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Previous research has predicted that direct product experience will be superior to
advertising in communicating information about products. In experiment 1 of the
present study, claims about search attributes were better recognized and beliefs
about search attributes were more accessible and more confidently held after ex-
posure to ads in comparison with direct experience of two inexpensive packaged
products. Experiment 2 replicated the above effects on claim recognition, belief
accessibility, and confidence for two consumer durables under low-involvement
conditions. It also showed that search attributes were more frequently mentioned
and were rated as more important after exposure to advertising than after direct
experience; the opposite was true for experience attributes. These effects on fre-
quency of mention and attribute importance were significantly weaker under high-

involvement than under low-involvement conditions.

his work compares the communication effective-

ness of advertising and direct product experience.
Hoch and Deighton (1989) noted that academic re-
search has traditionally focused on ‘learning by edu-
cation” from marketing communications in television,
radio, and print media. Less research has been aimed
at understanding the “medium” of direct product ex-
perience in communicating information—as when
consumers learn about products by trying them. The
present article contrasts advertising and product sam-
pling as media for communicating relatively unambig-
uous attributes of a brand.

Folk wisdom holds that experience is the best teacher.
In line with this, Kotler (1988, p. 648) asserts that
“sampling is the most effective and most expensive way
to introduce a new product,” implying that direct ex-
perience conveys a new product’s attributes more ef-
fectively than does advertising (albeit at a higher cost).
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We present conditions in which this implication is true
and advertising may be more effective. ‘“Effective”
means that the medium clearly and believably highlights
and conveys important product attribute information,
as measured by claim recognition, belief accessibility,
and confidence.

THEORY

Smith and Swinyard (1982) proposed an intuitively
appealing chain of logic: when compared to advertising,
direct experience (1) leads to more strongly held beliefs,
which (2) lead to more strongly held attitudes, which
(3) culminate in higher attitude-behavior consistency.
Our theoretical development and empirical tests focus
on the first link. Smith and Swinyard (1988) and Marks
and Kamins (1988) predicted and found that belief
confidence was higher after direct experience than after
exposure to advertising. In contrast, we predict and find
that beliefs about search attributes are stronger after ad
exposure than after direct use.

Types of Beliefs Derived from Advertising
versus Direct Product Experience

Multiple distinctions can be made among various
types of attributes of a new product (e.g., characteristic,
beneficial, and image attributes [Lekhoff-Hagius and
Mason 1993]; and tangible and intangible attributes
[Darley and Smith 1993]). We focus here on Nelson’s
(1974) distinction between search and experience at-
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tributes. Valid search attribute information can be
gained from secondhand sources such as advertising and
word of mouth (vs. firsthand experience), without hav-
ing to buy or try the product. Examples of search at-
tributes are a chair’s color or the number of calories
per serving, ingredients, and price of a candy bar. Ex-
perience attributes can be verified only by (limited) use
of the product, because they are a matter of subjective
experience.! Examples of experience attributes are the
“user friendliness’ of a computer or the exact taste and
crunchiness of a candy bar. We have broadened Nel-
son’s perspective of experience attributes to include
“after using” instead of “‘after purchasing,” because
product trial can take place without purchase, as when
consumers receive free samples at a grocery store. Nel-
son’s (1974) framework implies that consumers who
lack prior knowledge of a product will be more skeptical
of advertising claims about experience attributes than
claims about search attributes.? Ford, Smith, and Swasy
(1990) found support for this deduction.

Nelson’s (1974) distinction is definitionally simple
and leads to testable implications, but surprisingly little
has been written about the psychological antecedents
that differentiate search from experience attributes. We
argue that, for search attributes, consumers believe that
before product use, they possess a subjectively reliable
inferential rule (Dick, Chakravarti, and Biehal 1990)
that links an observable aspect of the product with a
desired attribute, benefit, or outcome. For example,
consumers may infer that the price of an item on a
grocery store shelf predicts with near certainty what they
will be charged at the checkout counter. For experience
attributes (e.g., user-friendliness of a computer), the
consumer perceives a far less reliable link between the
information available before use and the benefits or
outcomes experienced later. Consumers feel that ad-
vertising claims about search attributes are reasonably
reliable before actual use of the product (see Nelson
1974, p. 730). By definition, though, ad claims about
experience attributes cannot be verified before use, be-
cause they are actually a matter of individual sensory
perception. For experience attributes (but not for search
attributes) product trial engenders more reliable infer-
ences than does exposure to advertising.

Attentional Bases for Advertising’s Strength

in Presenting Search Attributes

In our research, we focus on the learning of search
and experience attribute information when both types

'"We do not focus on “credence” attributes (Darby and Karni 1973);
for these, the average consumer can never know the level of a brand’s
quality because verification of claims would be too costly or would
require the passage of events long after the purchase was completed.

2Nelson (1974) emphasized that the sheer amount of advertising
could provide a valid signal of product quality for experience goods
(i.e., goods dominated by experience attributes) that are to be pur-
chased. See also Bagwell and Riordan (1991), Shapiro (1983), and
Stiglitz (1987) for other examples of signals of quality under conditions
when product quality cannot be ascertained prior to purchase.
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are concurrently available. We contrast the case in
which advertising makes claims about both experience
and search attributes with the case in which experience
attributes are learned from direct use accompanied by
parallel search attribute claims conveyed by point-of-
purchase information or a package. The discussion of
other research preceding this leads to the conclusion
that direct experience is more effective than advertising
in presenting experience attribute information; it gives
no reason to expect that advertising and direct experi-
ence should differ in their effectiveness in communi-
cating information about search attributes. However,
we propose that when experience attributes are con-
veyed by direct experience rather than by advertising,
they gain more attention, which reduces attention to
accompanying search attribute information.3

Support for our attentional assumptions is provided
by preliminary work for the research reported here.
Wright (1990) created an ad for a candy bar (the same
one in the following experiment) matched to the most
common cognitive responses and elicited important at-
tributes of subjects who sampled the product in the
presence of package information. This extensive pre-
testing was conducted to equate the content and amount
of information available as much as possible for ad and
trial exposure. Two new groups of subjects then either
read the ad or sampled the brand. Immediately after
exposure, retrospective cognitive responses were used
to measure relative attention to different types of in-
formation according to the methods of Bettman and
Sujan (1987) and MacKenzie (1986). Wright (1990)
found that the percentage of search attribute cognitive
responses was higher for exposure to advertising than
for direct experience (p < .01), while there was a greater
percentage of experience attribute cognitive responses
for direct experience than for exposure to advertis-
ing (p < .01).

The foregoing study leads to the conclusion that ad-
vertising is more effective than direct experience in pre-
senting search attribute information, because accom-
panying information about experience attributes is less
distracting from the search attribute information.
Suggestive evidence supporting this claim exists even
in studies that make claims of uniform superiority of
direct product experience. Smith and Swinyard (1988)
predicted that product belief strength and confidence
would be greater after direct product experience than
after exposure to advertising. After direct experience of
a cheese snack, subjects’ belief strength and belief con-
fidence were significantly higher for four of five attri-
butes that were clearly experience attributes (crispiness,
spiciness, flavor, aftertaste, and whether it is a filling
snack) but were higher after exposure to advertising than

30ur reasoning would imply that credence attributes (Darby and
Karni 1973) would also be conveyed more effectively through ads
than through claims accompanying direct experience. In this research,
we do not report tests about credence attributes.
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after direct product experience at significant and mar-
ginally significant levels for the one search attribute (real
cheese).

Superiority of Direct Product Experience
or Media Congruence?

The attention/distraction mechanism explained
above seems to suggest that the emerging consensus that
direct experience is superior to indirect experience may
be premature, because advertising does not present a
strong experiential distraction from search attributes.
Instead, we propose a ‘“media congruence’ hypothesis,
under which the medium that best communicates a type
of product information (i.e., search or experience at-
tribute) is most congruent with that type of information.
Direct product experience is congruent with (or best
suited to) experience attribute belief communication,
and advertising is congruent with search attribute belief
communication. Media congruence leads to more at-
tention to media-congruent attributes, which leads to
stronger beliefs about those attributes.

H1: Belief confidence and accessibility for im-
portant search attributes will be greater after
exposure to advertising than after direct ex-
perience, while belief confidence and acces-
sibility for important experience attributes
will be greater after direct experience than
after advertising exposure.

Hypothesis 1 predicts an interaction of attribute type
and type of medium.* This is in contrast to the findings
of Marks and Kamins (1988) and Smith and Swinyard
(1988), who concluded that confidence in beliefs will
be uniformly higher after direct experience than after
exposure to advertising. Their work pooled search and
(more numerous) experience attributes.

During direct experience, attention is drawn to ex-
perience attributes at the expense of search attributes.
Therefore, it follows that:

H2: Claims about important search attributes will
be recognized more accurately after exposure
to advertising than after direct experience ac-
companied by the same search attribute in-
formation.

No contrasting hypothesis is advanced for experience
attribute recognition accuracy, because the ‘“‘correct”
level directly experienced cannot be readily verified in-
dependently of a subject’s idiosyncratic assessments.
The investigation of these issues requires one key de-
parture from the methods of most previous “‘ad versus
trial” studies. Direct experience conditions in past lab-

“Note that it is impossible to make meaningful predictions about
the main effect of attribute type, because such a comparison would
be confounded with myriad differences in the content of search and
experience attributes.
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oratory studies have tended to exclude information on
important search attributes such as price, contents, and
available colors (e.g., Marks and Kamins 1988; Smith
and Swinyard 1983, 1988). Berger and Mitchell (1989)
attempted to equate ad and trial information but did
not include price information. In contrast to conditions
in previous major research, such search attribute in-
formation is usually available at the point of purchase,
where crucial buying behavior takes place. In the fol-
lowing two experiments, direct experience conditions
include significant amounts of both search and expe-
rience attributes.

STIMULUS PRETESTING
AND CLASSIFICATION
OF ATTRIBUTES

In experiment 1, the products were a new brand of
chocolate candy bar and a staged-leads pencil with lead
cartridges. In experiment 2, the products were a sta-
tionary exercise bicycle and a chair that converts to a
bed (chair-bed). A fair test of direct experience versus
advertising effects should attempt to equate the infor-
mational content of direct experience and advertising.
In both experiments, we conducted multiple rounds of
pretesting to equate this information. For the pencil
and candy bar in experiment 1, respondents tried each
product in the presence of package or point-of-purchase
information and freely generated written cognitive re-
sponses and lists of the attributes important to brand
choice. The most frequently mentioned responses in
these listings were used to generate full-color ads claim-
ing those attributes. For the bike and chair-bed in ex-
periment 2, the most frequently occurring cognitive re-
sponses were the main basis of the ad copy and content.

For the candy bar and pencil used in experiment 1,
two judges coded the list of product attributes into
search and experience categories and had a 93 percent
agreement rate. A third judge broke any ties. For the
candy bar, the search attributes were price, size, number
of calories, unpacked appearance, and presence of car-
amel, milk chocolate, and peanuts; the experience at-
tributes were the extent to which it was chewy, fattening,
sweet, healthful, rich, crunchy, and delicious. For the
pencil, the search attributes were price, design of lead
supply, color, need for a pencil sharpener, type of lead
(e.g., #2), presence of a cap, and appearance; the ex-
perience attributes were sharpening ease, presence of a
long-lasting supply of leads, writing comfort, writing
smoothness, ability to erase well, durability, and reli-
ability of the points.

For the bike and chair-bed in experiment 2, a different
set of judges coded subject-supplied attributes into
search, experience, credence, and “other’ categories
and had an 87 percent agreement rate. The stationary
bike’s search attributes were presence of a book rack,
timer, adjustable seat and handlebars, speedometer,
pedal straps, pedal effort controls, and distance display;
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attractiveness, size, selection of features, and price; its
experience attributes were ease of adjusting pedal effort
controls, seat comfort, general comfort, sturdiness, and
level of quality. The chair-bed’s search attributes were
price, availability in five colors, fabric content of the
cover, soil-resistance with Scotchgard, ability to be
washed, attractive appearance, and space required as a
chair; its experience attributes were ease of folding out
and folding in, convenience, firmness, comfort as a
chair, comfort as a bed, sturdiness, and retention of its
shape when in use.

Because it is possible to disagree about the classifi-
cation of attributes into search and experience catego-
ries, we conducted a manipulation check asindependent
verification that the product attributes were regarded
in the same categories by student consumers. We tested
62 attribute claims for the four products, with two new
judges having a 97 percent agreement rate for these 62
attributes using the search, experience, and credence
categories. Twenty-eight undergraduate respondents
were asked to rate their skepticism about each claim,
following the procedure used by Ford et al. (1990). For
each attribute, they answered the question “If an ad-
vertisement for a product made the following claim,
how skeptical would you be about the truth of the
claim?” (1 = extremely skeptical; 9 = not at all skep-
tical). Like Ford et al. (1990), we found that subjects
were significantly more skeptical about experience at-
tribute claims than search attribute claims for the candy
bar (#(27) = 2.03, ®* = .053), for the pencil (2(27) = 3.96,
®? = .208), for the bike (#(27) = 6.02, o? = .387), and
for the chair-bed (#(27) = 9.73, ®* = .626). These results
suggest general agreement among subjects with our
coding of attributes. In tests of our main hypotheses
reported below, within-group variance in perceptions
of whether attributes are search or experience weakens
power but does not bias hypothesis tests.

EXPERIMENT 1
Method

The analyses reported here are based on the responses
of 60 undergraduates who participated in groups of be-
tween one and four in exchange for extra credit in an
introductory marketing course. The chocolate candy
bar and staged-leads pencil used in experiment 1 were
chosen to be relevant to but previously unfamiliar to
our student subjects. Subjects were given the candy bar
and its package, which had a price sticker attached. The
pencils each had a price sticker and were in a Plexiglas
container with a Plexiglas display as shown in Fig-
ure 1. Again, full-color ads were constructed so that the
experience of the ad matched direct product experience
as much as possible.

Before exposure to each of the two products, subjects
were told that the study involved “a new candy bar (or
a pencil distributed in Canada), which is going to be

711

test-marketed here in (the school’s state).”” They were
also told that their task was to evaluate the product. To
counterbalance product, media exposure, and order,
subjects were randomly assigned to four conditions: (1)
pencil ad, then candy direct experience, (2) pencil direct
experience, then candy ad, (3) candy ad, then pencil
direct experience, and (4) candy direct experience, then
pencil ad.

Procedure. Subjects were exposed to each product
for 1.5 minutes, answered a battery of questions on
computer, and then repeated the procedure for the
second product. In-order, the following measures were
collected from each subject: (1) attitude toward the
product (“dislike’ to “like” and “good’ to ‘““bad’ on
seven-point scales), (2) confidence in attitude (‘“‘How
certain are you that the ratings you gave were accu-
rate?’—‘not at all”” to “extremely certain” on a seven-
point scale), (3) product attribute belief levels for non-
dichotomous attributes of the pencil or candy bar (e.g.,
“Considering pencils in general, how attractive is this
pencil?’—*“not at all” to “extremely attractive” on a
seven-point scale), (4) true-false questions for dichot-
omous search attribute beliefs, (5) confidence in beliefs
(“not at all” to “‘extremely certain” on a seven-point
scale) immediately after each product attribute belief
question (the questions in measures 3 and 4), and (6)
accessibility of beliefs and attitudes (i.e., number of
seconds for subjects to answer questions in 1, 3, and 4;
subjects were unaware that response latencies for these
answers were measured). Finally, subjects were given a
choice between receiving four candy bars (or pencils)
or $1.30. After answering the questions for both product
categories, subjects divided 100 points among 14 listed
attributes of each product to indicate their relative im-
portance to purchase choice among brands; this mea-
sure is not analyzed below.

Analysis and Results

Except as noted, all of the following analyses were
tested with ANOVA in which medium (advertising vs.
direct experience) was treated as a repeated factor, and
the counterbalancing factors of order of media (adver-
tising first vs. direct experience first) and order of prod-
ucts (candy first vs. pencil first) were treated as between-
subjects factors. Unless otherwise noted, all analyses
contained all main and interaction effects of these fac-
tors in the model, including product type and order of
presentation main effects.’ Except as noted, all tests for
hypothesized effects were directional and thus one
tailed. We also tested for any unanticipated interaction
of ordinal position (first vs. second) with the hypothe-

5In this counterbalancing scheme, the main effect of ordinal position
(first vs. second) is confounded with (i.e., is estimated by) the inter-
action of medium with order of media. The main effect of product
(candy vs. pencil) is confounded with the three-way interaction of
medium X order of media X order of products.
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FIGURE 1
DIRECT PRODUCT EXPERIENCE AND ADVERTISING STIMULI FOR THE PENCIL PRODUCT

Note.—Left, direct product experience (including point-of-purchase display); right, advertising.

sized effects and for any interaction of product type
(candy bar vs. pencil) with the hypothesized effects.
Unless noted, these two-tailed tests were nonsignificant,
which allowed both products’ data to be analyzed to-
gether.

Media Congruence Effects on Belief Strength.
Consistent with Hypothesis 1, ratings of belief confi-
dence revealed a significant interaction of medium
X attribute type (#(54) = 4.51, p < .01). Subjects were
more confident of beliefs in experience attributes after
direct experience (X = 5.74, SD = .96) than after ex-
posure to advertising (X = 5.20, SD = 1.42, #(55) = 3.30,
p < .01). As predicted by media congruence, belief con-
fidence about search attributes was higher after exposure
to advertising (X = 6.51, SD = .50) than after direct
experience (X = 6.17, SD = .70, #(54) = —3.52, p < .01).

Hypothesis 1 also predicted that search attribute be-
liefs would be more accessible after exposure to adver-
tising than after direct experience and that experience
attribute beliefs would be more accessible after direct
experience than after exposure to advertising. A signif-
icant attribute type X medium interaction was found

(1(54) = 1.66, p < .05). In simple effects tests, reaction
times for experience attribute beliefs did not differ after
direct experience (X = 6.85 seconds, SD = 2.30) and
exposure to advertising (X = 6.88, SD = 2.47, #(54)
= —.20, p < .40). More important, reaction times for
search attribute beliefs were faster (i.e., more accessible)
when they were measured after exposure to advertising
(X = 4.39 seconds, SD = 1.36) than when they were
measured after direct experience (X = 4.75,SD = 1.53,
1(54) = 2.30, p < .01).

As predicted in Hypothesis 2, subjects’ true-false an-
swers about search attributes (10 = perfect) were more
accurate after exposure to advertising (X = 9.58, SD
= .78) than after direct experience (X = 8.72, SD = 1.35,
1(55)= —5.13, p < .01). The search attribute information
needed for the true-false questions was available in both
the advertising and direct experience conditions.

Discussion of Experiment 1

When one medium better communicates a set of im-
portant product attributes than does another medium,
we label the former medium as more “‘congruent’ with
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those attributes. As predicted, advertising was more
congruent with search attributes, and direct experience
was more congruent with experience attributes. For all
three belief variables of search attribute claim recog-
nition, belief confidence, and accessibility, advertising
was superior to direct experience in communicating
search attribute information. The results contradict
Marks and Kamins’s (1988) and Smith and Swinyard’s
(1988) prediction that confidence in beliefs will be uni-
formly greater after direct product experience. However,
they used products with a strong experience attribute
component and pooled results for search and experience
attributes.

EXPERIMENT 2

Involvement as a Moderating Condition
for Media Congruence Effects

In experiment 2 we test whether the communication
effects in experiment 1 persist for other consumer prod-
ucts under conditions of higher message-processing in-
volvement. We also examine how the medium affects
the perceived importance of search and experience at-
tributes. The general logic of experiment 2 is that the
more motivated consumers are to form a valid evalu-
ation, the more they may attend to the attributes that
they perceive to be important and not solely to those
attributes made salient by the medium. A consumer
who is characterized by low involvement and displays
less conscientious processing effort is more vulnerable
to a medium’s manipulation of attention. A variety of
theoretical perspectives imply that this might be so. The
Elaboration Likelihood Model (Petty, Cacioppo, and
Schumann 1983) asserts that high message-processing
involvement prompts effortful elaboration of cues that
are relevant to the judgment at hand, whereas low
involvement drives consumers to rely on salient cues
regardless of their relevance. Maheswaran and Meyers-
Levy (1990) found that involvement reduced consum-
ers’ susceptibility to framing effects based on reliance
on easy-to-process peripheral cues. Martin, Seta, and
Crelia (1990) concluded that effort is required to ignore
salient but irrelevant information.

Hypotheses

According to the above rationale, the media congru-
ence effects predicted in experiment 1 are less likely
with high message-processing involvement.

H3: When involvement is low, (a) beliefs about
search attributes will be more accessible and
more confidently held when based on adver-
tising than when based on direct experience,
and (b) beliefs about experience attributes will
be more accessible and more confidently held
when based on direct experience than when
based on advertising. (¢) When involvement
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is high, effects described in 3a and 35 will be
weaker, and the implied attribute type X me-
dium interaction will be weaker than when
involvement is low.

Experiment 2 also tests for analogous effects of media
congruence on the number and the importance of search
and experience attributes that are salient after exposure
to advertising or direct experience. In accordance with
MacKenzie (1986), we expect increased salience of at-
tributes to cause increases in their perceived importance
weights.

H4: When involvement is low, (¢) more search at-
tributes will be listed as important and rated
as collectively more important after exposure
to advertising than after direct experience, and
(b) more experience attributes will be listed
as important and rated as collectively more
important after direct experience than after
advertising exposure. (¢) When involvement
is high, both effects described in 4a and 4b
and the implied attribute type X medium in-
teraction will be weaker than when involve-
ment is low.

Experiment 2 paralleled experiment 1 but used du-
rables as products and manipulated involvement as in
Petty et al.’s (1983) personal relevance manipulation.
Unlike their counterparts in experiment 1, subjects were
asked to freely generate lists of attributes that they
thought were important to choice and then rate their
relative importance.

Method

Analyses below are based on responses from 184 un-
dergraduates participating in exchange for extra credit
in marketing courses. Subjects were tested individually.
As in experiment 1, advertising stimuli were pretested
to equate information gained from advertising and di-
rect experience. Each of the two resulting full-color ads
included ad copy, color graphics, and a picture of the
bike or pictures of the chair-bed both folded up and
extended. In the pretests and main experiment, direct
experience consisted of exposure to an exercise bike or
chair-bed. Each had a small point-of-purchase display,
consisting of a yellow placard covered in clear plastic,
to simulate point-of-purchase information conditions
normally available in a store.

Design. As in experiment 1, we counterbalanced
product, medium, and ad order by randomly assigning
eight groups to four conditions: (1) chair-bed ad, then
exercise bike direct experience, (2) chair-bed direct ex-
perience, then exercise bike ad, (3) exercise bike ad,
then chair-bed direct experience, and (4) exercise bike
direct experience, then chair-bed ad. The four treatment
sequences were run for high- and low-involvement
conditions.
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TABLE 1

EXPERIMENT 2: DIFFERENCES BETWEEN ADVERTISING AND DIRECT PRODUCT EXPERIENCE
FOR LOW- AND HIGH-INVOLVEMENT CONDITIONS

Low involvement High involvement

Direct product Direct product

Measure Advertising experience Advertising experience
Belief confidence:

Search attributes 6.21 (.54) 5.93 (.79) 6.22 (.62) 5.95 (.86)

Experience attributes 4.94 (1.36) 6.01 (.83) 5.00 (1.69) 6.07 (.85)
Belief accessibility (in seconds):?

Search attributes 5.63 (1.50) 5.94 (1.98) 5.75 (1.61) 6.19 (1.96)

Experience attributes 7.35 (2.09) 6.57 (1.86) 7.21 (2.12) 6.68 (1.93)
Recognition accuracy:

Search attributes .90 (.13) .83 (.19) .87 (.14) .83 (.17)
Number of important attributes elicited:®

Search attributes 4.02 (2.13) 3.24 (1.46) 3.13 (1.26) 2.96 (1.38)

Experience attributes .89 (1.04) 1.67 (1.08) 1.39 (1.00) 1.63 (1.02)
Importance weighting for important attributes elicited:°

Search attributes 74.37 (29.40) 52.87 (27.90) 63.74 (25.24) 56.17 (27.57)

Experience attributes

20.93 (26.51)

44.59 (28.47) 31.85 (24.53) 39.26 (26.01)

NoTE.—Values are X (SD). Cell sizes were n = 91 or 92 unless otherwise indicated.

“Cell sizes were n = 88 or 91. Lower numbers indicate higher accessibility.

Because of a higher-order interaction with position, only first position data were used, resulting in cell sizes of n = 46.

Involvement was manipulated in a cover story sheet:

In this part of the study, you are being asked to view a
test advertisement for (or try out) a STATIONARY EX-
ERCISE BICYCLE (or CHAIR THAT CONVERTS TO
A BED). [Low involvement:] This product is a proposed
model which is under consideration. It may or may not
be produced in about 2 years. [High involvement:] This
product is an existing product which was bought in this
city. There will be a prize drawing in which one person
participating in the experiment will receive his/her choice
of this product or a sum of money which differs from its
retail price. [Both low and high involvement:] We would
like for you to look at the test ad (or use the product)
enough so that you know what the product is like. You
will have 11 minutes to look at the test ad (or sample the
product). Your task today is to evaluate the product.

Because high-involvement subjects were not told
the exact amount of money to be given away until mak-
ing a later choice, they could not change the message-
processing task to a specific choice task (i.e., a choice
between receiving the product or $40).

Procedure. Four seven-point semantic differential
attitude evaluations and three seven-point scale confi-
dence measures for that evaluation were elicited after
each product exposure. Following both elicitations,
subjects began a computer-controlled questionnaire for
both products. Subjects were asked to (1) choose to re-
ceive the product or $40 for the product, (2) freely list
(on paper) attributes deemed important in choosing be-
tween the product and similar brands, then assign 100
total points to those attributes’ relative importance in
the purchase choice decision, and (3) answer (on com-

puter) belief-level and confidence questions for the first
and then for the second product, with belief-level ac-
cessibility automatically measured by subjects’ com-
puter clocks. The belief-level and confidence questions
had the same kind of seven-point scale and true-false
formats as those in experiment 1.

Analysis and Results

The tests of the hypotheses used a model that in-
cluded all possible media type, product, ordinal posi-
tion, and involvement effects and their interactions with
the effect of interest. A priori hypotheses were evaluated
by directional, one-tailed tests. Two-tailed tests of un-
predicted higher-order interactions with the effects of
interest were performed. These included tests of the in-
teraction of ordinal position with the hypothesized effect
and the interaction of product type with the hypothe-
sized effect. These higher-order interactions were non-
significant unless indicated below.

Belief Confidence, Accessibility, and Search Claim
Recognition. Contrary to the effects posited in Hy-
pothesis 3, involvement did not significantly moderate
the basic attribute type X media type interaction for
belief confidence (£(174) = .01, p < .49) or for belief
accessibility (£(165) = .28, p <.39). Means and standard
deviations are shown in Table 1. In accordance with
the basic idea of media congruence predicted in Hy-
pothesis 1, there was a significant interaction of attribute
type and medium on belief confidence (#(174) = 12.23,
p < .01) and on belief accessibility (2(165) = 6.73, p
< .01). (Reduced df’s are due to missing data.)



