence #5 

Cancer 
Milky Way 
Milk 
Blindness 
Pepsi 
Coke 
Welch's 
Juicy Fruit 
Take Five 
Kit Kat 

Sequence #8 

Cancer 
Energizer 
Crest 
Blindness 
Actifed 
Bic Shaver 
Pepsi 
RC Cola 
Coke 
Welch's 

Sequence #3 

Cancer 
Wendy's 
Crest 
Blindness 
McDonald's 
Burger King 
Actifed 
Sure 
Bic Shaver 
Pizza Hut 

Sequence #6 

Cancer 
Sure 
Kit Kat 
Blindness 
Energizer 
Jeno's 
Milky Way 
Take Five 
Visine 
Actifed 

Sequence #9 

Cancer 
Dr. Pepper 
RC Cola 
Blindness 
Milk 
Mazda 626 
Zenith 
Merlin 
Welch's 
Nissan Sentra 

Sequence #10 

Cancer 
Zenith 
AT&T Phones 
Blindness 
Mazda 626 
Crest 
Visine 
Actifed 
Chevy 
Energizer 


