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Focal and Emotional Integration: Constructs,
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Deborah J. MacInnis and Douglas M. Stayman

This paper introduces two novel concepts regarding the role of the product in an ad. One concept (focal inte-
gration) reflects the extent to which the product is depicted as a central element in the ad. The second concept
(emotional integration) reflects the extent to which the product is portrayed as a causal agent to the actor’s
emotions. Reliable measures of both constructs are developed and shown to be discriminable from related
constructs and each other. Furthermore, a sample of existing ads is shown to vary on the constructs. An
exploratory study investigating their effects showed that each construct is related to relevant advertising
outcomes and that their effects differ for ads using positive vs. negative appeals. When appeals are negative,
both integration constructs are related to ad effects. In contrast, when appeals are positive, high emotional
integration appears unnecessary for enhancing ad effects, while high focal integration may be detrimental to
ad effects. Implications for future research are discussed.
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Introduction

Research in advertising has yielded many important insights about the
impact of advertising executional cues on viewer responses to ads. The
impact of (1) source characteristics (e.g., similarity, credibility), (2) charac-
teristics of the ad’s music (e.g., valence, fit, familiarity, tempo), (3) visual
elements (e.g., congruency, affect value), and (4) characteristics of message
arguments (e.g., their strength and number) has been found to influence
advertising effectiveness in a variety of ways (see Belch, Villarreal and
Belch 1984; Gelb, Hong and Zinkhan 1985; Maclnnis, Moorman and Jaworski
1991; Percy 1983; Percy and Rossiter 1992; Petty and Cacioppo 1986 for
reviews). However, it is notable that research examining the role of the
product (or service/company/issue) in the ad is relatively limited. (Hereaf-
ter, we use “product” to denote the target of a communication.) Some work
has focused on the product’s prominence in an ad. Stewart and Furse (1986),
for example, found that the amount of time the product was on the screen
had modest positive effects on recall, comprehension and persuasion (see
also Ray and Olson 1983; Stewart and Koslow 1989; Stout and Burda 1989).
However, other concepts reflecting a product’s role in an ad may also be
important.

The purpose of this paper is to introduce two concepts reflecting different
roles for the product in an ad — focal integration and emotional integration.
In our review, we find that these concepts have not been investigated
empirically. Thus, in introducing these concepts we attempt to achieve
three objectives. First, we define and describe both focal and emotional
integration and distinguish them from related concepts and each other.
Second, we develop reliable and discriminable measures of each. Third, we
provide exploratory data suggesting that these constructs may warrant
further investigation since (a) existing ads vary in their degree of focal and
emotional integration; (b) the two constructs are related to measures of ad
outcomes; and (c) these relationships differ depending on the presence of a
moderator variable (in this case, the use of positive vs. negative appeals).
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We discuss the implications of the results for future
research on the role of the product in ad executions.

The Focal and Emotional Integration
Constructs

Focal Integration

Definition. Focal integration is defined as the ex-
tent to which the product is a central element in the
ad. The notion of focal integration is consistent with
Holman’s (1986) observations that products are some-
times depicted as a central element and sometimes
depicted as a background element— part of the con-
text in which the product is used. The product’s role
as a central element reflects the extent to which the
product plays an important role in the actions/set-
ting/context of the ad (rather than the precise content
of the ad execution).

Consider the following examples. An ad for Dawn
dishwashing detergent would exhibit high focal inte-
gration if it showed the detergent cutting through
greasy buildup and leaving dishes sparkling clean.
The product, as a central element, is critical to much
of the ad’s action. The same ad would exhibit low
focal integration if the ad’s actors, shown discussing
the success of their dinner party while cleaning up
party debris, casually mention how good it is that
they have Dawn. While the product is clearly part of
the ad and may be on screen during the entire com-
mercial, the focus is on the party; the product is inci-
dental. Relatedly, a life insurance ad that focuses on
the policy’s long-term financial benefits would ex-
hibit high focal integration since the policy is a cen-
tral ad element. Another commercial showing a fa-
ther talking to his newborn daughter about how lucky
he is, including his luck at having a certain insurance
policy, would exhibit low focal integration. Here the
relationship between the father and baby represents
the central focus, while the policy is more incidental.

Relationship to Other Constructs. Previous work on
the role of the product in the ad has focused on the
notion of prominence, often operationalized in terms
of such variables as the number of seconds the prod-
uct is shown overall, the number of product men-
tions, and the number of seconds the product is in
each scene (Stewart and Furse 1986; Stewart and
Koslow 1989; Ray and Olson 1983; Stout and Burda
1989; Page, Thorson and Heide 1990). While poten-
tially related to prominence, focal integration is dif-
ferent since a product can be shown for many seconds
without being a central element in the ad. When focal

integration is high, the product may often be promi-
nent. However, the product will not be central in all
ads for which the product is prominent. Hence, promi-
nence and focal integration are conceptually distinct.

Emotional Integration

Definition. Emotional integration is defined as the
extent to which use, non-use or misuse of the product
is depicted as a cause of emotions experienced by
human, animal or animated characters in the ad. For
example, the Dawn ad noted above would be high in
emotional integration if the character in the ad showed
dismay at the buildup of dirty dishes in her sink, but
then expressed relief and happiness when Dawn
helped her get the job done quickly. A public service
announcement for drinking and driving would be high
in emotional integration if it showed a distraught
father crying at his son’s grave site, asking passion-
ately why his son had to drive while drunk. In both
cases, the characters’ emotions are caused by the prod-
uct. If the emotions experienced by the characters in
the Dawn ad were due to the success or failure of the
dinner party, the ad would be low in emotional inte-
gration. Although the characters may express emo-
tions, the emotions are not caused by the product.

Relationship to Other Constructs. Emotional inte-
gration is related to but conceptually distinct from
focal integration. When the product is focal in an ad,
it may be depicted with or without characters. More-
over, if characters are present, they may or may not
have emotional reactions and the product may or
may not be the basis for emotional reactions they do
have. When emotional integration is high, the prod-
uct is depicted as a central element, and the ad has
characters whose emotional reactions are caused by
the product. Thus, emotional integration is hierarchi-
cally related to focal integration since focal integra-
tion represents a necessary, but not sufficient condi-
tion for emotional integration.

The emotional integration construct is distinct from
several related constructs. Puto and Wells (1984) pro-
pose that one key to successful advertising involves
the use of transformational advertising, which they
define as ads “which associate the experience of using
(consuming/owning) the advertised brand with a
unique set of psychological characteristics which would
not typically be associated with the brand experience
to the same degree without exposure to the advertise-
ment” (p. 638). The first part of the definition is rel-
evant to the emotional integration concept since the
experience of using the product is depicted in the ad
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as producing a unique set of emotional experiences.
Note though that the transformational advertising
concept focuses on an effect created in the viewer
(see Puto and Hoyer 1990). In contrast, emotional
integration reflects a characteristic of an ad. An
ad which shows the product as causing the actor’s
emotions need not transform the experiences of the
viewer. Likewise, an ad which transforms the experi-
ences of the viewer need not even show characters,
let alone the characters’ emotional reactions to prod-
uct use. Further, the transformation concept focuses
on associations with “characteristics which would not
typically be associated with the brand ...” Thus, trans-
formation is related to new and unique associations
in the viewer, whereas emotional integration is only
related to the causal link between the product and
emotions depicted in the ad. Thus, transformational
advertising is a construct distinct from emotional in-
tegration.

The emotional integration construct also represents
an extension to the growing body of research on emo-
tions. Considerable research has focused on emotional
responses elicited in viewers by ads and their poten-
tial mediational impact on ad and brand attitudes
(Aaker, Stayman, and Hagerty 1986; Edell and Burke
1987; Holbrook and Batra 1987). However, less re-
search has focused on emotions depicted by charac-
ters in an ad (for an exception see Stout, Homer and
Liu 1990). The emotional integration construct is a
specific type of these depicted emotions, reflecting
emotions caused by the product.

Why Study Focal and Emotional
Integration?

Variability Across Ads and Potential
Impact on Ad Effects

Beyond defining and providing measures of focal
and emotional integration, interest in their study re-
quires, at a minimum, that they exist in varying de-
grees among existing ads. If ads did not vary on these
constructs, their degree of practical utility would be
limited. Thus, one objective in assessing the potential
importance of these constructs is to see whether they
vary in a sample of existing ads.

Assuming ads do vary in their degree of focal and
emotional integration, a more fundamental reason
for their study is the expectation that each influences
outcome measures of ad effects—such as consumers’
feeling responses to ads, evaluations of ads (i.e., their
relevance and credibility), ad attitudes (Aad), brand

attitudes and purchase intentions. Although it is our
primary objective to introduce these constructs, their
study is of limited interest unless they have some
impact. Below we provide some thoughts about their
potential effects.

Focal Integration. High focal integration may influ-
ence measures of ad effects (i.e., evaluations of the
ad, reactions to the ad, Aad, and brand attitudes) by
its effects on consumers’ processing of the ad. First,
the product’s role as a central element may enhance
the likelihood that the ad will communicate the
product’s role in meeting consumer needs. As such, it
may enhance the ad’s relevance to consumers, gener-
ating stronger identification responses (i.e., empa-
thy, more intense product relevant feelings). Second,
having the product as the central element in the ad
may direct consumers’ attention to the product as
opposed to other (potentially-irrelevant) aspects of
the ad. As such, ads for which focal integration is
high may provide greater opportunity for consumers
to elaborate on information about the product, estab-
lish bridging experiences, and consider the product’s
relevance to their needs (Krugman 1967). The fact
that prior research has found that consumers can
become distracted by elements within the ad (Edell
and Staelin 1983; MacInnis and Park 1991; Munch
and Swasy 1988; Park and Young 1986), and that
this distraction can affect consumers’ affective and
cognitive reactions to ads (i.e., feelings, ad evalua-
tions, Aad, and brand attitudes), makes the study of
the product’s relationship to the ad’s action impor-
tant.

Emotional Integration. The emotional integration
construct also has a potentially important impact on
ad effects. Ads high in emotional integration may
enhance ad and brand reactions by providing a self-
product linkage. Olson and Reynolds (1983; Gutman
1982; Gutman and Reynolds 1979) propose that suc-
cessful advertising creates such a linkage between
attributes of the product and desired end states (e.g.,
emotions, terminal values). Relatedly, Agres (1990)
proposes that effective advertising is one that demon-
strates the product’s benefits and then links them to
the emotional benefits of the user. Emotional inte-
gration may be one mechanism by which this self-
product linkage is communicated. This linkage should
enhance the perceived relevance of the ad to the con-
sumer, which may affect ad reactions and ad and
brand attitudes.

Emotional integration may also enhance ad and
brand responses by affecting the nature of elabora-
tive processing. First, depicting emotions related to
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product usage may not only allow the consumer to
vicariously experience the same emotions as charac-
ters shown using the product in the ad (i.e., create
empathy; see Bagozzi and Moore 1990), it may also
transform consumers’ experiences of using the prod-
uct through vicarious trial (Wells 1989). Vicarious
trial, like actual trial (e.g., Smith and Swinyard 1983;
Ha and Hoch 1989), may also create favorable atti-
tudes and intentions. Thus, although emotional inte-
gration is distinct from transformational advertising,
it may be an important factor in stimulating the trans-
formation process.

Differentially Affected by Moderator
Variables

A third reason why focal and emotional integration
may be important is that their effects may depend on
the presence of moderator variables. While a number
of variables (e.g., product relevance and expertise)
may potentially moderate the impact of focal and
emotional integration, the variable examined here is
the extent to which the ad uses a positive vs. a nega-
tive appeal.

In this paper, an appeal is defined by the emotional
tone of the ad (i.e., whether it is positive—warm,
upbeat or optimistic, or negative—threatening or dis-
turbing). The term negative appeal focuses on the
emotional tone likely to be intended by advertisers,
not feeling responses generally unintended by adver-
tisers (e.g., irritation, skepticism, boredom; see Edell
and Moore 1991). Thus, warmth appeals (Aaker,
Stayman and Haggerty 1986) and fear appeals
(Sternthal and Craig 1974) are examples of positive
and negative appeals, respectively. Appeal type is
thus not meant to reflect: (1) the extent to which the
ad represents informationally or transformationally
oriented motives of the user per se (Rossiter, Percy
and Donovan 1991), although it may be related; (2)
the extent to which the ad attacks competitors (e.g.,
James and Hensel 1991); or (3) the extent to which
the ad focuses on gains from product use vs. losses
from not using the product (i.e., positive vs. negative
framing—see Maheswaran and Meyers-Levy 1990;
Gardner and Wilhelm 1987).

We examine appeal type because it may indicate
conditions under which focal and emotional integra-
tion have a greater or lesser impact on ad outcomes.
Cohen and Areni (1991), for example, propose that
some ads using positive appeals may work by funda-
mentally changing the meaning of owning or using
the brand. Foecal and emotional integration may rep-

resent ad executional variables that help consumers
consider the product’s relevance to their needs, which
may affect a variety of other reactions to the ad (i.e.,
feelings, ad evaluations, Aad). However, other ads,
designated as “feel good” ads, may “work” because
they use affect-laden cues (i.e., pleasant pictures,
music or sources) which generate immediate, positive
reactions in viewers which can affect brand attitudes
through peripheral mechanisms such as the
mediational role of ad attitudes. For this latter (feel
good) type of ad, focal or emotional integration may
be less critical to ad effectiveness since the positive
feelings generated by the use of a positive appeal may
produce positive ad effects without requiring the pres-
ence of integration. Given these multiple routes to
persuasion for ads using positive appeals, only one of
which depends on focal and emotional integration,
integration may be relatively less critical when ap-
peals are positive.

In contrast to positive appeals, negative feelings
generated by negative appeals may create negative
evaluations of the ad and brand, particularly when
processing is more peripherally based. When emo-
tional and focal integration are low, persuasion may
be undermined in negative appeals by negative feel-
ings which appear unrelated to either the product or
consumer needs (Bagozzi and Moore 1991). In order
for negative feelings produced by the ad to have posi-
tive effects on ad outcomes, the ad must use mecha-
nisms which more fundamentally change the mean-
ing of the product to the consumer and show how the
negative feelings generated by the ad are relevant to
benefits of the product. Focal and emotional integra-
tion may stimulate this meaning change by enhanc-
ing the relevance of the product to the consumer (ex-
plicitly showing how the product eliminates or avoids
these negative feelings), and/or stimulating empathy
and vicarious experiences. Hence, for effective nega-
tive appeals, high focal and emotional integration
may be important. In sum, high focal and emotional
integration may be important only for ads using nega-
tive appeals. Integration may be relatively less influ-
ential for ads using positive appeals where periph-
eral persuasion can occur without integration.

Having defined the concepts of focal and emotional
integration and provided some preliminary ideas
about why they might warrant further study, our
next objective is to develop measures of each con-
struct. We then provide some preliminary evidence
that (a) these constructs vary among a sample of ads,
(b) that they affect ad outcomes, and that (c) their
effects differ depending on the presence of the appeal
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type moderator variable.

Measures of Focal and Emotional
Integration

In assessing focal and emotional integration, three
studies were conducted. In each, measures of the con-
structs were tested and refined. In this section, we
present the process of measure development and re-
finement. In subsequent sections, we discuss results
relating to our other objectives.

Study 1

An initial set of items to measure focal and emo-
tional integration was developed based on the con-
cept definitions. Some items were adapted from re-
lated scales (e.g., the VRP, Schlinger 1979), while
others were derived by the authors. Based on discus-
sions with colleagues, a set of three items represent-
ing focal integration and three items representing
emotional integration were selected for further test-
ing. Our first study provided a test of these prelimi-
nary focal and emotional integration scales. Although
measures of ad outcomes were also collected, in this
section we only report results related to the measure-
ment of the two integration constructs.

Procedure. Seventy-eight television commercials
secured from (1) off-air viewing and (2) a special con-
ference on emotional advertising sponsored by the
Marketing Science Institute were used. Subjects from
an undergraduate marketing subject pool at a large
southwestern university were recruited for a study
on consumers’ reactions to commercials. Each subject
rated four commercials on several measures, includ-
ing the three-item measures of focal and emotional
integration. Subjects evaluated two ads per half-hour
session, with sessions approximately two days apart.
With 7 to 13 consumers viewing each commercial, a
total of 642 observations was obtained.

Results. A factor analysis of the six-integration items
using Varimax rotation confirmed two factors with
eigenvalues above one (2.03 and 1.98), and the three
items in each scale loaded on their respective factors.
Factor loadings for each item were above .79 for both
the focal and emotional integration factors. A confir-
matory factor analysis using LISREL (Joreskog and
Sorbom 1988) also showed the discriminant validity
of the two constructs (detailed results of LISREL
analysis of more refined scales are discussed below).
Despite this encouraging evidence, however, coeffi-
cient alpha reliabilities (.75 and .62 for emotional and

focal integration) suggested that further refinement
of the measures was necessary.

Study 2

Based on the Study 1 results and further discus-
sion with colleagues familiar with the research
agenda, a refined set of items was developed: five for
focal integration and three for emotional integration.
Four seven-point items were also designed to assess
subjects’ perceptions of the type of appeal used in
each ad. In addition, a three-item lecture/drama sta-
tus scale, based on work by Deighton, Romer and
McQueen (1989) was also developed (see Appendix
for each scale).

Procedure. The items were tested with five gradu-
ate students in marketing familiar with the concep-
tual definitions of focal integration, emotional inte-
gration, appeal type, and the extent to which the
commercial was a lecture or a drama (Deighton, Romer
and McQueen 1989). These graduate students were
used for two purposes. The first was to further refine
our scales. The second was to have a set of “experts”
rate the Study 1 ads on integration as well as appeal
type and lecture/drama status for tests reported in
subsequent sections. Therefore, the five judges rated
each of the seventy-eight ads used in Study 1.

Results. A factor analysis yielded four factors with
eigenvalues above one (6.71, 2.41, 2.08, and 1.40)
with factors representing the two integration, appeal
type and lecture/drama status constructs, respectively.
The coefficient alpha reliabilities for emotional inte-
gration, appeal type and lecture/drama status were
all high (92, .96, and .88, respectively). However,
analysis, as well as discussion with the raters, sug-
gested that one of the focal integration items was not
useful. By deleting that item, alpha for focal integra-
tion was raised from .64 to .93. Thus, a three-item
emotional integration scale and a four-item focal in-
tegration scale resulted from Study 2.

Study 3

Procedure. To further test the scales resulting from
Study 2, a third study designed solely to test conver-
gent and discriminant validity of the scales was de-
signed. Sixteen television commercials found in pre-
tests to vary on appeal type (positive vs. negative),
focal and emotional integration, and product/ service
familiarity to subjects were used in the study. This
variation was expected to yield a relatively broad test
of the applicability of the measures of focal and emo-
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tional integration and appeal type.

Twenty-six undergraduate students who received
class credit for participating were used as subjects.
Subjects were run in three groups (with seven, nine,
and ten subjects). Each group viewed all sixteen com-
mercials. Commercial presentation order was rotated
among the groups (no systematic group effects were
found).

Subjects were told that the objective of the study
was to assess how viewers perceive television com-
mercials. They were told that they would see a num-
ber of commercials, and would be asked their percep-
tions of each immediately after it was shown. It was
emphasized that interest was not in viewers’ evalua-
tions of the commercials (i.e., whether they were good
or bad) or their reactions to them (i.e., whether they
felt amused, fear, etc.), but rather how they perceived
them relative to the scales of interest. Subjects were
provided with the four scales used in Study 2 (includ-
ing the four-item focal integration scale) and were
asked to review them. Subjects then viewed the com-
mercials, completing the measures for each commer-
cial immediately after it ended. After rating the last
commercial, subjects also answered several general
demographic questions (no systematic effects of these
latter measures were found).

Results. Reliabilities for the two integration, ad ap-
peal and lecture/drama scales were assessed for each
of the sixteen commercials. The ad appeal and lec-
ture/drama scales appeared internally consistent, with
mean coefficient alpha across commercials of .96 and
.89, respectively. Alpha for each commercial sepa-
rately also revealed high degrees of internal consis-
tency, with reliabilities greater than .85. For both
focal and emotional integration, the mean coefficient
alpha across commercials was .94. For the four-item
focal integration scale, alpha for each commercial sepa-
rately ranged from .87 to .98, while alpha for the
three-item emotional integration scale ranged from
.88 to .98. Thus, each scale appears to be internally
consistent.

To assess discriminant validity, indicators of focal
integration, emotional integration, ad appeal type and
lecture/drama status were factor analyzed using
Varimax rotation. Four factors with eigenvalues
greater than one emerged (6.76, 2.42, 1.96, and 1.29),
with the four factors accounting for 89% of the vari-
ance. Each factor represented one of the four scales
(focal and emotional integration, appeal type and lec-
ture/drama status). With the exception of one lecture/
drama loading of .63, all loadings were above .80 on
their respective scales.

To further test convergent and discriminant valid-
ity, confirmatory factor analysis (using LISREL VII;
Joreskog and Sorbom 1988) was used to test the focal
and emotional integration scales (see Bentler and
Bonett 1980; Fornell and Larcker 1981). The adjusted
goodness-of-fit index for a two-factor model was .86,
well above the .31 for a one factor model. In addition,
the inter-factor correlation (phi) in the two factor
model was significantly below one (.61), suggesting
unique variance for the two factors, and thus dis-
criminant validity. Finally, supporting convergent
validity, reliabilities were .94 and .91 and average
variance extracted was .84 and .82 for the focal and
emotional integration factors, respectively.

In sum, Study 3 provides evidence for convergent
and discriminant validity of the focal and emotional
integration scales, showing that indicators of each
construct converge and that indicators measure dis-
tinct constructs. The data discussed in this section
does not, however, establish whether these constructs
vary among existing ads or whether they influence
advertising effects for ads using positive vs. negative
appeals. The purpose of the next two sections is to
provide preliminary evidence for such effects.

Variation in Integration across Ads

One important indicator of the practical usefulness
of the integration constructs is the extent to which
ads vary in their level of integration. If variability is
limited, study of the impact of integration on ad effec-
tiveness is of little value. To assess variation in inte-
gration, we analyzed ratings provided by the five
trained graduate students for the seventy-eight ads
rated in Study 2. These seventy-eight ads are likely
to provide a somewhat conservative test of variability
since they were originally chosen to have some emo-
tional content (so as to be useful in assessing the
effects of emotional integration), and, hence, the level
of integration observed here might be somewhat more
restricted than what would be expected in a broader
sample.

The data reflect the measures provided by the five
Study 2 raters: focal integration, emotional integra-
tion, lecture/drama status, and positive vs. negative
appeal. Based on the measurement properties of the
focal integration scale observed in Study 2, the data
reflect the four- vs. five-item focal integration scale,
given the superior measurement properties of the
former (the results do not differ substantively when
the five-item measure is used).

Since five judges rated the seventy-eight ads, it was
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important to determine the extent to which judges
agreed with one another in the designation of ads as
high vs. low in each construct. Thus, before assessing
variation in integration, we first assessed interjudge
reliabilities. We expected interjudge reliabilities to
be high given that the constructs of interest are
thought to be objective characteristics of ads which
can be reliably coded by judges.

Interjudge reliability was calculated by examining
the number of cases in which a given judge agreed
with the average of the other four judges in the desig-
nation of an ad as high vs. low in each construct. For
example, if Judge A rated ad #1 as a 5 in focal inte-
gration, and the average of the other four judges was
5.25, that judge was said to agree with the average of
the other four judges that the ad was “high” (i.e.,
above the midpoint of 4) in focal integration. With
five judges rating 78 ads, there were a total of 390
total judgments for each construct. Out of these 390
judgments, there were 16 (4%) disagreements for ap-
peal type, 41 (10.5%) for focal integration, and 29
(7%) for emotional integration. Notably, most of the
disagreements were cases in which the mean of the
four judges’ ratings was close to the scale mid-point.
Based on these results, we conclude that interjudge
reliability was high.

To assess overall variability in integration across
the sample of ads, scores for focal and emotional inte-
gration were calculated by computing an overall score
averaged across the five judges. Theoretically, scores
could range from a minimum of 1.0 to a maximum of
7.0. Observed scores for focal integration ranged from
a low of 1.0 to a high of 6.72. Scores for emotional
integration ranged from 1.0 to 6.80. Thus, there ap-
pears to be considerable variability in focal and emo-
tional integration, even in this somewhat restricted
sample of ads.

We next sought to examine the extent to which this
variability was co-dependent across focal and emo-
tional integration. Specifically, given the hierarchical
nature of the constructs proposed above, we expected
that emotional integration would be high only when
focal integration was high. Consistent with expecta-
tions, we only observed cases in which commercials
were rated as high in focal integration and high in
emotional integration, high in focal integration and
low in emotional integration, and low in focal integra-
tion and low in emotional integration. Thus, we ob-
served no cases in which commercials rated as high
in emotional integration were low in focal integra-
tion.

We also examined the extent to which variability in

integration covaried with our other two measures—
lecture/drama status and appeal type. Since very few
(three) of the ads were lectures (given the way we
collected the sample of ads), we could not examine
the extent to which integration varies across lecture
ads. However, the data do demonstrate that integra-
tion can vary for the 75 drama ads (the overall ranges
above apply also to the 75 drama ads).

Finally, we examined whether commercials high
and low in focal and emotional integration are rel-
evant for both positive and negative appeals (i.e.,
independent of appeal type). Based on midpoint splits
using the mean for the five raters, the 75 drama ads
were classified as positive (N=54) vs. negative (N=21)
in appeal type. As anticipated, focal and emotional
integration varied across appeal type. Among the posi-
tive appeals, 17 ads were low in focal integration and
low in emotional integration, ten were high in focal
integration and low in emotional integration, and 27
were high in focal and high in emotional integration.
Among the ads classified as negative appeals, seven
were rated as low in focal and emotional integration,
seven as high in focal and low in emotional integra-
tion, and seven as high in focal and emotional inte-
gration.

In sum, the data above suggest that (1) commer-
cials vary in focal and emotional integration, (2) focal
and emotional integration are hierarchically related,
and (3) focal and emotional integration are relevant
in ads using both positive and negative appeals. These
results suggest sufficient variation in the integration
constructs to make study of their impact useful.

Effects of Integration on Ad Outcomes

To examine the effects of focal and emotional inte-
gration, we used Study 1 subjects’ ratings of the sev-
enty-eight ads in terms of their effects (i.e., feelings,
relevance, credibility, ad attitude and brand attitudes),
and Study 2 judges’ ratings of the same seventy-eight
ads as high vs. low in emotional integration, focal
integration and appeal type. We used judges’ (vs. sub-
jects’) ratings to classify ads in their level of integra-
tion and appeal type for two reasons. First, the mea-
sures of these constructs were more reliable and valid
in Study 2 vs. Study 1 (see measure development
section). Second, use of the Study 2 judges as expert
raters allowed us to classify ads independent of Study
1 subjects’ responses to the ads. Since only three of
the 78 ads were lectures, the results below reflect
only the drama ads, and thus in essence control for
lecture/drama status. The final pool thus contains 75
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ads classified as positive or negative appeals with
low/low, high/low, or high/high focal and emotional
integration.

Measures

To assess the impact of focal and emotional integra-
tion on ads with positive vs. negative appeals, a sample
of variables indicating ad effects was collected. Sev-
eral covariate measures were also collected.

Empathy was assessed by a seven-item scale. Since
previous research has suggested two forms of empa-
thy (cognitive and emotional; Hoffman 1977), items
were constructed to tap each form (e.g., “I tried to
understand the characters in the commercial by imag-
ining how things looked from their perspective”; “I
felt as though I was experiencing the same emotions
as the characters in the ad”). A factor analysis indi-
cated that items representing these constructs were
not empirically distinguishable. All loadings were
above .73, and one factor explained 73% of the vari-
ance in scores (eigenvalue = 4.92). Therefore, one
scale representing the mean of the seven items (al-
pha= .92) was used.

Feelings from the ad and feelings about the ad were
assessed by a fifteen item inventory modified from
Edell and Burke (1987). Consistent with recent re-
search by Edell and Moore (1991), a factor analysis
identified two types of positive feelings—warm (al-
pha = .79; warmhearted, sentimental, serene) and
upbeat (alpha = .66; amused, excited, interested), one
type of negative feeling probably intended by adver-
tisers (hereafter termed fear/guilt; alpha =.86; fear,
guilty, sad, shameful, tense), and another type of nega-
tive feeling probably unintended by advertisers (here-
after termed irritation; alpha = .89; angry, disgusted,
irritated, offended). All loadings on the respective
factors were above .58, and most were above .71.

A factor analysis was conducted to determine if
indicators of empathy and indicators of feeling re-
sponses were empirically distinguishable. As expected,
the analysis revealed five factors with eigenvalues
above 1 (8.61, 5.13, 2.46, 1.55 and 1.09). Indicators of
each construct (the four feelings and empathy) loaded
above .61 on their respective factors.

Evaluations of the Ad were assessed using thirteen
seven-point items. A factor analysis identified two
factors, credibility (eigenvalue = 3.21; alpha = .85;
believable, credible, phony, pointless, ridiculous) and
relevance (eigenvalue = 4.42; alpha = .92; important,
informative, meaningful, valuable, convincing), with
five items each. (A third construct indicating ad nov-

elty was also identified. Since it is regarded more as a
description of an ad than an effect created in the
viewer, it is not discussed further.)

Aad was assessed by seven-point semantic differ-
ential scales (like/dislike, positive/negative, good/bad,
appealing/unappealing). All items loaded on one fac-
tor and reliability was high (alpha = .93).

Brand attitude was also assessed by seven-point
semantic differential scales, (good/bad, favorable/un-
favorable, useful/useless, and likable/unlikable). Pur-
chase intentions were assessed by a three-item seven-
point semantic differential scale (highly unlikely/
highly likely, very improbably/very probably, and im-
possible/possible that they would use the advertised
brand or service the next time they needed to make a
purchase from the product category).

A factor analysis including indicators of brand atti-
tudes, purchase intentions, ad attitudes, and ad evalu-
ations (i.e., relevance and credibility) resulted in four
factors with eigenvalues above one (9.43, 3.20, 1.83,
and 1.05). One factor included indicators of brand
attitudes and purchase intentions, a second repre-
sented indicators of Aad, and the third and fourth
comprised indicators of relevance and credibility re-
spectively. Based on these results, indicators of brand
attitudes and purchase intentions were combined in
a single summated scale (alpha= .96).

Covariates. Since subjects’ evaluations of and reac-
tions to ads may depend on their experience with the
brand and/or product category depicted in the ad,
and/or the extent to which the product category is
relevant to them, multi-item measures of brand and
product category experience and product category rel-
evance were also developed. Product category experi-
ence had three items (e.g., “I know a lot about the
products/services in this category”). Brand experience
was indicated by two items (e.g., “I have used this
brand/service before”). Product category relevance was
indicated by three items (e.g., Using a product/ser-
vice such as the one advertised is important to me).
Each was found to form a reliable index (alpha = .87;
r = 79—2 items; alpha = .75 for items indicating
category experience, brand experience and category
relevance, respectively).

The two integration constructs and ad appeal were
found to vary systematically with product category
and brand experience. Specifically, consumers had
more experience with products and brands adver-
tised using a positive appeal, and when emotional
and focal integration were high. Therefore, product
category and brand experience were included as
covariates in subsequent analyses. Results reported
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are ANCOVAs (using ANOVAs did not cause any
fundamental changes in the pattern of results).

Results

To reiterate, the purpose of this aspect of the re-
search was not to test specific hypotheses about how
integration and appeal type influence each of the de-
pendent variables studied. Rather, showing relation-
ships between integration and ad outcomes, particu-
larly ones moderated by appeal type, would support
their practical importance and underscore the need
for their further study. Given this purpose, in report-
ing the analyses we emphasize whether there are
greater than chance relationships between integra-
tion and ad outcomes across the nine variables stud-
ied, rather than specific results for any one variable.
A pattern of significant relationships would indicate
the usefulness of further study of the integration con-
structs as defined and operationalized here. Guide-
lines for their further study based on both the general
pattern of results and their effects on specific inde-
pendent variables are, however, provided in the dis-
cussion section.

We report significance levels at 0.10 for tests of a
pattern of relationships and 0.10, 0.05 and 0.01 for
specific tests. We use 0.10 for tests of pattern since
the number of individual comparisons used to assess
each pattern is relatively small and a 0.10 level would
not be as sensitive to a few idiosyncratic results (us-
ing a 0.05 level did not change the results substan-
tively). Since the purpose of our tests of specific rela-
tionships is exploratory, rather than testing (and po-
tentially accepting) specific hypotheses, type II error
is a particular concern in this research. We thus re-
port a variety of significance levels for specific tests,
including 0.10, to give more complete direction as to
what effects might be worthy of further study.

Order Effects: Recall that subjects in Study 1 rated
two ads in each of two sessions. Since order of ads
was not rotated among subjects, we first assessed
potential effects of order on the results. First,
ANCOVA comparisons of the effects of appeal type
and integration were conducted for those ads in Posi-
tion One versus ads in all four positions aggregated
across order. Ads in Position One are essentially un-
affected by prior exposure to ads or measures and are
thus immune to order effects. In addition, an analysis
for ads only in Position One is completely between
subjects. The results revealed that only nine of the 54
ANCOVA results would lead to different conclusions
when using a .10 level of significance (since there is

greater than a 15% chance that as many as nine tests
would differ [using a 50% chance of differences occur-
ring for any one effect] these differences due to order
do not appear to be significantly different from chance).
Second, we entered position as a covariate in the
overall ANCOVAs. For only one of the nine depen-
dent measures was position a marginally significant
(p<.10) covariate. These differences due to order are
not significantly different from chance, since a differ-
ence of 1 of 9 is expected using a .10 level of signifi-
cance. Given these findings, the patterns of results
discussed below do not appear to be substantively
influenced by order. Based on these results and the
exploratory nature of this research, the analyses be-
low aggregate across order.

Ad Effects

The introductory sections proposed that both focal
and emotional integration may influence a variety of
ad effects and that their impact may vary for ads
using positive vs. negative appeals. First we explore
the effects of high vs. low focal integration. We then
assess the effects of high vs. low emotional integra-
tion only for ads high in focal integration.

Focal Integration. We first conducted a 2 x 2 omni-
bus MANCOVA analysis to determine if the effect of
focal integration on the nine dependent measures
differed by appeal type. As expected, the interaction
was significant (F9 602 = 4.20, p <.001; Wilks’lambda
=0.94). To test the impact of pooling across ads, we
conducted another MANCOVA analysis including ads
as a factor nested within condition. The ad factor was
not significant, indicating similar effects across ads.
However, when conducting this pooling test for each
dependent variable separately (using ANCOVAs) sig-
nificant interactions (F4 602 > 2.50; p <.05) between
ads, appeal type and integration were observed for
five of the nine dependent variables (empathy, warm
and upbeat feelings, credibility, and relevance). Given
the omnibus finding we report 2x2 ANCOV As below.
However, the significance of the ad factor in the sepa-
rate tests suggests that interactions between appeal
type and focal integration in the ANCOVAs may vary
by ad. We discuss potential reasons for this result in
the discussion.

A number of significant effects in the ANCOVAs
were found (at p <.05). First, significant main effects
of focal integration were found for four of the nine
dependent variables (empathy, warmth, credibility
and Aad; Fy gog > 4- 0). Second, significant interac-
tions between focal integration and appeal type were
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Table 1
Effects of High vs. Low Focal Integration In Ads Using Positive vs. Negative Appeals
ANCOVA Analyses
NEGATIVE APPEALS POSITIVE APPEALS
Dependent Low Focal High Focal Low Focal High Focal
Measures Integration Integration Integration Integration
(n=56) (n=109) F (n=147) (n=299) F
Empathy 3.84 4.26 4.22* 4.58 3.89 -23.42***
Warm Feelings 3.06 2.94 <1.00 4.56 3.81 -20.90***
Upbeat Feelings 3.05 3.24 2.74* 4.34 4.08 -3.52**
Fear/Guilt 2.42 2.85 1.41 1.44 1.46 <1.00
Irritation 2.52 2.27 2.00 1.26 1.46 7.34**
Credibility 5.29 5.71 4.00* 5.54 494 -23.44***
Relevance 4.27 4.87 4.58** 3.98 3.62 -6.73***
Aad 4.35 4.91 6.02** 5.47 4.78 -17.20***
Brand Attitude 4.46 5.18 17.04*** 5.01 494 <1.00
* p<.10
** p<.05
<01

found for six of the nine dependent variables (empa-
thy, upbeat feelings, credibility, relevance, Aad, and
brand attitude; F1,606 > 5.0). These findings provide
rather clear evidence that focal integration impacts
measures of ad effects, and that the effects are likely
to vary by appeal type. Finally, appeal type influ-
enced all four measures of feelings, with positive ap-
peals producing more positive feelings and fewer nega-
tive feelings than negative appeals. These results are
in essence manipulation check measures of appeal
type. Table 1 presents means for each condition.

To further explore the impact of appeal type on
focal integration, comparisons of the effect of high vs.
low integration within each appeal type were con-
ducted (see Table 1). Since previous ANCOVA analy-
ses indicated that the covariates were significant, we
conducted one-way ANCOVA analyses including the
covariates.

As Table 1 indicates, for negative appeals, six of the
nine comparisons of the effects of high vs. low focal
integration are significant at the .10 level, with five
significant at the .05 level. All significant compari-
sons show that for negative appeals high focal inte-
gration is associated with more positive ad effects
than low focal integration (e.g., greater empathy, rel-
evance, credibility, Aad, and brand attitude.)

Focal integration also appeared to influence ad ef-

fects for positive appeals (see Table 1). For seven of
the nine dependent variables the difference between
high and low focal integration was significant at the
.05 level. Unexpectedly, all significant comparisons
showed that for positive appeals, high vs. low focal
integration is associated with less positive ad effects
(i.e., less empathy, positive feelings, credibility, rel-
evance, Aad). Combined, the results indicate that fo-
cal integration matters, and that it matters both for
ads with negative and positive appeals. Notably, we
expected that differences in the effect of focal integra-
tion across ad type would be due to a greater impact
of focal integration for negative than positive appeals,
rather than a detrimental impact of focal integration
for positive appeals.

Emotional Integration. 2 x 2 ANCOVAs were also
conducted to examine whether the effects of emo-
tional integration vary by appeal type. Consistent
with the proposed hierarchical relationship between
focal and emotional integration, the effects of high vs.
low emotional integration were examined only for
ads high in focal integration. Six of the main effects of
emotional integration were significant at the .05 level
(warmth, fear/shame/guilt, irritation, crediability, rel-
evance, Aad; F1,403 > 4.0). Furthermore, five of the
nine interactions between emotional integration and
appeal type were significant (fear/shame/guilt, irrita-
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Table 2
Effects of High vs. Low Emotional Integration In Ads Using Positive vs. Negative Appeals
ANCOVA Analyses
NEGATIVE APPEALS POSITIVE APPEALS
Dependent Low Emot’l High Emot’l Low Emot'l High Emot’l
Measures Integration Integration Integration Integration
(n=54) (n=55) F (n=215) (n=84) F
Empathy 412 4.41 1.78 4.00 3.84 <1.00
Warm Feelings 3.25 2.62 -4.23* 475 3.51 -24.53***
Upbeat Feelings 3.21 3.28 1.22 4.08 4.08 <1.00
Fear/Shame/Guilt 2.27 3.44 11.33*** 1.39 1.47 1.16
Irritation 1.75 2.79 11.50*** 1.43 1.47 <1.00
Credibility 5.54 5.88 1.76 4.80 4.99 1.66
Relevance 4.30 5.47 17.44*** 3.62 3.62 <1.00
Aad 4.65 5.18 4.42* 4.72 4.80 <1.00
Brand Attitude 4.88 5.50 12.00*** 5.17 4.85 -1.12
* p<.10
** p<.05
kW p<.01

tion, relevance, Aad, brand attitude; Fl, 403> 4.0). As
with focal integration, emotional integration appears
to matter, and its effects appear to differ by appeal
type.

To further examine these effects, one-way
ANCOVAs were conducted comparing the impact of
emotional integration on ads with positive vs. nega-
tive appeals (see Table 2). For negative appeals, emo-
tional integration influenced six of the nine depen-
dent measures. In five of the six cases where signifi-
cant differences were found (all except warmth), ad
effects were higher when emotional integration was
high vs. low (i.e., greater relevance, and more favor-
able ad and brand attitudes). For positive appeals
only one of the nine analyses revealed an effect for
emotional integration (warm feelings; results here
also show less warmth when emotional integration is
high vs. low). These results suggest that emotional
integration matters for ads using negative appeals,
but seems less important for ads using positive ap-
peals.

Discussion

This paper introduced two hierarchically related
concepts, each reflecting somewhat different roles for
a product in an ad. Focal integration reflects the ex-

tent to which the product is depicted as a central
element in the ad. Emotional integration reflects the
extent to which the product is portrayed as a causal
agent to the actor’s emotions. While related concepts,
including ad content factors such as product promi-
nence and ad effects such as product use transforma-
tion have been studied, relatively little research has
been done on the specific role which products play as
the focus of the scenes or action in an advertisement.
In this research, we developed reliable measures of
each construct which were discriminable from each
other and from other constructs (such as whether the
appeal is positive or negative). We also found that a
sample of commercials varied widely on each con-
struct and that commercials high in focal integration
could be high or low in emotional integration (but not
vice versa, suggesting a hierarchical dependency of
emotional integration on focal integration).

We also conducted an exploratory test of the influ-
ence of integration on ad outcomes and examined
whether that influence varied by appeal type. Our
focus was on whether focal and/or emotional integra-
tion would matter in influencing a number of ad out-
comes (beyond what would be expected by chance).
Such an outcome would suggest that not only are the
two integration constructs definable and measurable,
but also that further research into their effects is
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likely to have practical implications.

The results revealed that high focal integration af-
fected a number of measures of advertising effects,
including those about relating to the ad on a personal
basis (i.e., empathy, relevance), and ad and brand
attitudes. Analyses that controlled for focal integra-
tion (reflecting the hierarchical relationship between
the integration constructs), revealed that emotional
integration appeared to influence outcomes only for
ads using negative appeals. For such appeals, high
emotional integration led to more intense feeling re-
sponses, enhanced ad relevance, and created more
favorable ad and brand attitudes.

While we had predicted more moderate effects of
focal and emotional integration on ad effects for posi-
tive than for negative appeals, the results suggested
that high focal integration may be detrimental when
appeals are positive. In retrospect, this outcome may
not be surprising since in an ad with a positive appeal
too much focus on the product may appear forced,
may preclude thoughts about the self and its interac-
tion with the product, and may make the ad seem less
believable. Future research that explores the basis
for this detrimental impact appears warranted.

While we did consistently find significant effects
for both focal and emotional integration, the effects
were not always consistent across the nine ad out-
comes studied. In assessing the specific effects, the
most significant result appears to be an asymmetry
in effects on more direct outcomes such as empathy
and feelings versus the more downstream credibility,
relevance and ad and brand attitude measures. Ei-
ther focal or emotional integration but not both ap-
peared to affect empathy and feelings. Specifically,
focal integration affected positive empathy and up-
beat feelings while emotional integration affected
negative feelings, fear/shame/guilt and irritation. In
contrast, both focal and emotional integration affected
more “downstream” responses such as credibility, rel-
evance and ad and brand attitudes (as evidenced by
main and/or interaction effects in the ANCOVAs).
This outcome may be due to a model in which integra-
tion affects downstream outcomes through the me-
diation of empathy and feelings. Since each type of
integration influences some mediators, both would be
found to influence the more downstream variables.
Such a mechanism and the specific results in general
(e.g., why focal integration appears to influence posi-
tive feelings while emotional integration appears to
influence negative feeling) suggest areas for future
research.

As reported above, analyses conducted to assess

whether the effects of integration and appeal type
were observed across ads in the same condition re-
vealed interactions between ad, appeal type, and in-
tegration for several dependent variables. These ef-
fects suggest that for at least some ad effects the
relationship between integration and appeal type is
attenuated or depends on other aspects of the ad.
Several factors may explain this effect.

From a methodological perspective, using a median
split to define high vs. low integration and high vs.
low appeal type rather than preselecting ads equally
high or low on each construct resulted in ads in the
same condition heterogeneous in their levels of inte-
gration and appeal. This heterogeneity may have re-
duced the likelihood of finding the hypothesized in-
teractions across ads within a given condition. For
example the hypothesized interaction between inte-
gration and appeal type may be weak or non-existent
when integration and/or appeal type are just above or
below the median. Alternatively, ads within condi-
tion may vary on other factors that moderate the
relationship between appeal type and integration. For
example, the proposed effect of integration on rel-
evance and empathy for ads using negative appeals
may depend on a match between what the consumer
desires from a product and how it is portrayed in the
ad (i.e., a match between consumer needs and the
product’s focal integration or emotional integration
portrayal). While some of the ads might have reflected
that match (and thus produced the proposed interac-
tion), others may not have. Finally, it is possible that
the effect of integration and appeal type may simply
be more systematic for some dependent measures
than others. Thus, while emotional and focal integra-
tion may have systematic effects on some dependent
variables regardless of heterogeneity in appeal type
strength, integration or other factors varying across
ads, for other dependent variables the existence of
the proposed interaction may depend on these fac-
tors.

Although the sources of heterogeneity discussed
above may have produced interactions with ads for
some of the dependent variables, the fact that (1)
such interactions were not observed for other depen-
dent variables, and that (2) such interactions were
observed in the aggregate despite such heterogeneity
suggests that the effects of focal and emotional inte-
gration are robust and deserving of future research.
Additional research which creates homogeneity among
ads (i.e., experimentally manipulating integration and
appeal type), and/or which identifies and models other
factors which predict when the interaction between
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integration and appeal type will and will not occur, is
clearly warranted.

Limitations. The present study used a correlational
design which limits the inferences that can be drawn
about the causal relations among constructs. More-
over, the correlational nature of the study introduces
potential confounds which could affect the results.
However, given the study’s objective of providing pre-
liminary indication of the value of these constructs, a
correlational design represents a reasonable first step.
Furthermore, the likelihood of confounds is limited in
the present study given the relatively large sample of
ads. The correlational design also has several advan-
tages. First, it allows us to determine whether a
sample of naturally occurring ads varies on focal and
emotional integration. If they do not, the practical
value of studying integration would be limited. Sec-
ond, the design employed here enhances ecological
validity, ascertaining the potential impact of these
constructs in the context of professionally produced
ads for real products. Third, using a large sample of
ads enhances construct validity because we have
sampled from the domain of each construct. An ex-
perimental design which uses one replicate to
operationalize each independent variable would not
achieve this effect.

The study is also potentially limited by the nature
of the sampling procedure used to select ads. One
methodological direction this study might have taken
was to purposely select ads extreme on focal and emo-
tional integration and appeal type. While this might
have been a useful in a number of ways, our use of a
sample that did not preselect on this basis suggests
that these constructs are potentially important be-
cause they vary among the sample and still have
significant effects.

Future Research. Notably, while the present study
was outcome oriented, focusing on the direct effects of
focal and emotional integration on measures of ad-
vertising effects, the ideas presented earlier in the
paper suggested that focal and emotional integration
may affect brand attitudes through its impact on
processing opportunity, processing motivation (i.e.,
enhance relevance), or the type of elaborative pro-
cessing (i.e., empathy). Since the exploratory nature
of the present study does not allow for an assessment
of the processes by which integration affect Aad and
Ab, additional research on these processes is war-
ranted (Petty and Cacioppo 1986).

In addition to examining how focal and emotional
integration may affect motivation, some interesting
questions can be asked about the impact of motiva-

tion in moderating the relationship between focal and
emotional integration and ad effects. On the one hand,
one could argue that high integration is more impor-
tant for low vs. high involvement consumers since it
may focus their attention on the product. Further-
more, highly involved consumers may wish to pro-
duce their own linkages with the product, and not
have linkages drawn for them. Hence, effects similar
to those found in the conclusion drawing literature
may exist for focal and emotional integration (Kardes
1988; Sawyer and Howard 1991). On the other hand,
high involvement consumers may expect to see the
product as focal and anticipate the characters’ emo-
tions in light of product experiences. If so, lack of
integration may prompt counterarguing. The moder-
ating role of motivation thus appears to be an impor-
tant avenue for future research.

It may also be important to examine the role of
emotional and focal integration when the ad strategy
revolves around more informationally vs. more
transformationally based motivations of consumers
and/or when the advertised product reflects a high
vs. a low risk decision (see Rossiter and Percy 1987,
Rossiter, Percy and Donovan 1991). Showing the prod-
uct as a causal agent to characters’ emotions in an ad
may be important for ads based either on an
informationally oriented motive like problem avoid-
ance or a transformationally based motivation like
sensory stimulation. However, high emotional inte-
gration (and thus necessarily high focal integration)
may be more important when the decision making
context involves a high vs. a low involvement product
(i.e., one that entails considerable vs. limited decision
making risk). As Rossiter and Percy (1987) point out,
high involvement decisions involve search and con-
viction prior to purchase. High emotional integration
may facilitate these effects since focusing on the prod-
uct may satisfy search requirements, and vicarious
trial stimulated by linking emotional outcomes to the
self may enhance conviction. Rossiter and Percy (1987)
note that for high involvement decision making,
changes in beliefs about the product’s abilities to sat-
isfy needs may be required. Although beliefs were not
examined in the present research, emotional integra-
tion may have the effect of establishing beliefs about
self-efficacy (i.e., beliefs that one can receive the same
rewards or punishments of a model) in a manner
following Bandura'’s (1982) self-efficacy theory. Nota-
bly though, since emotional authenticity is critical for
ads based on transformationally oriented motivations,
the product-emotion causation may need to be cred-
ible, not just present, to produce positive ad effects.
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Thus, a number of questions arise about the impor-
tant role of focal and emotional integration, both in a
variety of consumer and advertising strategy situa-
tions, and their effects on dependent measures not
directly examined here.

References

Aaker, David A., Douglas M. Stayman and Michael R. Hagerty
(1986), “Warmth in Advertising: Measurement, Impact, and
Sequence Effects,” Journal of Consumer Research, 12 (March),
365-381.

Agres, Stuart J. (1990), “Emotion in Advertising: An Agency Point
of View,” in Emotion in Advertising: Theoretical and Practical
Explorations, Stuart J. Agres, Julie A. Edell and Tony M.
Dubitsky, eds., Westport, CT: Quorum Books, 3-18.

Bagozzi, Richard P. and David J. Moore (1990), “The Role of Nega-
tive Feelings and Empathy as Mediators of the Effects of Ad
Appeals on Attitudes and Intentions,” working paper, Univer-
sity of Michigan.

Bandura, Albert (1982), “Self-Efficacy Mechanisms in Human
Agency,” American Psychologist, 37 (2), 122-147.

Belch, George E., Angelina Villarreal and Michael Belch (1984), “A
Review of Research Concerning the Effects of Advertising
Communications,” working paper, San Diego State Univer-
sity.

Bentler, Peter M. and Douglas G. Bonett (1980), “Significance
Tests and Goodness of Fit in the Analysis of Covariance Struc-
tures,” Psychological Bulletin, 88 (May), 588-606.

Cohen, Joel B. and Charles S. Areni (1991), “Affect and Consumer
Behavior,” in Handbook of Consumer Behavior, Thomas S.
Robertson and Harold H. Kassarjian, eds., Englewood Cliffs,
NdJ: Prentice Hall, 188-240.

Deighton, John, Daniel Romer, and Josh McQueen (1989), “Using
Drama to Persuade,” Journal of Consumer Research, 16 (De-
cember), 335-343.

Edell, Julie A. and Marian C. Burke (1987), “The Power of Feelings
in Understanding Advertising Effects,” Journal of Consumer
Research, 14 (December), 421-433.

and Marian Chapman Moore (1991), “The Effect of
Feelings on Attitude Toward the Ad and Brand Beliefs,” pa-
per presented at the MSI “Cheers, Tears and Fears: The Role
of Emotions in Advertising” conference, Duke University, Feb-
ruary.

and Richard Staelin (1983), “The Information Pro-
cessing of Pictures in Print Advertisements,” Journal of Con-
sumer Research, 10 (June), 45-61.

Fornell, Claes and David F. Larcker (1981), “Evaluating Struc-
tural Equation Models with Unobservable Variables and Mea-
surement Error,” Journal of Marketing Research, 18 (Febru-
ary), 39-50.

Gardner, Meryl P. and Frederick O. Wilhelm, Jr. (1987), “Con-
sumer Responses to Ads with Positive and Negative Appeals:
Some Mediating Effects of Context-Induced Mood and Con-
gruency Between Context and Ad,” in Current Issues and
Research in Advertising, Vol. 10, James H. Leigh and Claude
R. Martin, Jr., eds., 81-98.

Gelb, Betsy D., Jae W. Hong, and George N. Zinkhan (1985), “Com-
munication Effects of Specific Advertising Elements: An Up-
date,” in Current Issues and Research in Advertising, Vol. 8,
James H. Leigh and Claude R. Martin, Jr., eds., 75-98.

Gutman, Jonathan, (1982), “A Means-End Chain Model Based on
Consumer Categorization Processes,” Journal of Marketing,
46 (Spring), 60-72.

and Thomas J. Reynolds (1979), “An Investigation
of the Levels of Cognitive Abstraction Utilized By Consumers
in Product Differentiation,” in Attitude Research Under the
Sun, J. Eighmey, ed., Chicago: American Marketing Associa-
tion, 128-159.

Ha, Young-Won and Stephen J. Hoch (1989), “Ambiguity, Process-
ing Strategy, and Advertising-Evidence Interactions,” Jour-
nal of Consumer Research, 16 (December), 354-360.

Hoffman, Martin L. (1977), “Empathy: Its Development and
Prosocial Implications,” in Nebraska-Symposium on Motiva-
tion, Vol. 25, C. B. Keasey, ed., Lincoln: University of Ne-
braska Press, 169-217.

Holbrook, Morris B. and Rajeev Batra (1987), “Assessing the Role
of Emotions as Mediators of Consumer Responses to Advertis-
ing,” Journal of Consumer Research, 14 (December), 404-420.

Holman, Rebecca H. (1986), “Advertising and Emotionality,” in
The Role of Affect in Consumer Behavior: Emerging Theories
and Applications, Robert A. Peterson, Wayne D. Hoyer and
William R. Wilson, eds., Lexington, MA: Lexington Books,
119-140.

James, Karen E. and Paul J. Hensel (1991), “Negative Advertising:
The Malicious Strain of Comparative Advertising,” Journal of
Advertising, 20 (June), 53-70.

Joreskog, Karl G. and Dag Sérbom (1988), LISREL VII, Mooresville,
IN: Scientific Software.

Kardes, Frank (1988), “Spontaneous Inference Processes in Adver-
tising: The Effects of Conclusion Omission and Involvement
on Persuasion,” Journal of Consumer Research, 15 (Septem-
ber), 225-233.

Krugman, Herbert E. (1967), “The Measurement of Advertising
Involvement,” Public Opinion Quarterly, 30, 583-596.

Maclnnis, Deborah J., Christine Moorman and Bernard J. Jaworski
(1991), “Enhancing and Measuring Consumers’ Motivation,
Opportunity and Ability to Process Brand Information From
Ads,” Journal of Marketing, 55 (October), 32-53.

and C. Whan Park (1991), “The Differential Role of
Characteristics of Music on High- and Low-Involvement Con-
sumers’ Processing of Ads,” Journal of Consumer Research,
18 (September), 161-173.

Maheswaran, Durairaj and Joan Meyers-Levy (1990), “The Influ-
ence of Message Framing and Issue Involvement,” Journal of
Marketing Research, 27 (August), 361-367.

Munch, James M. and John L. Swasy (1988), “Rhetorical Question,
Summarization Frequency, and Argument Strength Effects
on Recall,” Journal of Consumer Research, 16 (June), 39-54.

Olson, Jerry C. and Thomas J. Reynolds (1983), “Understanding
Consumers’ Cognitive Structures: Implications for Advertis-
ing Strategy,” in Advertising and Consumer Psychology, Larry
Percy and Arch G. Woodside, eds., Lexington, MA: Lexington
Books, 77-90.

Page, Thomas J., Jr., Esther Thoson and Masia Papas Heide (1990),
“The Memory Impact of Commercials Varying in Emotional
Appeal and Product Involvement,” in Emotion in Advertising:
Theoretical and Practical Explorations, Stuart J. Agres, Julie
A. Edell and Tony M. Dubitsky, eds., Westport, CT: Quorum
Books, 255-268.

Park, C. Whan and S. Mark Young (1986), “Consumer Response to
Television Commercials: The Impact of Involvement and Back-
ground Music on Brand Attitude Formation,” Journal of Mar-
keting Research, 23 (February), 11-24.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



December 1993

65

Percy, Larry (1983), “A Review of the Effect of Specific Advertising
Elements Upon Overall Communication response,” in Current
Issues and Research in Advertising, James H. Leigh and Claude
R. Martin, Jr., eds., Division of Consumer Research, Gradu-
ate School of Michigan, The University of Michigan, Ann Ar-
bor, MI: 77-118.

and John R. Rossiter (1992), “Advertising Stimulus
Effects: A Review,” Journal of Current Issues and Research in
Advertising, 1 (Spring), 75-90.

Petty, Richard E. and John T. Cacioppo (1986), Communication
and Persuasion: Central and Peripheral Routes to Attitude
Change, New York: Springer-Verlag.

Puto, Christopher P. and Robert W. Hoyer (1990), “Transforma-
tional Advertising: Current State of the Art,” in Emotion in
Advertising: Theoretical and Practical Explorations, Stuart J.
Agres, Julie A. Edell and Tony M. Dubitsky, eds., Westport,
CT: Quorum Books, 69-80.

and William D. Wells (1984), “Informational and
Transformational Advertising: Differential Effects of Time,”
in Advances in Consumer Research, Vol. 11, T. C. Kinnear,
ed., Provo, UT: Association for Consumer Research, 638-643.

Ray, William J. and Jerry C. Olson (1983), “Perspectives on Psy-
chophysiological Assessment of Psychological Responses to
Advertising,” in Advertising and Consumer Psychology, Larry
Percy and Arch G. Woodside, eds., Lexington, MA: Lexington
Books, 253-270.

Rossiter, John and Larry Percy (1985), “Advertising Communica-
tion Models,” in Advances in Consumer Research, Vol. 12, E.
Hirschman and M.B. Holbrook, eds., Ann Arbor, MI: Associa-
tion for Consumer Research, 510-524.

(1987), Advertising and Promotion Management,
New York: McGraw Hill.

and Robert J. Donovan (1991), “A Better Advertis-
ing Planning Grid,” Journal of Advertising Research, 20 (Oc-
tober/November), 11-12.

Sawyer, Alan G. and Daniel J. Howard (1991), “Effects of Omitting
Conclusions in Advertisements to Involved and Uninvolved
Audiences,” Journal of Marketing Research, 28 (November),
467-474.

Schlinger, Mary Jane (1979), “A Profile of Responses to Commer-
cials,” Journal of Advertising Research, 19 (ApriyMay), 37-46.

Smith, Robert E. and William R. Swinyard (1983), “Attitude-Be-
havior Consistency: The Impact of Product Trial Versus Ad-
vertising,” Journal of Marketing Research, 20 (August), 257-
267.

Stewart, David W. and David H. Furse (1986), Effective Television
Advertising: A Study of 1000 Commercials, Lexington, MA:
Lexington Books.

and Scott Koslow (1989), “Executional Factors and
Advertising Effectiveness: A Replication,” Journal of Adver-
tising, 18 (3), 21-32.

Stout, Patricia A., Pamela Homer, and Scott S. Liu (1990), “Does
What We See Influence How We Feel? Felt Emotions versus
Depicted Emotions in Television Commercials,” in Emotion in
Advertising: Theoretical and Practical Explorations, Stuart J.
Agres, Julie A. Edell and Tony M. Dubitsky, eds., Westport,
CT: Quorum Books, 195-210.

and Benedicta L. Burda (1989), “Zipped Commer-
cials: Are They Effective?,” Journal of Advertising, 18 (4), 23-
32.

Wells, William D. (1988), “Lectures and Dramas,” in Cognitive and
Affective Responses to Advertising, Pat Cafferata and Alice
Tybout, eds., Lexington, MA: D.D. Heath, 13-20.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



66 Journal of Advertising

Appendix

Appeal Type
1. The ad could best be characterized as one using a positive rather than a negative appeal.
2. The ad focused on outcomes that might be considered bad or frightening (R).
3. The tone of the ad was upbeat/optimistic.
4. The ad seemed to be designed to create negative feelings in the audience (R).

Focal Integration
1. The product/service did not seem to be related to what went on in the ad (R).
2. The product seemed to be more of a background component of the ad, rather a central character
in the ad (R).
3. This ad could be used for a different product/service without changing it very much (R).
4. The ad did not seem to focus much on the product at all (R).

Emotional Integration
1. The thoughtsffeelings of the character(s) were directly related to their use of the product/service and its
usefulness to them.
2. Most of the character’s thoughts or feelings seemed to be a direct consequence of their experience
with the product/service.
3. The outcome of the commercial was directly related to the characters’ use of the product/service
advertised.

Lecture/Drama
1. The ad seemed to be narrated in that the character(s) spoke directly to me, the audience.
2. | felt like the character(s) in the ad were lecturing to me about the benefits of the product/service.
3. The characters in the ad seemed to speak directly to the audience.
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