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Abstract

The mere exposure effect (MEE) was first identified by Zajonc (1968:1) whbserved
that, “the mere repeated exposure of the indivitlua stimulus is a sufficient condition
for the enhancement of his attitude towards it.'lBgre exposure’ is meant a condition
which just makes the given stimulus accessiblehto ihdividual's perception.” Since
then, this robust experimental phenomenon has teenstrated in over 300 studies in
the psychology literature; most often in relatian dhanges in affective response to
abstract, novel stimuli (for reviews see Harrisb@77; Bornstein, 1989; Bornstein and
Craver-Lemley, 2004). Given that it provides a tletiocal and empirical framework
within which to explore and explain the attitudineffects of repeated, fleeting
communication that receives minimal attention aladb@ration, it has been deemed to
be most important to the fields of marketing andstomer behaviour (Bornstein and
Craver-Lemley, 2004). Indeed, it may be considacethe particularly relevant in the
context of a contemporary consumption environmpat ts largely characterised by a
proliferation of brands, media and messages, thgnfentation of traditional channels
and audiences, and thus low levels of consumentaite engagement and involvement.
Under such conditions, it may be argued that theEMEbnstitutes a potentially
important means by which to study, understand &ages the effects of simple, repeated
brand communication.

However, it is important to acknowledge that theturen of marketing stimuli,
consumption-based evaluation and decision-makimgl, #he context in which this
occurs is often quite different from the laboratoonditions in which the MEE has been
demonstrated in psychological research. As suaretis a need to robustly test the
assumptions that may be drawn from four decadesxperimental research in
psychology before they can be confidently appliethie specific domain of marketing.
At the same time, however, it is important to ®rést the MEE represents just one of
an array of potential influences on real-world aoner processing and decision-
making. Furthermore, and within the constraintswfent methodological alternatives,

it is arguably impossible to isolate, identify agxamine this phenomenon alone in such



a complex natural environment. As such, it is neagsto take an incremental approach
to the extension of abstract psychological resear¢che marketing domain; to carefully
bridge the gap between pure psychological undedstgnand that which relates
specifically to consumer behaviour. A relativelyadhbody of experimental marketing
research has endeavoured to begin this processiugh (it will be argued) current
findings regarding the occurrence and nature ofriheketing-based MEE are somewhat

limited, often equivocal and subject to some im@airfimitations.

The purpose of this thesis, therefore, is to undegnd extend the incremental
development of first-principles mere exposure rese@ the marketing domain. To this
end, it provides a comprehensive review of both dtete of current psychological
understanding and the degree to which it has bpphed in the marketing literature,
prior to a robust examination of the existenceg simd nature of this phenomenon in a
marketing context. This is achieved by marrying theghly controlled experimental
methods of psychological mere exposure research thi¢ use of typical marketing
stimuli, brand-related evaluation and a relativielgge sample (as is common in the
broader field of marketing research but not, as yéth regard to the MEE in

particular).

The results of this empirical work are somewhatpgsing and challenge previous
assumptions regarding the influence of recognitimemory and the direction of the
exposure-induced affect-bias. Taken together, sugyport a ‘dual-processing’ model of
mere exposure, incorporating two forms of the MHi&ttare underpinned by the
processes of implicit and explicit memory respesdtiv This model has potentially
significant implications for theory, practice angrther research in the fields of both

psychology and marketing; all of which are discdssethe final part of the thesis.



Table of Contents

Chapter 1. Introduction and OVEIVIEW .........cooieveiiieiieiei e 1
1.1, INETOTUCTION ..t 2
1.2. The Mere Exposure Effect: A concise explamatio................ccceeeiiiiiiiiiiinnnnn. 3.
1.3. The relevance and importance of the MEE irketang ............ccccccvvvvviiiiiiiinnennnnn. 4
1.4. Thesis overview: Purpose, aims, structurecamtent ...............ccoeeeeeeieieieeeneeme 7.
1.5. Summary and CONCIUSION .........euvviviuuuurieii s sansnenenes 13
Part I: Theoretical foundation ..............oooi oo 14

Chapter 2. The Mere Exposure Effect: A critical revew of the psychology

10T L0 TP PP PPPPPPPPPPPRPP 15
P2 T [ 170 To [T 1o o IO PP PUPPPPPPTRPN 16
2.2. Defining and describing the MEE...........cccccoiiiiiiieeeeee 18
2.2.1. The nature of the MEE ............tcccaaeiiiiiiiiiiii e eee e 18
2.2.1.1. Affective versus CoOgnitive reSPONSE........cceviirrirrriiiaineanaeneeeeesessesseenes 19
2.2.1.2. Positive versus negative influenCe.........ccccoeeee s 20
2.2.1.3. The MEE: A non-conscious phenomenon.........cccoooeveriiiieneeeeee e 1.2
2.2.2. The Size Of the MEE............iiiceeeee e e e 23
2.2.3. Influences onthe MEE......... .o oo 24
2.2.3.1. Stimulus variables ... 25
2.2.3.2. EXPOSUre variables ..o 26
2.2.3.3. Participant variables..........ccccccuuueiuiimiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieemsnme e eeeeeeees 27
2.2.3.3.1. The influence of stimulus rectignion the MEE ..., 29
2.2.4. The durability of the MEE .........coveeiiiiiee 34
2.2.5. A summary description of the MEE ..........coooooiiiiiii e, 35
2.3. EXplaining the MEE ...........ooooiiiiiiiieeeeei ettt emeene e e e eeeeee s 36
2.3.1. Affect-based thEOriES .............ommieeeiiiieeiii e 38
2.3.2. Cognition-based thEOrES ...........cuuueuiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 42
2.3.2.1. TWO-TACLOr tNEOIY......ciiiiiei i et 43
2.3.2.2. Misattribution theories of the MEE:mNspecific activation and Perceptual
fluency/attriDULION ...« 45



2.4. Theoretical issues and challenges to the MEE...............coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiien. 52

2.4.1. Conceptual ImpliCIt MEMOIY .......oi oottt 53

2.4.2. Alternative sources of perceptual flueany the ‘false familiarity’ effect ...... 57
2.5. Implications for marketing research and aBldr ............cccoeeevieiiiiiieineineennns 61
2.6. CONCIUSION ..o e 66
Chapter 3. Conceptualising the MEE in marketing th@ry ..., 69
% I 1 70 To [0 i o o ISP PUPPPPPPTRPRN 70
3.2. Involvement theory and the MEE ....... oo 73

3.2.1. The MEE and integrative models of consumeaslvement and processing .... 76
3.3. Non-cognitive consumer processing and the MEE...............cccccccvviviviiiiinninnnn. 86

3.3.1.Cognitivism, behaviourism and the subjugatf affective consumer

o] oot 1T [ Vo R 87

3.3.2. Affect-based theories of consumer proogssnd the MEE ..............cccccoeenens 93
3.4. Non-conscious consumer processing and the MEE...................... 100

3.4.1. Non-conscious perception of marketing cemications: Subliminal

AUOVEITISING ..tvtttttitttttteiee s mmmme et e ses st ses et s st e bttt ettt mmmmme e e s e e e e e seeeeesne e e 104

3.4.2. Non-Conscious Intermediate ProCeSSING.. . - .c.ueueerrreerreeiieiiiiieiierieienenes 107

3.4.3. Non-conscious outcomes: attitudes, datssamd behaviour ..................c...... 111

3.4.4. The MEE in the context of non-consciousstmner processing theory ......... 113
3.5. Summarising the theoretical basis for the NitE& marketing context ............... 115
3.6. CONCIUSION ..o 120

Chapter 4. Empirical evidence for the marketing-basd MEE: A critical review 124

4.1 INEFOAUCTION ettt e e e e e e et b e e e e e e eeeaas 125
4.2. The existence and nature of the MEE in a ntisudxgontext: A critical review
Of thE EVIAENCE ...t e e e e e e e eee e 128
4.2.1. Demonstrating the marketing-based MEBéresence of recognition ....... 130
4.2.2. Comparing the marketing-based MEE in tlesgnce and absence of
(=T oT0 o [ o111 ] o AU RP PRSP 133
4.2.3. Explaining the MEE in a marketing context...........c.cccccevvviiiiniiiiiinnnenn. 141

4.2.3.1. Testing psychological theories of meqgosure in a marketing context .. 142
4.2.3.2. Exploring the non-conscious proces$éise MEE ............cccccvvvvviviiiiinnnn. 147

Vi



4.3. Common methodological IMitations ........cccceieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieieeiieieees 159

T T Y= 11 01 o] 1 o [T P PP PPPPPPPPPP 160
A.3.2. SUMUIT ettt e e e et eeaeaeeeaeans 161
4.3.3. Procedure (StIMUlUS EXPOSUIE) ... sseasssisaasaanaasaaaaassasasssssssasassnssnes 162
N S o] [od [ 111 (0] o HE TSRO PP PPPPRPPPPP 166
Part Il. Research objectives and methodology ... 691
Chapter 5. Research objectives, methodology and dgB .............cccooeeveieiieiiennnnnn. 170
5.1, INTFOAUCTION .ottt e e e e e e e e e e eee e e eas 171
5.2. ReSearch ParadigM..........coooiiiiiii e 173
5.3. Research AIms and ODJECLIVES ..........uummmmmeeeeeeriiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiieiieiieeeeieeeeee s 174
5.4, EXperimental DESIGN ...... ... uuimmeeeeieeieeteeieeieseeeseeeeeseseesneeeseneeneeeeeeeeeees 179
5.4.1. SAMPIING ceeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii ettt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaaaaas 180
5.4.1.1. The size of the SamMPIe ..., 180
5.4.1.2. The selection of a student sample............ccccoiiiieeeeee. 182
5.4.1.3. The SamMPliNg PrOCESS ... .ot iiimmmmcme et 187
5.4.2. SHMUI ceeeiiee e e e e e e 189
5.4.2.1. Product categories: Pretesting aretgeh ...................ccccceiiiiiiininneee 190
5.4.2.2. Brand Names: Pretesting and SelectiQn..................uuvveuieieiiiniiininnnes 194
5.4.3. Apparatus and MAaterialS ...........ccccceeuiiiiiimiiiiiieiiiiiiiieiieiieieeieeeeeeee e 208
5.4.4. Experimental ProCeAUIE ............oeuveieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieinrnreinenrreennneeeeeees 211
5.4.4.1. Pre-EXPEIIMENT .....uuiiiiiiitimmmmmm e 213
5.4.4.2. Exposure Phase and Filler Tasks. . .cccae oo 214
5.4.4.3. TESE PRASE ....oeiiiiiiiiiiitt et 216
5.4.4.4. Profiling qUeSLIONNAITE .......occcee e, 220
5.4.4.5. ClOSING INSIIUCLIONS ....ooiiiii e 222
5.4.4.6. Procedural changes in the control tmmd....................ooooo e 222
5.5, SUMMAIY oeiiiii ettt ae e s e e e e e e e eee b s 223
Chapter 6. Critical issues in the research desSign .........cocooeeeiiiiiiii e, 225
6.1, INTrOAUCTION ..t e e e e e e e e e e e e 226
6.2. Selection and measurement of the depende@ablar.......................c 227

Vii



6.2.1. Defining the dependent variable ... 228

6.2.2. Measuring the dependent variable ..., 233
6.2.3. Refining the dependent variable for anglys...............cccceveiiiiiiiiiiiiininines 238
6.3. Defining and manipulating the independentaldés ..............cccceeeeiiieeeeee, 242
6.3.1. Manipulating and measuring perceptionr@UaxpoSuUre .........cccceeeeeeeeeeeeennn. 243
6.3.1.1. Identifying supraliminal versus subhal perception during exposure ....246
6.3.2. Manipulating and measuring stimulus redtmmat test ...........ccccccvvvvvveveneen. 250
6.3.2.1. Manipulating the likelihood of memdoy exposure to the target
SUMUIT ot e e e 251
6.3.2.2. Measuring the presence and absermstéraflus recognition and
[g=Tol0]| (=Tt i [o] o IR PP PP TP TP TPPTPP 255
6.4. The purpose and design of filler tasks ....ce...ovvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiceeeee, 260
6.5. Length of delay between study and teSt ...cceeeevvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 264
6.6. Number of trials and the length of tasks, ylalad the experiment as a whole ... 266
6.7. Piloting, pretesting and refining the expemtaéprocedure ..., 270
6.7.1. Exposure duration and the nature of PBIGIBA........cccovvieiiieiieiiieiiieieeeeennnn 273
6.7.2. Length of exposure sequences, experimesied and filler tasks ................. 274
6.7.3. Automated timings for the preference judgtrtask ............ccccvvviiiiiiiiiinnnne. 279
6.7.4. Finalising the experimental procedure............cccevvveviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieeen, 281
6.8. Minimising order of presentation effects: Ramisation, counterbalancing
AN CONLIOIS ... e 282
6.8.1. Order of brand name presentation in tip®g&Xre SequUENCES ...........ccceeeeennn.. 283
6.8.2. Presentation order of brand choice paigéference and recognition tasks . 285
6.8.3. Identifying and accounting for task ordBects ............ccccceeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinin 287
6.9. Deception, disguise and the creation of lovoivement, low attention
CONAILIONS ..ttt emmemr e et e e e e e e e s bbb e e e e e st b be e e e e eeeeenaas 291
6.10. Summary and CONCIUSION .....ccoiiiiiiieeieee e 295
Part I11: Results, conclusions and diSCUSSION .........ccooveriiiiiiiiiiiirieee e 296
Chapter 7. Data analysiS and reSUILS ..........uuuuuuiiiiiiirieeee s 297
4% O [ 11 To [T 1T o I TP PPPPPPPPRPPP 298
7.2. Describing the Sample ... 301

viii



7.3. Manipulation checks: Perception, recognitind eecollection ........................... 303
7.4. Hypothesis testing: Analysing the occurresgs, direction and nature of the
marketing-based MEE ... 308
7.4.1. Testing the occurrence, size and direafdhe MEE (P1) .......cccccvvvvvvvvennene. 308
7.4.2. Testing the moderating influence of obyectecognition on the MEE (P2) .310
7.4.3. Testing the moderating influence of sulbjeaecollection on the MEE (P3) 318

7.4.4. Examining the mediating influence of braadghe type on the MEE (P4) ..... 326
7.5. Acknowledging and addressing alternative preations ...........ccccceeeviiiiiniinnnnns 336
7.5.1. Non-target preference in the absenceafrate stimulus recognition:
A product of mere exposure or falseifi@mty? .............ccccccviiiiiiiiiiinninnn. 338
7.5.2. Non-target preference bias in the abseheecurate stimulus recognition:
A product of task order rather than enexposure? ............cccoeeeeeeeenneenn 343
7.6. CONCIUSION ..ttt oottt e e e e e e e rmnnnee e e e e e e annnees 345
Chapter 8. Conclusions, discussion and implications..............ccccciiiiinnn. 348
8.1, INTOAUCTION ..ottt e e e eeear e e e e e e e 349
8.2. CONCIUSIONS ... 350
8.3. Discussion in the context of previous marlgtesearch ............ccccevvvviiiiininnnnns 353
8.4. Theoretical IMPIICALIONS ...............ummmmmeeeeeeeeiieiieiieiieieeieebie bbb neeeeeeeeeeeeees 357
8.4.1. Implications for psychological theOrY. co.......ccoooiiiiiiiii e 358
8.4.2. Implications for conceptualising the MEEmarketing theory ...................... 365
8.4.2.1. Revisiting the MEE in the contextmfolvement theory ............ccccccuueenee 367
8.4.2.2. Revisiting the MEE in the context ohrconscious consumer processing
TN O 375
8.4.2.3. Summarising the theoretical basigiferMEE in a marketing context ..... 378
8.5. Implications for marketing PractiCe ... eieveeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiieeeieieeeeeeeas 386
8.5.1. Enhancing recognition memory under coodgiof mere exposure ............... 388
8.5.2. Summary of implications for marketing caigm planning ........................... 395
8.5.2.1. Brand stimulus selection, design aedgntation ............cccceeeeiiienenennnn. 639
8.5.2.2. Media planning and iNtegration ....ccovvvieeiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiieeieeieeeaenn 397
8.5.2.3. MEASUIEMENT ......eiiiiiiiiit e ee et e e e e eeeees 399
8.6. Implications fOr CONSUMEIS .........iiiiiieiieiiiieeieeiieiee bbb beneneeeeee e 400
8.7. Summary and CONCIUSION ........uuuiiiiiuiiieisaaeees e sseeeeeans 403



Chapter 9. Contributions, limitations and directions for further research........... 407

L& 20 O [ 11 To [T 1T o ISP PUPPPPPPPP 408
9.2. Main contributions of the thesis............o e 409
9.2.1. Methodological CONtHDULIONS .......commmeeeenneiinesns e sesieees 409
9.2.2. Empirical contribUtiONS ...........oii 411
9.2.3. Theoretical CoNtribULIONS .......oooie e 412
9.2.4. Managerial/practical contributions ..............cooevviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeen 415
9.3, LIMILALIONS ..iiieeiiiiiiiie et ereee et e e e e eear e e e e ee e e e aas 419
9.4. Empirical parameters and directions for furttesearch ............cccccvvvvvvvivininnnne. 423
9.4.1. Replication and validation ..o 424
9.4.2. Experimental @XIENSION ............ o eeessseasainaaeaaaaaaaasaasessaesssssssesssssnnnnns 426
9.4.2.1. Target population and sampling .........cccceveviiiiiiieeeee 427
9.4.2.2. SHMUIL oo e 429
9.4.2.3. Procedure and MeasUremMenNt .......ccccccoioiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e eee e 430

9.4.3. Applied marketing research into the MEE...............ccccciiiiiiiiiiiniinnnnn . 432

9.5, CONCIUSION ..t e ettt ettt e e e e e s rmnnn e e e e e e nnnenees 435

(€] [011ST- TV PP 438

REFEIEINCES ...t ettt ettt e bt e te e e ee e e e e eaeaeaeaeeeaees 444

APPENAICES ... 473

Appendix I: Sample profile data..............ceeeeervrmiiiiiimimii e ————————— 474

Appendix II: Frequency distributions for hypothef@sting...........cccccvviviiiiiiiiiiiiinnee. 476

Appendix IlI: Technical IMItatioNS............cooiiiiiiiiiiiii e 483



List of Figures

Chapter 1

Figure 1.1: TheSiS StIUCTUIE....... ... sttt ee e e e ee e e e e e e e e eaaaeas 9
Chapter 2

Figure 2.1: Structure of Chapter 2 ... snsnenenes 17
Figure 2.2: The two bases of recognition memoryr{tar, 1980) .........ccccevvvvvvrrrnnnn. 44
Figure 2.3: An implicit perceptual priming modeltbk MEE ... 46
Figure 2.4: An implicit conceptual priming modeltbE MEE ............ccccccoiiiiiinnnnns 55
Chapter 3

Figure 3.1: Contextualising the MEE in the markgtitomain .............cccccvvvvvvvvivnnnnnn. 71
Figure 3.2: Structure of Chapter 3 ....... .o 72

Figure 3.3: Routes to attitude formation and corsudecision-making: The ELM ... 76
Figure 3.4: Immediate and enduring effects assediaith 4 levels of involvement ..79
Figure 3.5: An Integrated Model of Information Peesing from Advertisements ...... 82
Figure 3.6: The six levels of consumer processiigcolnnis and Jaworski, 1989) ..... 83
Figure 3.7: Simple Consumer Decision-Making Mod&idel, Blackwell and

YT gL = T o I TG ) R 88
Figure 3.8: Hierarchical models of advertising efe...............ccviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniiiiinn 89
Figure 3.9: Awareness-Trial-Reinforcement modedadertising effects
(Ehrenberg, 1974) ...ttt 91
Figure 3.10: A Model of Emotion-Driven Choice (BBHj 1998) ...........cccccoiiiiiiiiininnnns 97
Figure 3.11: The three elements of non-conscionswmer processing..................... 102
Figure 3.12: Adaptation of Chartrand’s (2005) mddellustrate two types of
non-conscious intermediatecpasing effect ............oevviiiiiiiiiiiiininnnd 108
Figure 3.13: The creation and influence of the MER marketing context .............. 116
Figure 3.14: Basic conditions for the maximisinfiuance of the marketing-based
IMEE ..o 118
Chapter 4
Figure 4.1: Structure of Chapter 4 ..o eeoeieieiiieieieeeeeee e ereeenns 126
Figure 4.2: The two bases of recognition memoryritdar, 1980) ..........ccccevvveveeenne. 157

Xi



Chapter 5

Figure 5.1: Structure of Chapter 5 ... 172
Figure 5.2: Brand triad selection to maximise nunddgotential items ................... 202
Figure 5.3: Example block of screens for the mapmosure of a brand name ........... 209
Figure 5.4: Overview of the experimental procedure............ccccoeeeeeiiiiieeeeeeee. 12
Figure 5.5: Screenshot — Opening INStrUCHIONS. ceaueevvvvvvvvveieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinieiinnes 213
Figure 5.6: Screenshot — Instructions for prefeegndgment task............ccccccvvvennenee 216

Figure 5.7: Example of question, product contexir&nd name choice screenshots 218
Figure 5.8: Screenshot — Instructions for the rad¢am judgment task .................... 219
Figure 5.9: Scale used to measure level of pemephiring the exposure phase ...... 221

Chapter 6
Figure 6.1: Structure of ChaPLEr 6 ... eeeeeeieiiiiiiei e 226
Figure 6.2: Defining and measuring the dependemébi@ ...............cooeeveiiiiiinennnnn, 227
Figure 6.3: Example scale for the measurementeiepence in each pair ................ 234
Figure 6.4: Possible outcomes from 2AFC tests feich®& recognition .................... 239
Figure 6.5: Worked example to illustrate limitatsoof measuring the MEE by
comparing mean target preferaraérecognition frequency ................. 240
Figure 6.6: Identifying the subliminal .v. supraiiral nature of perception during
EXPOSUIE Leuiiiiiiieeeeittieeee e e et a e e e e e e e et e b b e e e e e e e e e eeeeeena e e e e e e 247
Figure 6.7: Memory conditions under which exposuadkiced affect change will
be tested (ProposSitioNS 2 aNd.3).........ueeveeuiirieiiiiiiiiiiieiieiieiiemeeneeeeeeee 251
Figure 6.8: Measuring the presence and absen@zodnition and recollection ....... 254

Figure 6.9: Development of self-report scales feridentification of recollection ... 259
Figure 6.10: Interdependent influence of itemsydritask duration, delay and

experiment length on relialgiind validity ...........cccoovviiiiiiiiiiiceeees. 267
Chapter 7
Figure 7.1: Structure of ChaPLer 7 .........ceeeeeeieiiieiieeee e 299
Figure 7.2: Frequency of subliminal and supralirhpexception in the sample ........ 304
Figure 7.3: Distribution of target recognition MBEe..........ccoceiiiiiiiiiiiriieees e s s 304

Figure 7.4: Distribution of target recognition rmtender conditions of recollection .. 304
Figure 7.5: Distribution of target recognition mtender conditions of

NON-TECOIIECHION ... 305
Figure 7.6: Comparing mean target recognition redethiance baseline (50%) ........ 305

Xii



Figure 7.7: Comparing mean target recognition redethiance baseline (50%)

under conditions of ‘recollecti@nd ‘non-recollection’ ...................... 03
Figure 7.8: Mean target preference rate comparetidace baseline (50%) ............. 310
Figure 7.9: Four possible preference effects &saltrof mere exposure .................. 312

Figure 7.10: Mean preference rates in the absemt@@sence of recognition
compared to chance baselin@o50..............coovvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee. 313
Figure 7.11: Comparing the distribution of preferemates for target and non-
target stimuli to a chancedba® in the absence and presence of
recognition (One Sample ChU&®) ..........coooeeeeeeiiiiiiee e, 316
Figure 7.12: Comparing mean preference rates tocehbaseline (50%) in the absence
and presence of recognitionasranditions of ‘recollection’ ............... 320
Figure 7.13: Comparing mean preference rates tocehbaseline (50%) in the absence
and presence of recognitionasranditions of ‘non-recollection’ ....... 320
Figure 7.14: Comparing mean preference rates iallsence and presence of
recognition under conditiong@dollection versus non-recollection ..... 321
Figure 7.15: Comparing the distribution of preferemates for target and non-target
stimuli to a chance baselinghiem absence and presence of recognition . 323
Figure 7.16: Comparing target and non-target peefes rates in the absence & presence
of recognition under conditiamfgecollection .v. unsure recollection ... 324
Figure 7.17: Comparing mean target preference tatédse chance baseline (50%) for
real-word and pseudo-word braamthes ...........ccoooeeviiiiiiiniinnininesieeae 328
Figure 7.18: Comparing mean preference rates &werd brand names to the chance
baseline (50%) in the absemzk@esence of recognition ..................... 330
Figure 7.19: Comparing mean preference rates fugisword brand names to the
chance baseline (50%) in theealbbe and presence of recognition ......... 330
Figure 7.20: Comparing mean preference rates &+werd and pseudo-word brand
names in the absence and pcesafirecognition ...............oceeeeeieieien 331
Figure 7.21: Comparing the distribution of targed amon-target preference rates for
real-word and pseudo-word braadhes to a chance baseline in the

absence and presence of reBogNL........ccooeeveiiiiiii e 333
Figure 7.22: Comparing preference rates for realdwersus pseudo-word brand
names in the absence and pcesefivecognition (Wilcoxon) ............... 334
Figure 7.23a: Possible preference effects in teegurce and absence of target
stimulus recognition (Origi@EBSUMPLION) ...........euveemunimnnniiniinmmeanas 337

Xiii



Figure 7.23b: Possible preference effects in tesgce of target and non-target

recognition (alternative aBfioNS) ........ccooeeeeeiieeeeieeeaeee e eemmmmm e 337
Figure 7.24: Comparing preference bias in the alessehrecognition under
conditions of subliminal anggaliminal perception ...........c.ccceco..... 342
Figure 7.25: Comparing mean preference rates ialisence/presence of recognition
under conditions of subliminalsus supraliminal perception ............... 342
Chapter 8
Figure 8.1: Structure of Chapter 8 ... eeeiiiiiiiiiiii e 350

Figure 8.2: Dual-processing model of the markebiaged mere exposure effect ...... 351
Figure 8.3: Dual-processing model of the mere exposffect ..........ccccvvvvviviinnnnnn. 363
Figure 8.4: Routes to attitude formation and corsudecision-making: The ELM .368
Figure 8.5: Immediate & enduring effects associated 4 levels of involvement ... 370
Figure 8.6: The six levels of consumer processiigolnnis and Jaworski, 1989) ...371
Figure 8.7: lllustrating the proposed influenceaofor involvement on the likely
occurrence of the explicit & ingil MEE in the absence of central cues 373

Figure 8.8: The three elements of non-consciouswoer processing ...................... 375
Figure 8.9: The non-conscious nature of the MEE............ccccccinn. 3178
Figure 8.10: The creation and influence of the MEB marketing context

(originally proposed MOdel). ... ..uuemiii e 379
Figure 8.11: The basic conditions for maximising thfluence of mere exposure

in a marketing context (or@iy proposed model) ..........cccceevvveeenee 380
Figure 8.12: The creation and influence of the MEB marketing context

(revised MOdel) ... 381
Figure 8.13: The basic conditions for maximising gositive influence of mere

exposure in a marketing confextised model) ............ccoeeeieiinen e 382
Figure 8.14: lllustrating the proposed influencéordnd familiarity/salience on

the likely occurrence of theoksit and implicit MEE ....................... 384
Chapter 9
Figure 9.1: Structure of Chapter 9 ... eeoriiieiiiiiiee e erre e 408

Figure 9.2: Dual-processing model of the markebaged mere exposure effect ...... 413

Figure 9.3: The non-conscious nature of the MEE..............ccccccvvvvivininnnnnen 414

Figure 9.4: Comparison of dependent variable redattcases in which recognition
memory is balanced (= chance)waruhlanced (< > chance) ................... 422

Xiv



List of Tables

Table 2.1: Summary of current theoretical accoohthe MEE ..................cooevivennnnnnn. 37
Table 4.1: Summary of the five processing condgionObermiller (1985) ............. 129
Table 5.1: Primary propositions and related hypstsdor empirical testing ............ 176
Table 5.2: Additional propositions and related Hixgses for empirical testing ........ 178
Table 5.3: Brand names selected as appropriatadgoroduct category during
qualitative pretesting (in alphabetical order)............ocvvvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeenn 200
Table 5.4: Equivalent (neutral) brand name triamdsdach product category .............. 203
Table 5.5: Selected target and non-target bran8am.................uvvvvvvevieiniviinnnnd 062
Table 5.6: Replacement brand names for preferemgnent task in the control
(070] 0 o 111 o] o TR RTPRTRRRPN 207
Table 6.1: Summary of the 5 filler tasks used is #xperiment ...........ccccccevvvevenennn. 261
Table 6.2: Summary of experimental designs duripb&ses of pretesting ............... 272
Table 7.1: Primary propositions and related hypsgtsdor empirical testing ............ 300

XV



“With the sophisticated mental apparatus we hawsl us build world
eminence as a species, we have created an envimorsmecomplex,
fast-paced, and information-laden that we musteasingly deal with it
in the fashion of the animals we long ago transedhd

Robert B Cialdini (2007)
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Chapter 1

Introduction and Overview



1.1. Introduction

In the concluding chapter of his acclaimed work tbe psychology of persuasion,
Robert Cialdini (2007: 275) observes that, as hubengs;
“we are unchallenged in the ability to take intccamt a multitude of
relevant facts and, consequently, to make goodsibed. Indeed, it is this
information-processing advantage over other spdbigshas helped make
us the dominant form of life on the planet. Stlle have our capacity
limitations too; and, for the sake of efficiencye wnust sometimes retreat
from the time-consuming, sophisticated, fully infad brand of decision-
making to a more automatic, primitive, single-feattype of responding.”
This thesis is concerned with a phenomenon th&tatsfjust such a retreat. There
exposure effect (Zajonc, 1968) refers to the enhancement of agguand preferences
simply on the basis of brief, repeated exposureatgiven stimulus in isolation.
Specifically, its purpose is to examine the ocawes size, direction and nature of this
phenomenon in a marketing context, and the consegseof mere exposure for
consumer decision-making and the effectiveness afkaeting communication. The
primary aims of this introductory chapter, therefoare to highlight the relevance and
importance of thenere exposure effect (MEE) in the marketing domain and provide an

overview of the purpose and structure of the thesssa basis for this, however, the

chapter begins with a brief definition and explémabf the phenomenon itself.



1.2. The Mere Exposure Effect: A concise explanatio

As early as 1968 Zajonc observed that, “the mgreated exposure of the individual to
a stimulus is a sufficient condition for the enhement of his attitude towards it”
(Zajonc, 1968: 1). Since that time, there exposure effect (MEE) has proven to be a
robust phenomenon in the psychology literature,iftabeen researched in over 300
empirical studies and in relation to nine differéppes of stimuli (for reviews see
Bornstein, 1989; Bornstein and Craver-Lemley, 200d)this body of research, the
enhancement of affective and cognitive responsardsva stimulus has consistently
been observed following repeated mere exposurel @ued perhaps, especially) in the
absence of recognition memory (for reviews see istamy 1977; Bornstein, 1989;
Bornstein and Craver-Lemley, 2004). On this basis,widely regarded to be a product
of the non-conscious processes of implicit memat persists over time and is not

mediated by socio-demographic factors (see Bomsted Craver-Lemley, 2004).

In a real-world environment that is characterised rapid, fleeting exposure to a
multitude of stimuli, the mere exposure effect nthys be seen as a common and
naturally occurring phenomenon. As Bornstein anavE€r-Lemley (2004: 215) observe:

“there are numerous everyday instances of incredikedy following
repeated exposure to a stimulus . . . not only desated exposure affect
our attitude regarding a stimulus, but the proées® subtle that in most
cases we are unaware that mere exposure playete anraltering our
judgments and feelings.”



Furthermore, in a recent review of the MEE, Borimséand Craver-Lemley (2004) stress
that it is particularly relevant to the fields ofarketing communication and consumer

behaviour; a proposition that appears well-groundsdvill be explained below.

1.3. The relevance and importance of the MEE in mé&eting

In the context of marketing, the primary relevaacel importance of the MEE lies in
the fact that it provides a framework within whichunderstand and explain marketing
communication effects under conditions of low ditemand involvement (see Grimes
2008). Such conditions have become increasingly noom in a contemporary
consumption environment that is characterized ley rdpid proliferation of brands,
messages and media, and increases in the speedolumle of communication and
consumer decision-making (Ha and Litman, 1997; i@kinand Stephens, 2003).
Furthermore, and on the basis of a perceived pbetyween the functional performance
of brands, Heath (2004: 60) claims that consumeoslénger feel the need to seek out
information about brands, which in turn inhibitsyashesire to pay active attention to
advertising.” In doing so, he extends earlier obsgons that the propagation of
communications ‘clutter’, and the fact that constsnare often involved in tasks that
occupy attention and limit communication procesgiM@cinniset al., 1991), gives rise
to the likelihood that most marketing communicatidoes not receive angctive

processing at all (Shapisbal., 1997).



Faced with this environment, Heath (2004) obserives distinct responses from
marketing and advertising practitioners. The ‘triatial’ response views attention as an
essential and controllable effect of marketing camization, and sees the solution as
making executions more ‘attention-grabbing’. Howeudeath (2004: 61) argues that
this is “a pointless exercise, because the aduggtissually focuses so much on waking
the audience up that it fails to communicate amgtabout the brand.” The alternative
response is to view attention as “an incurable ilth) that is not due to any deficiency
in advertising but rather the effectiveness of Onag, resulting in the perception
amongst consumers that most advertising can baddnoThe solution to a lack of
attention is therefore to create communication witbng affective associations that can
be processed incidentally and does not requireifgignt levels of attention to be
effective:
“Certain types of advertising can operate at vewy levels of attention,
creating brand associations and emotive valueshvmdure long after the
advertising itself has been forgotten. These aatioos and values can exert
powerful influence on brand choice. Hence we firmhsumers choosing
advertised products yet unable to recall the atbregt and strenuously
denying that it has influenced their choice.” (He&004: 60).
It is against this background, therefore, that MEE might be considered to be of
significant theoretical relevance to an understagdif affective response to marketing
communication; and in particular the formation titades, preferences and decisions at
low levels of attention and involvement. Given thiase conditions largely characterise
the current marketing and media environment, thienpmenon might therefore be

considered to be extremely pertinent to contempararketing practice. In this respect,

the most obvious commercial application of the MEHEN improving the effectiveness



of brief, repeated exposures to simple marketimgui, and in particular those relating
to the brand (e.g. names, logos and other imag8pgcifically, research into the MEE
may have implications for the selection, designgaoisation and placement of
marketing stimuli, and the integration of thesemnltiple channels, across multiple
media and between external and point-of-purchagecements (as will be discussed in
chapter 8). In addition to its potential applicatiny marketing practitioners, however, it
is important to recognise that the MEE is a nalyratcurring phenomenon; i.e. it

happens in cluttered, dynamic environments evemwihere is no proactive attempt to
manipulate exposure to a particular stimulus. Franmpublic policy perspective,

therefore, a deeper understanding of the natureeateht of the MEE in marketing

communication may be required to assess, and #ssacy minimise, the potential for
negative and undesirable impacts on consumer balmaviFor example, regulation

might be deemed to be necessary with regard tepldeement and style of marketing
communications in certain contexts, whilst consureducation may be considered
appropriate in facilitating greater awareness, wtdading and conscious control over

the formation of preference-based decisions.

Given the relevance of the MEE to both marketes @msumers alike, therefore, it is
perhaps unsurprising that an emerging body of reBehas sought to explore and
explain this phenomenon in the specific contextnafrketing communication. In this
respect, the importance (and indeed necessityisfdomain-specific work should be
acknowledged; particularly in light of the fact thaurely scientific, laboratory-based

investigations have traditionally used abstracinsli (e.g. irregular polygons) and



context-free evaluations that are untypical of éhancountered in the marketing
environment. What is somewhat surprising, howegdhat this stream of the marketing
literature has remained limited in both scope antlime since Obermiller's (1985)

initial extension of psychological mere exposureesgch in this domain. Furthermore,
the relatively small collection of marketing resgathat might be considered to provide
evidence for the MEE is subject to significant tle¢cal and methodological constraints
(as will be discussed in chapter 4). In light asthihe work in this thesis is designed to
strengthen both the theoretical and empirical basiswhich the principles of mere

exposure may be understood, explained and apphethe context of marketing

communication. In this respect, the intended cbatidons - and the means by which

they will be achieved - are outlined more specificia the following section.

1.4. Thesis overview: Purpose, aims, structure antbntent

The purpose of this thesis is to extend the redhtigmall body of marketing-specific
mere exposure research, and to provide a detaill@dadbust examination of the MEE in
this domain. As such, the overall aims of the these to:

1. provide a detailed review of current knowledge anderstanding of the MEE in

the discipline of psychology

2. clarify how the MEE should be conceptualised inketing theory

3. critically review current evidence for the MEE letmarketing literature

4. provide a robust empirical examination of the eqise, size and nature of the

MEE in a marketing context



5. extend theoretical understanding of the MEE in aketang context

6. identify the potential implications of the MEE famarketing practitioners and

consumers

To this end, the thesis is divided into three pgtsillustrated in figure 1.1). The first of
these is intended to provide a comprehensive theatebasis for empirical

investigations of the MEE in a marketing contextthlerefore begins with a detailed
review of current knowledge and understanding efMEE in the psychology literature
(chapter 2). The purpose of this is to develop Gatbrfoundation on which to critique
previous conceptualisations of the MEE in marketimgpry (in chapter 3) and current

empirical evidence in the extant marketing literat(in chapter 4).



Figure 1.1: Thesis structure

Chapter 1. Introduction

J L

Part I: Theoretical foundation

Chapter 2. The MEE: A critical review of the psyltdgy literature
Chapter 3. The MEE in marketing theory
Chapter 4. Empirical evidence for the marketingella8IEE: A critical review

J L

Part II: Research objectives & methodology

Chapter 5. Research objectives, methodology & exyatal design

Chapter 6. Critical issues in the research design

J L

Part Ill: Results, conclusions and discussion

Chapter 7. Data analysis & results
Chapter 8. Conclusions, discussion and implications

Chapter 9. Contributions, limitations and furthesearch

The critical review undertaken in chapter 2 alsovpies a detailed theoretical basis for
the research design in this thesis. Specificallyed fundamental propositions are
distilled from the extant psychology literature tthdt is argued, are central to
understanding the nature of the MEE. These es#ignedlect the notion that the MEE
relates primarily to the unreinforced, enhancene¢tffect and is moderated by explicit
memory of the stimulus exposure. On this basigrapirical study is developed with a

view to providing a detailed examination of the weence, size and direction of the



MEE in a marketing context; and specifically tottélse fundamental propositions

distilled from the psychology literature in a maikg context. As will be explained in

part Il, this is achieved by marrying the highlyntolled experimental methods of
psychological mere exposure research with the @idggpacal marketing stimuli and a

relatively large sample (as is common in the bro&etl of marketing research but not,
as yet, with regard to the MEE in particular). Rermore, the empirical work in this

thesis addresses theoretical and methodologica¢ssthat appear to be overlooked in
previous mere exposure research; most notably dkenfial confounding influence of

the false familiarity effect (Whittlesea, 1993) andffective modulation bias (Phaf and

Rotteveel, 2005).

In part I, the results of the study are preserard interpreted (chapter 7), prior to the
development and discussion of conclusions and aafxins (chapter 8) and a summary
of the main contributions, limitations and direcisofor further research (chapter Bhe
results are somewhat surprising in that, whilstdeding the proposition that mere
exposure influences affective response to marketihguli, they challenge previous
assumptions regarding the influence of recognitimemory and the direction of the
affect-bias. In contrast to the expectation thahwwus recognition would consistently
result in a smaller (but nonetheless identical) MEke positive influence of mere
exposure in the presence of this factor is actdaliynd to be reversed in its absence; i.e.
the results indicate that mere exposure withousagbent recognition may, in fact,
negatively bias affective response to the stimulus when guissequently encountered.

Furthermore, the two effects appear to be medidgi&drently by factors such as

10



perception, subjective recollection and stimulysety indicating that they are

qualitatively different.

In conclusion, therefore, it will be argued (in pker 8) that the findings support a dual-
processing model of mere exposure, incorporating tarms of the MEE that are
underpinned by the processesmplicit andexplicit memory respectively. Specifically,
the explicit MEE occurs when audiences exhibit objective reitmgn memory for
having been previously exposed to marketing stimanid can lead to positive affect-
bias when these stimuli are subsequently encouhtd@teeimplicit MEE occurs when
consumers do not exhibit conscious, accurate merfarythe marketing stimuli to
which they have been repeatedly and fleetingly sgdo(e.g. brand names), and can
lead to negative affect-bias when these stimulisatesequently encountered. From a
theoretical perspective, it will be proposed thHas tmodel facilitates a more detailed
conceptualisation of the MEE for marketers; incogbiog the potential for both positive
and negative effects of mere exposure, and defitiiegconditions under which each
might be expected to occur. Moreover, it may beswered to have far-reaching
implications for the explanation of this phenomeia broader psychological context;

potentially accommodating a number of seeminglyflediimg theories.

With regard to marketing practice in particularm thesis serves to restate the potential
importance of the MEE to identifying, understandingeasuring and influencing
marketing communication effects under conditiondoo¥ attention and involvement.

Furthermore, it highlights the fact that the posteffects of mere exposure may be

11



dependent on the establishment of recognition megnmduring extremely brief
encounters with marketing stimuli. In this respeleg conclusions of this thesis clearly
distinguish the MEE from the somewhat discreditetiam of subliminal advertising.
Moreover, they gives rise to specific implicatidos the selection, design, presentation
and integration of marketing stimuli, as a meanseoburing attention, ease of
processing and recognition memory for extremelgtiteg exposures. All of these will
be discussed in detail during chapter 8, at whaintgt will also be argued that, given
the inherent fluency (and thus recognition) advwgesathat are associated with familiar
and salient stimuli (see Moray, 1959; Nielson andgraSon, 1981; Kurilla and
Westerman, 2008), the positive effects of mere sy might be most relevant to the
maintenance of favourable attitudes towards wetivkm brands in large consumer
markets. This proposition challenges the previaygpssition that a lack of knowledge,
experience and established brand attitudes arastenty conducive to the MEE in a

marketing context (e.g. Chung and Szymanski, 1B@Ker, 1999; Fangt al., 2007).

Finally it will be acknowledged that, whilst thisesis may serve to allay concerns that
the application of mere exposure principles in raing communication constitutes a
revival of subliminal persuasion tactics, it higjits the potential for other negative
consequences from a consumer perspective. Spdyifittee conclusion that attention
and recognition may underpin the positive effecfstiie MEE implies that the
commercial application of mere exposure principtesild result in an increasingly
intrusive and inexorable barrage of marketing comication. Should this be the case, it
is argued that the primary challenge for publiciggemakers may be to protect

consumer privacy rather than prevent subliminalipation.
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1.5. Summary and conclusion

In summary, therefore, this thesis aims to stremmytthe foundations of the slowly
emerging bridge between the realms of psychologly raarketing with regard to the
MEE. To this end, it endeavours to provide a thgmucritical and interdisciplinary
review of the extant literature, and a robust expental study of the MEE in a
marketing context. On this basis, a novel theoaétimodel will be proposed; the
implications of which will be discussed in detarign to a thorough consideration of
directions for further research. With this in minidshould be noted that the empirical
work in this thesis is not necessarily intendeddaostitute an applied study of the MEE
in the natural marketing environment. Indeed, it v argued that until such time as a
robust methodological means of distinguishing betwéhe MEE and other, similar
priming effects (such as classical conditioning)esablished, the validity of such
research will be significantly compromised. Rathierfollows the tradition of an
emerging stream of marketing research in this fieiching to provide a particularly
detailed and robust ‘first principles’ experimengalidy of the existence, size and nature
of the MEE in relation to typical marketing stimulis a foundation for this, the thesis
begins with a comprehensive review of current kmalge and understanding of the

MEE in the realms of psychology.
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Chapter 2

The Mere Exposure Effect:

A critical review of the psychology literature
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2.1. Introduction

Whilst the mere exposure effect (MEE) is the subgaver 300 experimental studies
in psychology, it is important to recognise thaisita common and naturally occurring
phenomenon (Bornstein and Craver-Lemley, 2004)heumore, the field of marketing
was identified in the most recent scientific revias/ a context for “the most obvious
applications of MEE principles” (Bornstein and Ceaemley, 2004: 218). With this in
mind, detailed reviews of how the MEE has been eptalized and empirically
studied in the marketing literature will be prowide chapters 3 and 4 respectively. In
the process it will be argued that, whilst this mtraenon has long been considered to
be relevant by marketing theorists, accurate canedipations have until recently been
hampered by the emerging nature of psychologicrth More importantly, however,
empirical studies in the marketing domain are r&ddy limited in volume and scope,
and subject to a number of theoretical and metlogiicdl limitations. However, in
order to critique the basis on which this phenomemas been comprehended, explored
and interpreted by marketing researchers it ig4 fiecessary to develop a thorough
appreciation of the current state of knowledge amderstanding of the MEE within the

discipline of psychology.

As illustrated in figure 2.1., the initial aim dfis chapter is thus to review the extant
psychology literature regarding the existence, rxéand nature of the mere exposure
effect. This is followed by an overview of the \@ars theoretical explanations that have

been proposed in relation to this phenomenon, adsaission of current challenges
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and controversies regarding the existence, exptanahd efficacy of the MEE. Finally,
the chapter is drawn to a close with a discussibthe implications of this critical
review for the extension and application of mer@asure research in a marketing

context.

Figure 2.1: Structure of Chapter 2

1. Introduction

4L
2. Defining & describing the MEE

The nature of the MEE
The size of the MEE

I nfluences on the MEE
The durability of the MEE

<

3. Explaining the MEE

Affect-based theories
Cognition-based theories

—

4. Theoretical challenges to the MEE

Conceptual implicit memory
Alternative sources of fluency and
the false familiarity effect

—

5. Implications of the MEE for marketing

-

6. Conclusion
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2.2. Defining and describing the MEE

The mere exposure effect (MEE) was first definedZbyonc (1968: 1) who observed
that:
“the mere repeated exposure of the individual &tiulus is a sufficient
condition for the enhancement of his attitude talgat. By ‘mere exposure’
is meant a condition which just makes the givemutiis accessible to the
individual's perception.”
Subsequently, the MEE has come to be recognized asust phenomenon in the
psychology literature and the size, nature andMdlilyaof this phenomenon has been
subject to a great deal of research (for revieves Karrison, 1977; Bornstein, 1989;
Bornstein and Craver-Lemley, 2004). The key aspefthis literature are summarized

in the following subsections, prior to a reviewtbé various competing explanations of

the MEE in section 2.3 (page 36).

2.2.1. The nature of the MEE

In terms of the qualitative characteristics of th=E, three important themes are
evident in the psychology literature. The firsttbheése relates to the affective versus
cognitive nature of the outcome, and has importamplications for theoretical
explanations of the phenomenon (as will be disaussesection 2.3). The second is
concerned with thedirection of the outcome, whilst the third relates to thenno
conscious nature of the processes that underpiNBfe. These themes are discussed in

more detail below.
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2.2.1.1. Affective versus cognitive response

Since Zajonc’s (1968) seminal monograph, the vagbnty of empirical research has
focused on the relationship between exposure affedt. Indeed, Bornstein’s (1989)
meta-analysis includes more than 200 studies af plarticular manifestation of the
MEE, prompting the author to conclude that; “thstfR0 years of research on Zajonc's
(1968) mere exposure effect leaves little doubt tiva exposure—affect relationship is a
robust, reliable phenomenon” (Bornstein, 1989: 278jven this, it is perhaps
unsurprising that most theories of the MEE havecifipally sought to explain the
influence of exposure on affective response (eaglyBe, 1970; Stang, 1975; Zajonc,
1980; Winkielman and Cacciopo, 2001). As will bsatdissed in section 2.3, however,
these theories have largely been eclipsed by thweaccommodate the notion that
mere exposure can also influencegnitive response (e.g. Mandlest al., 1987;
Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994). Empiricalidence for this is provided by
Mandleret al. (1987), who found that mere exposure to a stimahtsonly enhanced
subsequent affective response but also (cognifidgments of brightness and darkness.
This is in line with implicit (i.e. subconscious)emory research, in which prior
exposure has been found to influence perceptionsutifulness (Begg and Armour,
1991), sound volume (Jacoleyal., 1988) and fame (Jacolgy al., 1989). As such, it
would appear that the impact of mere exposuretisimded to the affective component

of attitude, but may also be observed in relat@modgnitive evaluations.
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2.2.1.2. Positive versus negative influence

Within the psychology literature, mere exposure &kmsost universally been found to
positively influence adult response. However, firgdi to the contrary (i.e. an exposure-
induced novelty bias) have been proffered in retato food preferences (Stang, 1975)
and high (versus) low-density matrices (Lee, 1994erestingly, although neither the
stimulus nor the nature of evaluation is specifjce¢lated to marketing communication,
the second of these studies is published in thé&etiag literature. As such, it will be

critically reviewed in more detail during chapter 4

By contrast, mixed findings are evident with regéodthe direction of the MEE in
children. Whilst some studies have revealed a iclagssitive MEE amongst this group
(e.g. Jenrenaud and Linford, 1969; Sluattial., 1973; Heingartner and Hall, 1974), the
majority have found a reverse MEE (Cantor, 196&Kaetet al., 1968; Rabinowitz and
Robe, 1968; Cantor and Kubose, 1969; Freeman, 1Siébold, 1972; Lemond and
Nunnally, 1974; Hutt, 1975; Esaat al., 1977; Linford and Linford, 1977; Busse and
Seraydarian, 1978). This exposure-induced novelg n children has proven to be
robust across a number of measurement techniquebkjding forced-choice (e.g.
Freeman, 1972; Cantor and Kubose, 1969), catedaticace (e.g. like versus dislike;
Siebold, 1972) and interval scale ratings (e.g. t@anl1968). Furthermore, the
directional difference of the MEE in adults andldfen is supported by meta-analysis,
“which shows an overall negative relationship betwexposure and affect in children

and a positive relationship between exposure afettain adults” (Bornstein, 1989:
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278). The reason for this difference is not yetarstbod but, importantly, it challenges
the almost universal assumption amongst marketireprists (see chapter 3) and
researchers (see chapter 4) that the MEE systattat@hances positive attitudes to a
given stimulus, and highlights the need for conspécific studies of this phenomenon

in the marketing domain.

2.2.1.3. The MEE: A non-conscious phenomenon

One of the most striking characteristics of the MEHEhat it remains apparent even in
the absence of stimulus recognition. The first bletademonstration of this was
provided by Wilson (1979) who, by way of a dichdigtening task, demonstrated
enhanced affective response for unattended melaglielew and chance levels of
recognition. These findings were quickly supportad those of Kunst-Wilson and
Zajonc (1980), who observed enhanced liking faggular polygons following repeated
visual exposures of just one millisecond. Spediffcahe results of 2-factor forced-
choice tests revealed that participants preferteel éxposed stimuli over novel
alternatives 60% of the time, whilst recognitiod diot differ significantly from chance
(i.e. 50%). Using similar techniques, these findilgve subsequently been replicated
on numerous occasions (e.g. Seargad. 1983a; Bonanno and Stillings, 1986; Barchas
and Perlaki, 1986; Mandlegt al., 1987; Murphy and Zajonc, 1993). Furthermore,
Bornstein (1989) presents meta-analytic evidence sifnificantlylarger MEE in those
studies that have employed a subliminal exposueseho eliminate the possibility of

subsequent stimulus recognition. On this basis,ME& has been characterised as a
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non-conscious phenomenon that is hindered by theeimce of explicit memory for
prior exposure (Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 499WVhilst the grounds for this
assumption are somewhat questionable — as wilidgmissed in section 2.2.3.3.1 (page
29) — it nonetheless remains a central elemerttefrtfluential ‘misattribution’ theories
of mere exposure (Mandlet al. 1987; Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994); al wi

be explained in section 2.3.2.2 (page 45).

However, it should be noted that, whilst the flegthature of mere exposure is such that
it does not facilitate a great deal of attentiolaberation and encoding, nor does it
necessarily eliminate the possibility of stimuliergeption and recognition. Indeed, the
vast majority of research in the psychology literat has demonstrated exposure-
induced changes in affective response under judt sanditions (see Bornstein, 1989;
Bornstein and Craver-Lemley, 2004). Neverthelessrn8tein and Craver-Lemley
(2004: 230) stress that the MEE should still besmered to be a non-conscious
phenomenon on the basis that:

“even in situations where participants are awaréasfing been exposed to

stimuli, they rarely attribute their liking for @imulus to repeated exposure,

ins_tead be_lieving that some property of the stirmuguparticularly attractive

or interesting.”
Although the precise processes by which the MEEu@cecemain subject to debate,
therefore, it is perhaps fair to conclude that phenomenon is broadly assumed to be
non-conscious in nature. This assumption, howewdr,be revisited subsequently in

this chapter in the light of new and emerging enadeof the influence that recognition

memory might be expected to exert on the size ®MEE (see page 32). As a context
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for this, however, it is first necessary to consithe literature regarding the magnitude
of the MEE, and the factors that have been foundhtalerate this, from a broader

perspective.

2.2.2. The size of the MEE

In his seminal meta-analysis Bornstein (1989) oles#that the overall magnitude of the
MEE (as measured by the correlation coefficientvas a moderate 0.26. In a more
recent review, Bornstein and Craver-Lemley (20047)2hote that this has subsequently
been confirmed by further empirical studies, buéss that even small statistical effects
may be substantively significant in a real-worlahtext:
“[For example]. . . studies suggest that frequesfogyxposure is a significant
determinant of the number of votes garnered by ralidate for elected
office, even when other factors (e.g. popularitytlé candidate's policy
positions are controlled for statistically (Bornate1989). The impact of
repeated exposure on election outcome is not jasistically significant,
but ecologically significant aswell: The 5-10% sfattributable to candidate
familiarity is enough to alter the outcome of maegl world elections.”
With this in mind, and in a marketing context, onght contend that a 5-10% shift in
product sales due to the MEE might appear to kaively small but could constitute
significant increases in revenue for global fmcgnas. Indeed, this very argument is
made by Shapiro and Krishnan (2001) with regarth&influence of implicit memory
on brand choice (a key factor in explanations @& tion-conscious MEE, as will be

explained in section 2.3):

“Although it may appear that implicit memory resulire relatively small
(in our study, an overall increase in brand chatel1% relative to the
baseline), small changes in market share can etmidions of dollars in
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sales. For example, 11.2% of the soft drink maiketjual to $6.5 billion in
sales.”

In essence, therefore, whilst marketing researcterald not necessarily expect to find
large MEEs in an experimental setting, small bgnisicant effects may nonetheless
reflect substantial influences in a real-world et However, whilst the average size
of the experimental MEE provides an important bematk for further research, it is
important to note that this has been found to Bienced by a number of factors.
Perhaps the most important of thesestimulus recognition (as will be explained in
detail on page 29), although a number of othefacire worthy of note in this respect.
These are categorized by Bornstein and Craver-Le(@@04) asstimulus, exposure and

individual variables; each of which are briefly outlined e following section.

2.2.3. Influences on the MEE

Detailed reviews of the factors that have been dotm moderate the size of the
experimental MEE are provided by Bornstein (1988) Bornstein and Craver-Lemley
(2004). For the purposes of this thesis, howeuers important to provide a brief

overview of these and, in particular, a criticakalission of the influence that
recognition memory might be expected to exert @MHEE; an issue that is at the heart
of the theoretical debate as to how this phenometmurs (as will be discussed in

section 2.3, page 36).
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2.2.3.1. Stimulus variables

The two main moderating variables in this first egary concern theype and
complexity of the target stimulus. Although the vast majofyresearch has utilised
visual and auditory cues, the MEE has been foundetaobust across a range of
different stimulus types, as Bornstein and Cravemley (2004: 219) observe:
“Nine different types of stimuli have been usedMBE research: nonsense
words, meaningful words, ideographs, photographawitigs, auditory
stimuli, gustatory (i.e. food) stimuli, actual péspand objects (e.g. toys).
Studies contrasting the magnitude of the MEE asation of stimulus type
have generally found no consistent differencessacstimulus classes.”
During his meta-analysis, however, Bornstein (19839-270) observes that
“photograph, meaningful-word, and polygon stimulioguce moderate to strong
exposure effects, whereas ideograph, nonsense-waoutl,real person/object stimuli
produce somewhat smaller effects.” Furthermore, doéhor notes that drawings,
abstract paintings and matrices have been foungtdduce an extremely weak MEE.
However, it should perhaps be acknowledged thahinvihe marketing literature, Lee
(1994) founddirectional differences in the MEE on the basis of matrix dgnsn this
respect, a positive effect was observed in relatmriow-density matrices, while a

reverse (i.e. negative) MEE was apparent for highstty matrices This study is

critically reviewed in the context of other consumesearch into the MEE in chapter 4.

Further to the moderating influence of stimulusetyptronger MEEs have been found in
relation to complex as opposed to simple stimulif bnly in studies that utilize a

within-subjects design (e.g. Berlyne, 1970; Saeged Jellison, 1972; Heyduk, 1975).
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In the only comparative study to use a betweenjgumsign, Zajonet al. (1972) found
no such differences, prompting Bornstein (1989:)2@kuggest that:
“It may be that subjects’ differential ratings ahple and complex stimuli
depend on their being able to compare reactionsoth types of stimuli
over the course of repeated exposures . . . Thatoiwplex stimuli may
produce stronger exposure effects in part becdusg are compared to
simple stimuli and deemed more interesting or hegps
In the context of marketing-based research andicgtigh of the MEE, therefore, it
should be noted that the size of the effect mayy vaccording to the specific
characteristics of the stimulus in question. Foaregle, brand names commonly take
the form of either real-word (e.g. Mars) or psewdwrd stimuli (e.g. Twix), and may
thus be subject to the meta-analytic differencegffact size observed in relation to
‘meaningful’ and ‘nonsense’ words by Bornstein (298ee previous page). However,
moderating variables in relation to the MEE are omtfined to the properties of the

stimulus in question. The nature of exposure hss laéen found to be influential in this

respect; as discussed in the following section.

2.2.3.2. Exposure variables

The key moderating factors in this second categangy related to thdrequency,
sequence and duration of exposure. Firstly, with regard to the numberegposures,
Bornstein and Craver-Lemley (2004: 220) observet, tHem most MEE studies
researchers observe an increase in liking ratihgsugh 10 stimulus exposures, after

which ratings plateau and gradually decline to lasé That is not to say that the MEE
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will necessarily be restricted to 10 exposureshanrtatural environment, but rather that
in a closed experimental setting this is the paintvhich the effect begins to decline;
most likely as a result of boredom and fatigue (Bteinet al., 1990). Secondly,
Bornstein (1989) observed that random (heteroges)eexposure sequences produced
an effect size of r = 0.3, whilst ‘massed’ (homaones) exposure did not result in any
substantive effect (r = -0.02).Finally, Bornstein and Craver-Lemley (2004: 220)
observe that:

“There is an inverse relationship between stimw@xyposure duration and

magnitude of the exposure effect (Bornstein, 198%udies that use

stimulus exposures of less than 1 second produceverall MEE (r) of

0.41, whereas studies that use stimulus exposetesebn 1 and 5 seconds

produce a [small] MEE of 0.16, and those that osgér exposures produce

a [very small] MEE of 0.09. Individual studies coanmg MEEs for

identical stimuli presented at different exposuneations support this meta-

analytic result.” (Parentheses added)
As an overview, therefore, it may be concluded thatsize of the experimental MEE is
likely to be enhanced by a small number of extrgmieting exposures in a
randomized sequence. This is in line with Zajor{&¢®68) original conceptualization of
mere exposure as that whichjist perceptible (see page 18). Moreover, the fact that
these conditions obviate the influence of attentielaboration and explicit memory

provide support for the argument that the MEE iseafially a non-conscious

phenomenon that is hindered by conscious proce¢s@ggpage 22).

2.2.3.3. Participant variables

Whilst Bornstein and Craver-Lemley (2004) obsehat the MEE has generally proven

to be robust across a range of participant varsaldeg. need for approval, anxiety,
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tolerance of ambiguity and sensation seekibgjedom and fatigue have been found to
limit and even eliminate the experimental MEE (Bteinet al., 1990). However, the
lack of evidence for socio-demographic and culttaetors appears to reflect a dearth of
comparative research in this respect; symptomatibgps of the fact that the processes
of implicit memory on which the dominant theoridsnoere exposure are founded (e.g.
Mandler et al., 1987; Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994) h&een consistently

demonstrated to be equivalent across such variéddespage 48).

Whilst not acknowledged in the literature, howevdr,may be argued that the
assumption of a universally standard MEE (undemunby the generic processes of
implicit memory) is undermined by consistent fingsnof a difference in both the size
and direction of this effect between adults anddcbn (see page 20). In this respect, a
relatively small novelty bias (i.e. reverse MEERidadent in child participants, whereas
a larger preference bias for previously exposedustiis usually found in adults (see
Bornstein, 1989). In this respect, the fact thatettgpmental factors appear to mediate
the direction of the MEE poses significant probldmrsan assumption that is generally
apparent in the extant marketing literature (sesptdrs 3 and 4); namely, should this
phenomenon influence consumer attitudes it willstoin a way that is invariably
positive. Not only do the findings in developmengelychology indicate that this is
unlikely to be the case amongst children but, br@ader sense, they draw attention to
the fact that this phenomenon is not necessariyest-free; highlighting the need for
domain-specific research into the specific impattntere exposure on consumer

attitudes to marketing stimuli.
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Finally, perhaps the most important influence amdtze of the MEE is that of stimulus
recognition; a factor that arguably constitutegat@l point of departure for the various
competing explanations of the MEE that have emeigegcent decades (see section
2.3; page 36). In this respect, the ‘misattributittieories of mere exposure (Mandétr
al., 1987; Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994) heeme to prominence largely as a
result of their ability to accommodate meta-analgividence that recognition moderates
the MEE (Bornstein, 1989); as will be explainedsettion 2.3.2.2 (page 45). However,
while this assumption remains prevalent in the pelagy literature (see Bornstein and
Craver-Lemley, 2004), it may be challenged on a lmemmof grounds. These are
elucidated in the following section, as part ofrai@al discussion of the influence that

recognition memory might be expected to exert @MiE.

2.2.3.3.1. The influence of stimulus recognition othe MEE

The vast majority of experimental research into EE has not sought to isolate
affective response from recognition. Indeed, of 2@8 experiments included in
Bornstein’'s (1989) seminal meta-analysis, just nexplore the influence of mere
exposure in the absence of stimulus recognitidnpfalvhich employ subliminal mere
exposure as a means by which to eliminate the Ipbgsiof subsequent explicit
memory. Nonetheless, it is this body of work thais hprovided the basis for the
assumption that recognition memory moderates tteecfithe MEE in the contemporary

psychology literature (see Bornstein and Craverlegm2004). Specifically, this is

29



founded on Bornstein’s (1989) meta-analytic findthgt the size of the MEE is almost
twice as large in studies that have employed arsuidl exposure phase; prompting the
following conclusion:
“Not only is stimulus recognition unnecessary ftwe tproduction of
typical exposure effects, but comparison of recogmhi versus
unrecognized briefly presented stimuli suggests skienulus recognition
may actually inhibit the exposure effect.” (Borns{el989: 275)
Given the methodological approach by which thisaeed form of the effect has been
demonstrated, it may be tempting to refer to ithessubliminal MEE. However, it is
important to stress that, within the dominant ntigaition theories of mere exposure
(Mandleret al., 1987; Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994), subilal perception is
not regarded as a necessary condition for the een@ent of affective response in the
absence of recognition at test. These theoriesheildiscussed in more detail during
section 2.3. (page 36), although at this poinsiperhaps useful to note that they are
founded on the assumption that preference idlasion — the product of misattributed
processing fluency in the absence of explicit mgnfior the source of this (i.e. stimulus
exposure). Under experimental conditions, sublilngrasentation is simply deemed to
be an effective means by which to stimulate thaxpss, as Lee (2001a:32) explains:
“The key . . . is not in the subliminality of th&rsuli, but rather the lack of
awareness of the relationship between the expgghase and the affective
judgment phase, and subliminal exposure is merefy way of achieving
it.”
As such, subliminal perception is considered toagcke the MEE in the same way as

other factors that serve to limit the influenceexflicit memory (e.g. extending the

period of delay between exposure and test, Sta®g@5;1Seamoret al., 1983b). In
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support of this, Bornstein and Craver-Lemley (2008%erve that the non-conscious
nature of the MEE is also evidenced by neurosdierfindings of exposure-induced
affect in patients with deficits that preclude egplmemory (Halpern and O’Connor,
2000).With this in mind, it is perhaps more appropriateconsider exposure-induced
affect in the absence of recognition asn@n-conscious, rather than subliminal,

phenomenon.

However, it should be noted that this subsequeetpnetation of Bornstein’s (1989)
results differs from that which was initially proged. Indeed, Bornstein (1989)
originally speculated that the reason for the olestrdifferences in effect size may
reside in the fact that subliminal presentatioratjyereduces the likelihood of boredom
and fatigue during exposure; two factors that heimee been found to limit the size of
the MEE (Bornsteiret al., 1990). Indeed, the distinction between the sublnand
non-conscious nature of this form of the MEE haistgebe empirically demonstrated.
As such, it is not currently possible to rule obe tnotion that it is the nature of
perception during exposure, rather than memory eat, tthat is responsible for
previously observed increases in the size of theeMEhis is a particularly pertinent
issue in the marketing domain where a clear andoitapt distinction between
subliminal and non-conscious advertising effects éimerged (see Chartrand, 2005). It
will therefore be discussed in detail during thextnehapter, and addressed in the

empirical phase of this thesis.
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Furthermore, it should be noted that, whilst thetasamalytic findings of Bornstein
(1989) have been afforded great importance in gyelplogy literature (see Bornstein
and Craver-Lemley, 2004), direct empirical comparss of the MEE in the presence
and absence of recognition memory are relativedycs; and somewhat equivocal. For
example, Seamost al. (1983b) observed that, during two-factor forcedich tests,
rising rates of target preference (between 60-6&%sE accompanied by falling rates of
recognition (between 55-50%), when the delay betveegposure and measurement was
extended from a few minutes to one day and one widedse results are in line with the
more recent findings of Bornstein and D’Agostin@42) and may be taken as further
evidence of a stronger MEE in the absence of exphemory for stimulus exposure.
On a cautionary note, however, it should be ackadgéd that Seamaat al. (1984)
found similar increases in the rate of positivesetiifve response (to approximately 60%)
under conditions of both enhanced and chance ré&emgnFurthermore, evidence has
begun to accumulate that, following supraliminalrenexposure, recognition memory
may in factenhance the size of the MEE (Newell and Shanks, 2007)tipaarly when

it is accompanied by the subjective experience lefir¢c confident, contextualised

recollection (Lee, 2001b; Wang and Chang, 2004).

In summary, therefore, whilst the results of Boeiss (1989) meta-analysis continue to
provide a foundation for the assumption that redemnmemory moderates the size of
the MEE (see Bornstein and Craver-Lemley, 20043, ity be subject to challenge in
two respects. Firstly, the results of direct enggifiresearch are somewhat equivocal;

with initial supporting evidence (Seameinal., 1984; Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992)
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contradicted by more recent findings (Lee, 2001llang/and Chang, 2004; Newell and
Shanks, 2007). Secondly, the body of researchstrakes to underpin this assumption is
almost universally characterised by the use ofisuibbal exposure to eliminate the
possibility of subsequent recognition memory. Byntcast, recent contradictory
evidence is founded on the examination of affeatbn the presence and absence of
stimulus recognition, following supraliminal mer@pesure (Lee, 2001b; Wang and
Chang, 2004; Newell and Shanks, 2007). As sucls ot yet clear whether it is
stimulus perception or recognition memory thatasponsible for the differences in
effect size in Bornstein’s (1989) seminal meta-gsial Whilst it is acknowledged that
the moderating influence of recognition memory rgmmaa central assumption in
contemporary theories of mere exposure (see Bannsied Craver-Lemley, 2004),
therefore, it may be concluded that an unequivecaleptance of this is no longer
appropriate. As a result, future research intotdeire and size of the MEE should seek
to empirically test the proposition that memorylwiloderate the magnitude of this
phenomenon. The implications of this for the enggiriwork in this thesis will be
revisited later in section 2.5 (page 61). Befois,thowever, consideration will be given
to the durability of the MEE (in the following semt); prior to a detailed critique of

current theoretical explanations of this phenomeitosection 2.3., page 36).
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2.2.4. The durability of the MEE

The length of time for which mere exposure effeatsgure is subject to some debate,
although it has been found that this may be mucigdo than those created by
elaborative processing. As Nordhielm (2002: 38Qjenbes:

“One key issue is how time influences the relatimpsbetween feature

repetition and affective response. Research thatrheestigated perceptual

and conceptual priming suggests that the effectprair exposure on

affective response can actually last as long asyeae when the stimuli are

processed in a shallower manner, whereas when stiesdi are elaborated

upon, these positive effects can diminish withitittle as a few minutes.”
Empirically, and as a by product of their explavatiof the moderating effects of delay
between exposure and test, the MEE in particulariiegen found to persist for at least
one week (Seamoet al., 1983b)and two weeks (Stang, 197%urther to this, and in
light of the automatic processes that are theoriraghderpin the non-conscious MEE
(as will be discussed later in this chapter), a endetailed perspective is perhaps
provided by evidence that implicit memory is ralaty stable and persistent over time
(see Roediger and McDermott, 1993). However, itukhde noted that there is some
disagreement regarding the durability of impliciemmory, with findings ranging from
less than two hours (Graf and Mandler, 1984), te day (Kolers, 1976), to one week

(Landrum, 1997), two weeks (Tulvirgyal. 1982), one year (Kolers, 1976), and even up

to sixteen months (Slomaahal., 1988).
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2.2.5. A summary description of the MEE

In summary, therefore, mere exposure has beenstenty found to produce moderate
but robust experimental effects throughout fouradies of psychological research.
During this time, the focus has largely been onrtHationship between exposure and
affect (for reviews see Bornstein, 1989; Bornstaid Craver-Lemley, 2004), although
there is evidence to suggest that cognitive respongy also be influenced by mere
exposure (e.g. Mandlet al., 1987). Although somewhat isolated in the literafuhese
findings are worthy of note as they may have imgadrtimplications for theoretical
explanations of the MEE (as will be discussed m fitllowing section). Whatever the
nature of participant response, the direction a$ B almost universally positive in
adults. However, whilst a number of studies haveensimilar findings with children,
the majority present evidence ofeverse MEE in this group (i.e. a tendency to prefer

novel over previously exposed stimuli).

Whilst the average size of the experimental MEEelatively small (Bornstein, 1989), it
appears to be to be moderated to some extent bynber of factors. These include the
type and complexity of the stimulus, the frequensggquencing and duration of
exposure, and the degree to which participantsresqpee boredom or fatigue. Perhaps
the most influential findings in this respect, howe have been those of Bornstein’s
(1989) meta-analysis, which appear to demonstriag¢ the size of the MEE is
significantly reduced by stimulus recognition. Adtilgh originally attributed to an

absence of boredom and fatigue under conditionsubliminal exposure, this has
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subsequently been interpreted as evidence thaMiE is underpinned by the non-
conscious processes of implicit memory; the infeeerof which is hindered by
conscious encoding and retrieval of prior expogBernstein and D’Agostino, 1992,
1994). In the absence of direct, unequivocal emglirsupport, however, it may be
argued that the moderating influence of recognitiemory remains a proposition; the
validation of which is central to the question lwdw mere exposure alone might
influence attitudes and choice behaviour. As waldxplained in the following section,
the debate in this respect is characterised by mbau of competing theoretical

explanations; each of which incorporate assump@sn® the role of memory.

2.3. Explaining the MEE

Whilst the existence of the MEE is not dispute@ thechanism by which it occurs is
subject to extensive, and as yet unresolved, delvatiee continued absence of a generic
theory of mere exposure a number of competing egpians have been proposed. As
Bornstein and Craver-Lemley (2004: 225) observe:
“Since the publication of Zajonc’s seminal (196&ppr, more than a dozen
theoretical frameworks have been developed to exphe processes that
underlie the MEE (see Bornstein, 1989, 1992; Seamorl., 1998;
Whittlesea and Price, 2001; Zajonc, 2001). Fivéheke models have been
particularly influential.”
The five theories referred to in this quote aresthofarousal (Berlyne, 1970)the
primacy of affect (Zajonc, 1980, 2000)0n-specific activation (Mandleret al., 1987),

two-factor theory (Stang, 1975) andgerceptual fluency/attribution (Bornstein and

D’Agostino, 1994). However, two other theories aiso worthy of note in this
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discussionuncertainty reduction (Sawyer, 1981) ankdedonic fluency (Winkielman and
Cacioppo, 2001). All of these explanations may ategorized on the basis that they
assume the MEE to be the product of either affectiv cognitive processing (see
Bornstein and Craver-Lemley, 2004). A summary @ ttategorization is provided in

table 2.1, prior to a discussion of the theoriegt@med within.

Table 2.1: Summary of current theoretical account®f the MEE

Affect-Based Cognition-Based

Arousal(Berlyne, 1970) Two-Factor TheoryStang, 1975)
Primacy of Affect(Zajonc, 1980) | Uncertainty reductiofSawyer, 1981)

Hedonic Fluency Non-specific ActivationMandleret al., 1987)
(Winkielman & Cacioppo, 2001

N

Perceptual Fluency/Attribution
(Bornstein & D’Agostino, 1994

As Winkielman and Cacioppo (2001: 990) observendam-based explanations of the
MEE (to be discussed in section 2.3.2, page 42guiame that the effects of processing
facilitation on evaluations can be explained by shene mechanism as the effects of
processing facilitation on other ‘nonaffective’ grdents (e.g., fame, truth, clarity).”
Whilst the authors acknowledge that this is a reakle assumption, particularly in the
light of the range of judgment effects discussedséction 2.2.1.1. (page 19), it is
important to note that a number of theories aredas the premise that the MEE arises
on the basis of affective response occurring gopor in the absence of, cognition (e.g.

Berlyne, 1970; Zajonc, 1980). Whilst this propasitiremains contentious, it may be
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supported to some extent by initial neuroscientificdings of separable neural
substrates for affect and cognition (e.g. Elliatd&Dolan, 1998; LeDoux, 1995). The
purpose of this section, therefore, is to dischesmain affect-based explanations of the
MEE, prior to a review of the more widely acceptanynition-based theories (see

Bornstein and Craver-Lemley, 2004; Butler and Be2604).

2.3.1. Affect-based theories

Firstly in this respect, Berlyne’s (1978)jousal theory is founded on the premise that
exposure to a novel stimulus produces high levelsnpleasant physiological arousal.
As the stimulus is rendered increasingly familigia(the process of repeated mere
exposure), this arousal is experienced to a letsgee. In response to this, a “rebound
effect” occurs whereby the participant experienpesitive affective response for a
stimulus that was once unknown but is now familiBo. some extent, this theory is
empirically supported by findings that unfamiliand therefore unpredictable, stimuli
lead to enhanced arousal (Kruglanski and Webs®@96)1 However, Bornstein and
Craver-Lemley (2004) contend that it cannot accdantthe moderating effects of

stimulus complexity and randomized exposure seq@grand is thus incomplete.

At this point, it is perhaps helpful to note thatrBne’s (1970) theory of the MEE is
very similar to that ofuncertainty reduction (Sawyer, 1981). This cognition-based
explanation posits that uncertainty about unfamiBimuli results in a feeling of

tension. In this context, exposure is seen to reduwertainty, ease tension and thus
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enhance positive affective response to the stimulswever, the emergence of
Bornstein’s (1989) meta-analytic evidence that slus recognitiorhinders (rather than
facilitates) the MEE is potentially problematic ftire theories of Berlyne (1970) and
Sawyer (1981). Indeed, whilst it was previouslyramkledged that this assumption may
be challenged on the grounds that direct empievalence for this remains relatively
scarce and somewhat equivocal (see page 32), thistpace of it in the contemporary
psychology literature (see Bornstein and Craverdegn2004) may also undermine the
most recent affect-based explanation of mere exppshe theory ohedonic fluency
(Winkielman and Cacioppo, 2001). This is foundedtlo& premise that the processing
fluency created by mere exposuwakvays gives rise to a genuine, positive affective
reaction towards a stimulus. It is in line with lesar claims that processing fluency
inherently constitutes a pleasant experience sy, for example, relate to a feeling of
confidence in having appropriate knowledge to dedh the stimulus (Bless and
Fiedler, 1995; Schwarz, 1990), or a sense of aemewt at having successfully
recognized and interpreted it (Carver and Sché@®0; Vallacher and Nowak, 1999).
In support of theithedonic fluency theory, Winkielman and Cacioppo (2001) present
empirical evidence that processing fluency gives to a brief, unmediated positive (but
not negative) affective response; pointing to tlaet fthat this in line with the
conclusions of Rebest al. (1998) and Seamacet al. (1998). Once again, however, and
whilst acknowledging the potential fragility of hclaim, a potential limitation of this
explanation is that it does not account for the that the size of the MEE may be
limited, rather than enhanced, by a conscious sefisecognition for prior stimulus

exposure (see Bornstein, 1989; Bornstein and D’Agos 1992). Furthermore, the
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consistent and robust evidence of a reverse MEghildren (i.e. a novelty preference
bias) indicates that processing fluency is not gvassociated with positive affective
response. In light of these criticisms, and theiteoh scope and impact of previous
empirical work into the concept of hedonic fluenttyvould seem that there is a need
for far greater evidence for this theory before ara dispute the authors’ own
observation that, “in sum, the available reseascin¢onclusive regarding the positive

marking of processing fluency” (Winkielman and G@gopo, 2001: 997).

As such, and in light of the non-conscious naturéhe MEE (see page 21), the most
influential affect-based explanation may be conmsideto be theprimacy of affect
(Zajonc, 1980). The basis of Zajonc’s (1980) thewmrythat affective response to a
stimulus can occur prior to, or even in the absesicecognition and thus drive the
decision-making process. Furthermore, affect mayomstantaneously, automatically
and without high levels of conscious attention ateboration (Zajonc, 1980, 2000).
Zajonc (1980) proposes that the reason affect eomognition (used in this context as an
indicator of cognition) can occur separately is that they are reactionglifferent
elements of the stimulus. In short, he argues dffact occurs as an holistic, gestalt
response to global features of the stimulus (terrpeeferenda’), whilst recognition

occurs in relation to specific sub-features ofghmulus (termed ‘discriminada’).

Although emerging indications that the size of MEE may in fact be enhanced by

explicit memory (e.g. Lee, 2001b; Wang and Cha®§42 are potentially problematic

for theprimacy of affect theory, it nonetheless serves to provide a pakeakplanation
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for previous evidence of a larger MEE under condsgi of subliminal perception (see
Bornstein, 1989; Bornstein and D’Agostino). Furthere, it may be supported by
neuroscientific findings of a physiological basis the independence of cognition and
emotion (e.g. Elliott and Dolan, 1998; LeDoux, 1R9Bowever, Vanhuele (1994)
observes that therimacy of affect theory is yet to be validated in direct empirical
research. Moreover, he draws attention to a pdatidumitation with regard to Zajonc’s
(1980) explanation of the MEE. Essentially thisate$ to the fact thaecognition was
widely used as an indicator of cognition in the émal work that gave rise to the
primacy of affect theory (e.g. Wilson, 1979; Kuigilson and Zajonc, 1980; Zajonc,
1980). However, more recent research in the fi€ldnplicit memory has demonstrated
that, in the absence of recognition, mere exposanelead to enhanced performance in
purely cognitive tasks, such as perceptual ideatilbn of degraded stimuli, accurate
word completion and lexical decision tasks (foremiew see Bornstein, 1989). This
leads Vanhuele (1994: 265) to conclude that:
“the identification of cognition with recognitiongne of the bases of
Zajonc's argument, no longer seems justified ihtlmf this recent research.
Thus, it is possible that cognitive processingdsponsible for the mere
exposure effect.”
In support of this, a similar conclusion is subsagly drawn by Lee (2001a: 30) who,
with reference to the independence of affect arghition, observes:
“That mere exposure effects can be found not just affective judgments
lessens the viability of Zajonc's (1980, 1984) peledence hypothesis . . . If
mere exposure effects can be found with other tygegidgments, then

certainly, it would not be reasonable to postuthts a separate system is
responsible for each type of response.”

41



Such criticism, and the absence of compelling eicadirevidence for Zajonc’s (1980)
theory, prompts Butler and Berry (2004: 475) toatode that, “the largely descriptive
primacy of affect framework seems ill-equipped txaunt for the wide variety of
findings in the mere exposure literature.” In ligttthis, it is perhaps unsurprising that
cognition-based explanations of the MEE have comeldminate the psychology

literature during the last two decades; as wiltllseussed in the next section.

2.3.2. Cognition-based theories

Contrary to affect-based theories of mere exposwnest of the contemporary
psychology literature in this field has sought xplain the MEE as the result of a two-
step cognitive process, one consequence of whid@mnisllusory’ affective response
(Bornstein and Craver-Lemley, 2004). In generamgerWinkielman and Cacioppo
(2001: 990) explain this as follows:
“As a first step, processing manipulations leacatohange in a cognitive
experience of the stimulus. As a second step,qgiatits explain the change
in the experience by relating it to evaluative dhev features of the
stimulus.”

However, the specific nature of these steps isestilip debate, as illustrated in the

following review of the main cognition-based thesrof the mere exposure effect.
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2.3.2.1. Two-factor theory

In histwo-factor theory, Stang (1975) posits that the MEE occurs as dtresanhanced
cognitive arousal during thésarning of novel stimuli at low levels of exposure
frequency. In this way, he also seeks to explam méversal of this effect at high
exposure frequencies on the basis that cognitivesat is vastly reduced onberedom
occurs. The first of these stages may be seen tinti&ar to Berlyne’s (1970) arousal
theory (see previous section), but Stang (1978ssés that positive affective response
is the result of heightenecbgnitive arousal rather than a reduction in physiological
arousal. Bornstein and Craver-Lemley (2004) no& this proposition is supported by
empirical evidence that the MEE is enhanced bytivelly complex stimuli (Bornstein,

1989) and reduced by boredom and fatigue (Bornsteih, 1990).

Importantly, therefore, Stang (1975) contends #mtanced affective response is based
on a conscious, subjective feeling of familiarity Stimuli that were ‘new’ but are now
perceived as ‘old.” Whilst this may be supportedenyerging indications that the MEE
is enhanced by the subjective experience of merfwryprior exposure (Lee, 2001b;
Wang and Chang, 2004), it would appear to be as adth the influential results of
Bornstein (1989), and the subsequent interpretatianthe MEE is, in factonstrained

by stimulus recognition (see Bornstein and D’Agustil992). Given the persistence of
this assumption in the extant psychology literatigee Bornstein and Craver-Lemley,

2004), it may therefore be subject to the samacisiih as the theories of Berlyne
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(1970), Sawyer (1981) and Winkielman and Caciopp001); as outlined in the

previous section (page 38-39).

In defence of Stang (1975), however, and indeedthedse who propose that the
instigation of exposure-induced familiarity is acassary process factor in the creation
of the MEE (e.g. Berlyne, 1970; Sawyer, 1981; Wahkian and Cacioppo, 2001), prior
evidence of the moderating influence of recognitiay be accommodated by a more
detailed consideration of this factor. In this msp Mandler (1980) proposed that
recognition can occur on the basis of eitf@miliarity or a combination of this and
precise retrieval that, taken together, might lwenéelrecollection (see figure 2.2). On
this basis, it might be contended that, whilst mseeof familiarity is conducive to the
MEE (e.g. Stang, 1975), the clear, conscious e&peé of recollection is not (e.qg.

Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994).

Figure 2.2: The two bases of recognition memory (Maller, 1980)

Recognition

Recollection
Familiarity + Retrieval
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As a caveat to this, however, it should be noted tbcent empirical challenges to the
assumption that memory moderates the MEE, alsarpocate evidence of a positive
correlation between the size of this effect and tegree to which participants
experience a subjective sense of confident, comiigsed recollection; regardless of
recognition accuracy (Lee, 2001b; Wang and Chaf@42 In line with the earlier

recommendation (on page 33) that future researchldlendeavour to test (rather than
accept) the assumption that the MEE is hinderedelopgnition, therefore, the same
might be proposed with regard to the moderatiniyénfce ofrecollection in particular.

Nevertheless, the provision of empirical evidenoethe proposition that the MEE is
facilitated by familiarity in the absence of reeallion, but moderated by clear,
contextualised memory for prior exposure, wouldepttlly resolve the apparent
disparity between Stang’s two-factor theory (19@B4l the subsequent ‘misattribution’
theories that have risen to prominence in the copteary literature; details of which

are outlined in the following section.

2.3.2.2. Misattribution theories of the MEE:Non-specific activation and Perceptual

fluency/attribution

The theories ofnon-specific activation (Mandler et al., 1987) and perceptual
fluency/attribution (Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994) share aagreeal of
common ground. Both posit that the non-consciou€ENH=akin torepetition priming;
“the facilitation or bias in the processing of amstlus as a function of a recent

encounter with that stimulus” (Butler and Berry,020 468). Furthermore, this is

45



purported to occur subconsciously on the basisngblicit memory of the prior

exposures. Specifically, both theories are basedhenpremise that mere exposure
reinforces a mental image of the stimulus featules facilitates easier processing
(termedfluency) when it is subsequently encountered (Maneteal., 1987; Bornstein

and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994). In the absence of caus recollection, the source of
this processing fluency is mistakenly attributedttte inherent characteristics of the
stimulus. In research into repetition priming thes been found to include perceptions
of truthfulness (Begg and Armour, 1991) and sountume (Jacobyet al., 1988).

Moreover, in the context of the MEE, enhanced msitey fluency has been widely
misattributed to affective and, to a lesser degmEgnitive judgments (see section

2.2.1.1). This process is illustrated in figure. h8low:

Figure 2.3: An implicit perceptual priming model of the MEE
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At this point, it is perhaps important to brieflgfthe and discuss the nature of implicit
memory to the extent that it contributes to an usid@ding of the MEE. A full review
of the implicit memory literature is beyond the geoof this thesis (for detailed
discussion of this see Bowers and Marsolek, 206®)wever, a number of basic
theoretical principles from this literature are tahto the ‘misattribution’ theories of
the non-conscious MEE, and are thus worthy of hete. As a starting point for this
discussion, the difference in explicit and impliahemory processes is neatly
summarized by Krishnan and Chakravarti (1999: 9pbews:

“Explicit memory processes involve conscious reaxiibn and are seen as

stemming from a declarative or episodic system. lisiip memory

processes are ascribed to procedural or semastensy (Squire & Cohen,

1984; Tulving, 1983) and can show learning fadilta or preference

change without conscious awareness.”
The distinction between explicit and implicit memas supported by a large body of
empirical research that has found functional disgmns in performance on different
kinds of tests. Much of this work was undertakethveimnesic patients who have been
found to exhibit impairment in relation to explienemory, whilst showing no such
impairment in tests of implicit memory (e.g. Mositok et al., 1986; Squireet al.,
1993). Similarly, clinical research in other aréas found that, whilst explicit memory
is impaired, implicit memory remains unaffected tagtors such as normal ageing
(Light and Singh, 1987; Parkin, 1993), mental @a#on (Lorsbach and Worman, 1989,
1990), schizophrenia (Schwarét al., 1993), learning disabilities (Lorsbach al.,
1992), and depression (Hertel and Hardin, 1990)ddition, and within the broader

field of memory research, factors such as deptiratessing (Jacoby and Dallas, 1981;

Roedigeret al., 1992), length of retention intervals (Kolers, &69Tulving et al., 1982)
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and division of attention (Eich, 1984; Parkin andsBb, 1990) have all been found to
influence explicit, but not implicit, memory. Fudimore, implicit memory is widely
cited in the literature to differ from explicit memy in that it is immune to interference
from additional learning, either before or followgithe stimulus exposure (see reviews
by Roediger and McDermott, 1993; Rovee-Collier, ZL98chactert al., 1993). In a
similar vein, implicit memory has been found to beaffected by instructions for
directed forgetting, whilst explicit memory is impad by this factor (Basdeda al.,
1993; Paller, 1990; Russo and Andrade, 1995). Gthenlarge body of work in this
area, implicit memory is widely accepted as a rolplenomenon that is equivalent
across diverse populations, including children.(eandrum, 1997), university students
(e.g. Graf and Mandler, 1984), amnesics (e.g. Stmnna, 1986; Squiret al., 1987) and
the elderly (Light and Singh, 1987). Furthermorelike explicit memory, it has been
found to be relatively stable and persistent oiraet although, as noted previously, it
should be acknowledged that there is ongoing debst® exactly how long implicit

memory effects might endure (see page 34).

Whilst the existence and influence of implicit memnds not in dispute, however, the
nature of the mental processes by which it ocasibject to a great deal of debate. In
this respect, the earlier definition of Krishnarda@hakravarti (1999; see page 47) is
somewhat controversial as it presupposes that phisnomenon is “ascribed to
procedural or semantic systems.” On the one hduglmay be seen to incorporate the
emerging contention that implicit memory has a emteal dimension (see Rueckl,

2003). However, the traditional (and arguably damip perspective in the psychology
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literature is that implicit memory does not incorgte semantic or associative
processing and is, in fact, no more thapeeceptual representation system (Schacter,
1990; Tulving and Schacter, 1990). For this reabenprocess illustrated in figure 2.3.
(and that which may be seen to underpin the misation theories of mere exposure) is
limited to the creation and influence [drceptual representations of the stimulus form.
The possibility of conceptual implicit memory, howvee, may have important
implications for the nature and scope of the ME&tipularly in a marketing context,

and will thus be discussed in more detail subsetpésee section 2.4.1, page 53).

At this point, however, it is useful to maintain facus on the two theoretical
explanations of the MEE that are the subject o #ection;non-specific activation
(Mandler et al., 1987) andperceptual fluency/attribution (Bornstein and D’Agostino,
1992, 1994). Thus far, these theories have beerusiisd in terms of their great
similarity. Indeed, perhaps the only significarffetience between them is the degree to
which they explain the impact gfrocessing fluency on subsequent affective and
cognitive response. As Lee (2001a: 32) observes:

“Comparing the nonspecific activation account arte tperceptual
fluency/attributional model, it is apparent thag¢ ttivo are very similar and
may be two sides of the same coin. The consequehaitivation in

memory is greater accessibility and hence quickecgssing (Collins &
Loftus, 1975; Anderson, 1983). Greater processpegag is also implied by
greater ease of processing and perceptual fluendgct, is often indexed
by reaction time (e.g. Whittlesea. 1993). [Howevehe perceptual
fluency/attributional model, unlike the nonspecifictivation account, is
more explicit about the process that leads frormudtis encounter to
affective judgment.”
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In this respect, both Mandlet al. (1987) and Bornstein and D’Agostino (1992, 1994)
elucidate a process whereby the fluency that isitede by mere exposure is then
attributedto “the most parsimonious and reasonable explamatfothe experience”
(Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1994: 106-107). Impotkan however, Bornstein and
D’Agostino (1992, 1994) also identify @rrection mechanism whereby the degree to
which misattribution occurs is reduced by explitiéemory of the stimulus exposure.
This enables their theory to account for eviderita the MEE is hindered by the
presence of stimulus recognition (Seanebl., 1983; Bornstein, 1989; Bornstein and
D’Agostino 1992). Whilst, the validity of this asaption may be challenged on the
basis of emerging empirical evidence (e.g. Lee,1BQ0Nang and Chang, 2004; as
discussed in section 2.2.3.3.1, page 29), its gtersie in the contemporary literature
leads Butler and Berry (2004: 479) to claim thak tkheory of perceptual
fluency/attribution currently, “offers the best hope of a comprehem@xplanation for

the mere exposure effect.”

It may be interesting to note, however, that whitee theory of perceptual
fluency/attribution was coined by Bornstein and D’Agostino (1992, 1994)s also
apparent in the work of Jacobtyal. (1992: 803):

“memory for prior experience automatically influescthe processing and
interpretation of later events. One ubiquitous effef past experience is to
make current processing more efficient, rapid, rerft. Such fluent

processing is then unconsciously attributed to wrcs thereby giving rise
to a particular subjective experience. Errors i #ttribution process can
result in a variety of memory-based illusions.”
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In support of this claim, the authors provide ittasions of such illusions in relation to
noise judgments and ttialse fame effect (Jacobyet al. 1989); a phenomenon whereby
prior exposure to non-famous names gives rise feelng of familiarity that, in turn,
enhances the frequency with which they are mistgkjeiiged to be famous. In the
same vein, the MEE is explained as an illusoryciffe response that occurs on the
basis of misattributed processing fluency, in thesemce of recollection for prior
exposure. Importantly, however, Jacobly al., (1992) also draw attention to the
possibility that processing fluency could enhanggjective judgments of familiarity in
the absence of objective recognition for prior siius exposure; as Whittlesea (1993:
1248) explains:

“Jacoby and his associates (e.g., Jacoby, Kellepy&van, 1989) argued

that feelings of familiarity are attributions ofrcent processing fluency to

some source that seems likely. That is, when tisé ggapears to be a likely

source of current ease of processing, a feelintamiliarity will emerge.

When the present is regarded as a more likely scnfrthe same fluency, a

feeling of some present quality will emerge.”
This has important implications for the concept arehsurement of recognition in mere
exposure research, and indeed for whether meresarpas necessary at all for the
creation of fluency-based effects. It is therefdiscussed in more detail during the

following section, alongside another potential &aje to current conceptualizations of

the MEE arising from the debate over the naturienpficit memory.
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2.4. Theoretical issues and challenges to the MEE

In the previous section it was acknowledged thathe absence of a generic theory of
mere exposure, two competing schools of thoughe liaven rise to affect-based and
cognition-based theories respectively. Of these, iter — and particularly those
founded on the notion of implicit memory and mishtition — have come to represent
the most influential explanations of the MEE (se®rBtein and Craver-Lemley, 2004;
Butler and Berry, 2004). The assumptions on whiwtsé are founded, however, are
subject to challenge in three areas that, respdygtivnay have important implications
for how the MEE is explained, the degree to whithmay occur in the natural
environment and, indeed, the efficacy of this pme&oon as a route to attitude change.
The first relates to the impact of the conscioysegience of memory for prior exposure;
an issue that was discussed at length in secti®r3.2.1 (page 29) and referred to
throughout section 2.3. The second is concernek th# question of whether implicit
memory has a conceptual dimension or is entirelggmual in nature, and the third
emerges from the relatively recent conceptualisatd the false familiarity effect
(Whittlesea, 1993); a phenomenon whereby fluenayithentirely unrelated to previous
exposure exerts an influence on subsequent cogratid affect in a similar way to that
proposed in theories of the MEE. Building on presaliscussion with regard to the
first of these three issues (see page 29), therethis section is designed to elucidate
the potential implications of the other two for teeploration and explanation of mere

exposure effects.
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2.4.1. Conceptual implicit memory

The dominant misattribution theories of mere expegiMandleret al., 1987; Bornstein
and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994) are based on the assomphat implicit memory is
entirely perceptual in nature, with semantic prsoes occurring only on the basis of
conscious, elaborative encoding and retrieval. Tisell-supported in the psychology
literature (Jacoby, 1983; Graf and Mandler, 19&h&8ter, 1990; Tulving and Schacter,
1990) and implies that replication of perceptuamstus features is a necessary
condition for the MEE. Whilst it remains contentiothowever, there is some support
for the theory that implicit memory also hasaaceptual dimension (see Rueckl, 2003).
This is based on the notion that the ‘spreadingvaimdn’ underpinning semantic
memory for the meaning of a stimulus may occur matecally and implicitly (Neeley,
1977; Posner and Snyder, 1975; Swinney, 1979, 1@8@joposition that is supported
by the finding that amnesic patients are capableasning semantic information whilst
exhibiting impaired explicit memory (e.g. Graf aSdhacter, 1985). Further to this,
Ferraroet al. (2003) argue that semantic memory is to some exteplicit in that

certain relationships already exist in long-ternmmey asimplicit knowledge.

In the context of the MEE, a key implication of ceptual implicit memory is that

automatic semantic analysis might occur during eyper embedding the stimulus in a
pre-existing semantic network. On this basis, iy i@ argued that the MEE could occur
on the basis of misattributembnceptual fluency for the stimulus meaning, even when

the perceptual features of the stimulus are ndicagpd at test. This fluency could, for
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example, be triggered by the activation (i.e. pnest@on) of associated cues in the
semantic network or the use of an analogous cua different modality (e.g. the

auditory presentation of a word that was previopsgsented visually).

The notion of conceptual implicit memory could thsve significant implications for
both theories and applications of the MEE. Firstiyyould require that the influential
theory of perceptual fluency/attribution (Bornsteand D’Agostino, 1992, 1994) be
extended to include the possibility of an MEE tietbased on automatic semantic
analysis, implicit memory for the stimulus meaningd conceptual fluency at test (as
illustrated in figure 2.4). Secondly, by removingetneed for perceptual matching
between exposure and test, implicit conceptual nmgmwuld provide a foundation for
the MEE to occur across modalities in the naturalirenment. In the context of
marketing communication, for example, visual expeso the brand name via above-
the-line advertising may not only result in peregptfluency effects when the same
stimulus is seen on, say, product packaging, bad athen it is verbalised in other
elements of the promotions mix (e.g. TV, radio, @vof-mouth, personal selling).
Theoretically, therefore, the notion of an MEE thatnot dependent on implicit
perceptual processing significantly broadens tleguency with which it might be

expected to influence attitudes and decision-makirtge natural environment.
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Figure 2.4: An implicit conceptual priming model ofthe MEE
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Within the strict confines of the MEE paradigm, lewsr, there remains no robust
empirical evidence that this phenomenon can anséhe basis of conceptual fluency
alone. This is perhaps due to the fact that susbareh is fraught with methodological
difficulties. In perhaps the most prominent studyhis nature, for example, Whittlesea
(1993) utilised an exposure phase in which paicip read a phrase presented on a
computer screen with the final word missing, elthe waves gently rocked the ...
The final word of the sentence was then presembadediately afterwards on a separate
screen. This word was manipulated to be either reerg (e.g. boat) or incongruent
(e.g. leaf) with the sentence, with congruent wqrdserred relatively more often. The
author explains this finding with reference to emted conceptual fluency as a result of
the predictive context of the preceding phrase,the expected nature of these words
made their meaning easier to process and this ealldtuency subsequently gave rise
to positive affect. However, Lee (2001a) argueds thach an interpretation is not

necessarily appropriate in the context of the MEE;phenomenon that relates

55



specifically to the influence afinreinforced repeated exposure to the target stimulus
alone. Contrary to this, she argues that the piigdioature of the preceding sentence in
Whittlesea’s (1993) experiment could lead to aifeelof expectation that is then

reinforced by congruent words, giving rise to pgsiaffect.

Indeed, Whittlesea’s (1993) study, and the subsequeticism of Lee (2001a),
highlights an important distinction between the MEBd classical conditioning
(Pavlov, 1927); a similar phenomenon whereby affeatesponse to a given stimulus is
influenced by repeated association with other dtivs will be discussed in chapter 4,
Baker (1999: 32) specifically compares the influerod mere exposure and classical
conditioning on consumer attitudes; finding simikffects via different mechanisms,
and concluding that the advantage of the MEE inketarg communication is that it is
“less difficult to implement . . . but may produag identical effect.” In the context of
this discussion, however, the critical distinctitm note is that the MEE relates to
repeatedunreinforced exposure to a given stimulus in isolation. By casit, classical
conditioning relates to the=inforcement of stimulus meaning by the context in which it
is repeatedly presented. In relation to semantimang, classical conditioning might
therefore be considered to be based on the creattiassociations between two or more
external stimuli. Conversely, a conceptually-bakttE would relate to the embedding
of the newly encountered stimulus into an exiseegantic memory network. It should
be stressed, however, that the concept of an MBEgtbased on semantic analysis and
conceptual fluency remains highly contentious. &uwethe received wisdom in

psychology continues to be underpinned by Schact(@996) assertion that semantic
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memory is dependent on conscious elaboration aep l@wel processing. As such, it is
perhaps prudent for marketing research (and pé#atlguthat which constitutes the
empirical phase of this thesis) to be developedihen assumption that the MEE is
underpinned by implicit perceptual representatiohthe exposed stimuli; in line with

the theories of Mandlest al. (1987) and Bornstein and D’Agostino (1992, 1994).

2.4.2. Alternative sources of perceptual fluency ahthe ‘false familiarity’ effect

As discussed in section 2.3.2.2 (page 45), the damtimisattribution theories of mere
exposure (Mandleet al., 1987; Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994) pdisdt the
MEE essentially constitutes an illusory affectivecognitive response, arising on the
basis of misattributed processing fluency in theealse of recollection for the source.
Inherent in this explanation is the premise tha #ource of this fluency is prior
exposure. This assumption, however, may be undednby research indicating that
enhanced processing fluency can occur as a reduditlo past exposure and the inherent
characteristics of the stimulus (in the presentyrtiermore, in the absence of
recollection for prior exposure, this fluency mighe misattributed in the same way
regardless of the basis on which it occurs (Wisetle 1993). Empirical evidence for this
is provided by Rebeet al. (1998: 48), who manipulated processing fluencythize
mechanisms; visual priming, figure-ground conteasd exposure duration. On the basis
that a subsequent affect-bias was observed inasd) the authors concluded that:

“preference for neutral stimuli can be enhancedranipulations of fluency

in the perceptual domain, independently of stimuépsetition . . . We assume

that this facilitation leads to a subjective expede of processing fluency,

which is then attributed to the quality of the silos, as proposed by the two-
step account of mere-exposure effects.”
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Whilst the interpretation of visual priming resuitsthis study might be questioned on
the grounds that this effectively constitutes peaposure, those relating to the other
manipulations would certainly appear to providedewce in support of the authors’
conclusion (above). Furthermore, the weight of ¢hf@sdings is enhanced by a growing
body of empirical work that specifically supporteet proposition that stimulus
characteristics in the present may give rise toistaken sense of familiarity (i.e. a
misattribution to factors in the past). Tfase familiarity effect (Whittlesea, 1993) is
empirically supported by research in which the emisie which stimuli are perceptually
processed is manipulated to produce a false sdrfsendiarity in the absence of prior
exposure. In this respect, successful manipulatiavve included the level of stimulus-
masking (Whittlesea&t al., 1990; Lindsay and Kelley, 1996) and exposure tohuraat
test (Whittlesea, 1993). In addition, a number wides have demonstrated that the
enhancement of conceptual fluency also results seresse of false familiarity in the
absence of prior exposure (e.g. Jacoby, 1983; Reedtial., 1989). For example, such
evidence has been obtained by test manipulatiorsemiantic context (Roediger and
McDermott, 1995; Whittlesea, 1993) and by the prestéon of words associated with a
(non-presented) category ‘prototype’ (Stadktr al., 1999). In this respect, prior
exposure to the words ‘bounce’, ‘rubber’ and ‘royrior instance, may result in a false
feeling that the word ‘ball’ had also been preséntethis list. This is referred to as the
prototype-familiarity effect, it has a long histarythe scientific literature (since Deese,
1959) and has been replicated on numerous occagsses McDermott, 1996;

McDermott and Roediger, 1998; McEvelal., 1999; Whittlesea, 2002).
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The false familiarity effect (Whittlesea, 1993) may be seen to pose an important
challenge to the MEE; particularly, in relation tbe fact that the influential
misattribution theories of mere exposure incorpothe possibility that (in the absence
of recollection) it is the suggestion, rather tithe occurrence of prior exposure that
leads to an illusion of familiarity (Mandlest al., 1987; Bornstein and D’Agostino,
1992, 1994). As such, even under conditions of neqgosure without recollection
there is no guarantee that familiarity ¢gaused by this, rather than some inherent
characteristic of the stimulus. As Whittlesea (19B8336) explains:

“The relationship between perceptual fluency amdiffarity is complicated

by the fact that fluency of performance can reBuoltn, and can sensibly be

attributed to, sources in either the past or thesgmt. Just as prior

experience of an object facilitates current proogsso do many factors in

the present, including visual clarity, absence wstrdction, and coherent

organization of the stimuli . . . In consequencse wf the “fluency

heuristic” can result in erroneous attributionsaof influence of present

factors to an influence of the past, or of paduarice to present factors.”
In the same way that exposure-induced processiregmdéy may be expected to give rise
to affective and cognitive response, thereforeerfty that arises by another means
might also be expected to result in the same outcdmdeed, in addition to false
familiarity, illusory affective response has beenrid in the absence of mere exposure.
For example, both Rebeet al. (1998) and Winkielman and Cacioppo (2001)

demonstrate enhanced affective response to stithati were presented for longer

durations at test, and thus became easier to [@oces
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Taken together, therefore, the studies reviewethim section indicate that both false
familiarity and positive affect may be experien@sa result of processing fluency that
arises from stimulus characteristics in the presether than exposure in the past.
These are synonymous with the effects of mere exppand in line with the attribution
elements of the theories ndn-specific activation (Mandleret al., 1987) andgerceptual
fluency/attribution (Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994). For theason, it might be
argued that future research into the MEE shouldrppmrate a means by which to
specifically link the observed effects to the expesphase of the study. In addition,
direct comparison of the MEE and other fluency &fde.g. the FFE; Whittlesea, 1993)
may constitute an important direction for furthesearch in this field. Indeed, this issue
does not seem to have been addressed since W4atded 993) call for research to
examine the relative the size and nature of the M&& FFE. Such an undertaking may
be particularly important in a marketing contex@atidress the question of whether it is
desirable, or even necessary, to use mere expdsommiques to enhance fluency
effects. Should the MEE and FFE prove to be entieguivalent, it may be more cost
effective to enhance processing fluency by simmieding brand stimuli that are

inherently easier to process, either perceptuatlgceptually or both.

Although a detailed exploration of the differenbetween the MEE and FFE is beyond
the scope of this thesis, therefore, it must benaskedged that evidence for the former
may only be apparent if it can be effectively digtiished from the latter. To this end,
the empirical phase of this thesis incorporates important methodological

advancement in the sense that it explicitly linkserved preference bias to the exposure
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phase. One of the means by which this is achieved gtimulus pretesting) was
planned, whilst a second approach emerged as # oésexploratory comparison of
preference rates under conditions of subliminal aograliminal exposure. These
elements of the research design will be discussetkiail during part 1l of the thesis,
with the results of comparative analysis then presgkin chapter 7 (section 7.5.1, page
338). During the final section of this chapter, lever, it is perhaps useful to consider
the implications of all the issues discussed atamg more broadly, the current state of
psychological understanding for the exploration application of the MEE in a

marketing context.

2.5. Implications for marketing research and appliation

To this point, the chapter has sought to provideritical review of the extant
psychology literature. In the context of this tlsesiowever, it is important to bring the
chapter to a close with a discussion of the spedifplications of this for the
exploration and application of the MEE in a mankgtcontext. This is complicated to
some extent by the emerging nature of scientifdenstanding with regard to the MEE;
as illustrated by ongoing debates in the literatte@ewed in this chapter (e.g. the
influence of recognition and recollection, the duility of the effect and, in particular,
the absence of a generic theory or mere exposHi@)ever, on the basis of those
aspects that would appear to be central to theoeaqpdn and explanation of the MEE in

the psychology literature, it is possible to digtiree fundamental propositions; the
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testing of which might be expected to facilitateodust examination of the existence,
size, direction and nature of the MEE in a marlgtantext:
P1: Mere exposure to a marketing stimulus willuefice affective response
to that stimulus when it is subsequently encoudtéZajonc, 1968; see pg 18)
P2: The size of the marketing-based mere exposteet svill be hindered by
the presence of accurate recognition memory foketerg stimulus exposure
(Bornstein, 1989; Bornstein and D’Agostino, 199 pg. 30)
P3: The size of the marketing-based mere exposteet svill be hindered by
a subjective sense of confident, contextualizedliection for prior exposure

to the marketing stimulus; regardless of recogniiocuracy (see pg. 45)

Additionally, however, it should be noted that thearketing stimuli to which

participants are exposed, and required to makemed¢s upon, in the empirical phase
of this thesis are novel brand names (as will bglaged in chapter 5, page 189). As
noted previously (on page 26), such stimuli commdake the form of either real or
pseudo-words in the natural marketing environmerdt may thus be subject to the
meta-analytic effect size differences observed bynBtein (1989); although it should
be noted that this has yet to be empirically tegted marketing context. As such, an
additional proposition may be deemed to be both relevant andssary to the empirical

work in this thesis:

P4: The marketing-based mere exposure effect wikignificantly larger for

real-word brand names than it will for pseudo-wbrdnd names
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Importantly, in each of the above propositions ‘enexposure’ is defined dwxief,

repeated exposure to a stimulus in isolation; reflecting the original definition of Zajonc
(1968; see page 18) and highlighting the unreimfdroature of direct priming that
distinguishes the MEE from similar phenomena (edgssical conditioning).
Furthermore, however, it is perhaps useful to dualhe basis on which these
propositions might be expected to provide a fouodafor the extension of mere
exposure research in the marketing domain; andauiticplar that which is the focus of

this thesis.

Firstly, in this respect, whilst proposition 1 igoported by a great deal of evidence from
abstract psychological experimentation (as disaugbeoughout this chapter), it is
important to specifically investigate the extentmoich these findings may be replicated
in a marketing context. Secondly, in light of odoaal evidence for a reverse MEE in
adults (e.g. Crandadt al., 1973; Heyduk, 1975), and in particular the faetttone such
study is published in the marketing literature (L#894), it may be argued that robust
testing of thedirection of the mere exposure effect remains an importask for
marketing researchers at this juncture. For thasoa, proposition 1 is carefully worded
to accommodate the possibility of both positive aedative affect-bias as a result of
mere exposure. Thirdly, whilst the premise that BEE is hindered by recognition
memory - and in particular that which is based onfident, contextualised recollection
of prior exposure - underpins the influential mishttion theories of mere exposure

(Mandleret al., 1987; Bornstein and D’Agistino, 1992, 1994), dirempirical findings
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in this respect are relatively scarce and somewbhaivocal (see page 32). As such, it
was previously noted that future mere exposurearebeshould endeavour to test the
proposition that memory moderates the MEE, rathantmake assumptions in this
respect. To this end, propositions 2 and 3 aregdedi to provide a comprehensive
examination of what is arguably one of the mostdrtgnt, interesting and increasingly

controversial aspects of the MEE.

Finally, it has been stressed that previous supmprévidence for the moderating
influence of recognition memory is primarily basadthe use of subliminal exposure as
a means by which to eliminate subsequent consomamory in the experimental setting
(Bornstein, 1989; Seamaat al., 1983; Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992; see page 29
As such, it is as yet unclear as to whether theecdment of the MEE in these studies
is a consequence of subliminal perception or thermmediate non-conscious processes
of implicit memory. Whilst this may represent anpiontant direction for future MEE
research in the psychology literature, it is oftatar relevance in the context of
marketing. In this domain, subliminal advertisingshcome to be regarded as
inconsequential following the debunking of initi&vidence’ of its substantive
influence (see Broyles 2006). At the same time, éwew, empirical support for the
effects of non-conscious intermediate processitigviing supraliminal perception has
become increasingly common in the consumer liteeafgee Chartrand, 2005). For
example, non-conscious goal activation (Chartreindl., 2005), behavioural mimicry
(Dijksterhuiset al., 2005) and the marketing placebo effect (Sdtial., 2005) have all

been found to influence consumer behaviour in teeace of conscious awareness (and
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following supraliminal perception); as will be dissed in detail during chapter I8.
light of this, it may be argued that resolution tbfs issue might have significant
implications for the conceptualization, applicatiand impact of the MEE in the
marketing domain. For example, evidence to supploet original speculation of
Bornstein (1989) that increases in the size of MieE are due to the experience of
subliminal perception (and an accompanying absehdm®mredom and fatigue) may be
seen to provide the first, robust evidence of hawliminal advertising may have a
substantive effect on audience attitudes and pefes. Given the serious ethical
challenges to this form of persuasive communicatiwidlespread public concern and
opposition, and thus the reluctance of advertiserd marketers to adopt subliminal
techniques, however, the most likely implicatiortla$ finding would be to marginalize
the concept of mere exposure in marketing theogyc@trast, anon-conscious MEE
would contribute to the growing literature on com&n behaviour in the absence of

awareness, regardless of the nature of perce@wi{l be discussed in chapter 3).

As such, it may be argued that, if the MEE is teuase an influential role in marketing
theory and practice, an important challenge forket@mg-based mere exposure research
(and thus one of the primary aims of this thesigpiprovide a demonstration — or, more
accurately perhaps, an examination - of ibe-conscious MEE in particular; i.e. that
which occurs in the absence of recognition (anthgges, more specificallygcollection)
following supraliminal perception. Not only mighti$ be expected to make a significant
contribution to the broad theoretical understandoigthe MEE (in the realms of
psychology), it addresses what is arguably onehef most important factors in the

extent to which this phenomenon may be deemed toelmyant, acceptable and
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applicable by marketing academics and practitioaéke. Furthermore, it is directly in
line with Zajonc’s (1968: 1) original definition dhe MEE; i.e. that which is “just
accessible to the individual's perception.” Withstin mind, the operational definition
of ‘mere exposure’ in the propositions above (sagep62) should perhaps be further
refined as thdorief, repeated exposure of a stimulus in isolation, at a level that is just

per ceptible to the audience.

2.6. Conclusion

The purpose of this chapter has been to providectaildd review of the extant

psychology literature, incorporating the large badyesearch that has so far sought to
examine and explain the existence, size and natutee MEE. In this respect, it is

important to recognize that, whilst the existentéhs phenomenon is not in dispute, a
generic theory of mere exposure remains elusivés labsence, a number of competing
explanations have emerged that may be categoriz¢deobasis that they emphasise the
role of affect or cognition. Whilst the latter haseme to be acknowledged as the most
likely source of a unified theory of mere expos(see Butler and Berry, 2004), the

assumptions on which these accounts are foundetbartheless subject to a number of
emerging theoretical (and occasionally empiriciidlienges that may have important

implications for the explanation, exploration affficacy of the MEE.

Firstly, the fact that stimulus recognition may wcon the basis of familiarity and/or
recollection has potentially important implicatiofts both theories of mere exposure

and the empirical measurement of this phenomenamthé&rmore, recent indications that
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recognition — and, in particular, the subjectivpenence of this — might be expected to
enhance, rather than moderate, the MEE (Lee, 200abg and Chang, 2004; Newell
and Shanks, 2007) highlight the importance of asking, rather than accepting, the
influence of memory in future mere exposure reseaBecondly, the possibility that
implicit memory has a semantic dimension that f@tés non-conscious conceptual
fluency may not only require revision of the dornmbanisattribution theories of mere
exposure (see page 45), but may also increasectipe 9y which the MEE might be
expected to occur across modalities in the naemalronment. However, it should be
noted that, in the continued absence of widesptteaaretical acceptance of conceptual
implicit memory (and robust empirical evidence)cdnnot yet be regarded as a strong
foundation on which to explore the effects of mexposure in an applied context (such
as marketing). Finally, the emergence of thise familiarity effect (Whittlesea, 1993)
challenges the notion that exposure is requiredptoduce both perceptual and
conceptual fluency effects; indicating instead tthas may simply be the product of
inherent stimulus characteristics. This work isgpbially important as it suggests that,
whilst mere exposure may be sufficient for creatprgcessing fluency (and thus
subsequent affective and cognitive response), yt mad be necessary and, indeed, might
not be the most influential factor in previous destoations of the MEE. In light of this,

it may be argued that future empirical studiesciuding that which is the focus of this
thesis - must seek to distinguish this phenomenom the FFE (Whittlesea, 1993) by

specifically linking the observed effects to thepesure phase of the study.
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In conclusion, therefore, this chapter has sougtgrovide a comprehensive review of
the vast and complex psychology literature that éaserged over four decades of
research into thenere exposure effect (Zajonc, 1968); with the intention of establishing
a detailed theoretical foundation on which to edtenere exposure research in the
marketing domain. In this respect, it is argued tha essential characteristics of the
MEE - or at least those factors that are at thertheh the various theoretical
explanations of this phenomenon - may be encagsulah three fundamental
propositions. Alongside these, onedditional proposition is formulated in
acknowledgment of the potential for stimulus-sgeatfifferences when real-word and
pseudo-word brand names are the subject of emipigsaarch into the MEE (as they
will be in this thesis). The central question foanketers is whether each of these
propositions can be robustly supported in the cdré& marketing communication. In
order to assess the extent to which this has doefam achieved, a critical review of the
extant empirical research in the marketing domalhb& undertaken in chapter 4. Prior
to this, however, and on the basis of the discussfar, the following chapter provides
a critical review of how the MEE has been, could led perhaps should be

conceptualised in the context of marketing theory.

68



Chapter 3

Conceptualising the MEE in Marketing Theory
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3.1. Introduction

At the heart of this thesis is an exploration oivhmarketing communication influences
attitudes at extremely low levels of attention asdgagement; conditions that
characterize a large proportion of the current meaid consumption environment (Ha
and Litman, 1997; Maclnniet al., 1991; Skinner and Stephens, 2003). Traditionally,
models of decision-making and advertising effe@gehbeen rooted in the notion that
consumers pay attention to, and consciously progessluct, brand and company
information prior to making informed decisions. Hower, these models are likely to be
of limited use in the contemporary context of mialngonscious attention, processing
and mindful analysis/evaluation. By contrast, iargued that the mere exposure effect
(MEE) provides a relevant paradigm within which waderstand the influence of

marketing communications under such conditions i{B@in and Craver-Lemley, 2004).

A critical review of empirical research into the nketing-based MEE will be

undertaken in the following chapter. Prior to tHadwever, it is perhaps important to
provide a detailed discussion as to the relevamzk rale of this phenomenon in
marketing theory. In this respect, the MEE is aldyanost germane to the specific field
of consumer information processing; a boundary-spantradition of research at the
interface between consumer behaviour and markengmunication (as illustrated in

figure 3.1 below).
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Figure 3.1.: Contextualising the MEE in the marketng domain

Consumer
Information
Processing

Marketing
Communication

Consumer
Behaviour

The purpose of this chapter, therefore, is to ocdotdise the MEE in relation to
marketing theory, and specifically that pertaintogconsumer information processing
(CIP). The field of CIP has been of great intetestesearchers seeking to understand
the influence of marketing communication on consuraditudes and behaviour;
resulting in a very large, complex and multi-didiciary body of work (for a review see
Kitchen and Spickett-Jones, 2003). The discussiothis chapter is not intended to
provide an exhaustive review but rather to fad#ita critical discussion of how the
MEE is currently understood in this domain. In tmespect, previous attempts to
contextualise this phenomenon are evident in tet@@ams of the CIP literature:
a) Involvement theory and the ‘integrative models’ioformation processing to
which this has given rise;
b) Non-cognitive consumer processing (i.e. the geraraand influence of affect
and emotion in consumer decision-making); and

c) Non-conscious consumer processing

71



In order to facilitate a critical review of the eghnce of mere exposure research in CIP
theory the chapter is divided into three main sastj addressing each of the above areas
in turn (as illustrated in figure 3.2.). On thissim it aims to develop a clear
understanding of how the MEE has been, could bepartthps should be conceptualised
in marketing theory. In conjunction with chapterti@is chapter is designed to provide a
comprehensive theoretical foundation on which tovettgp a critical review of
marketing-specific studies of the mere exposurecef{chapter 4), and indeed the
forthcoming empirical work in this thesis. The ctapbegins, therefore, with a review
of the MEE in the context of involvement theory,oprto a discussion of this
phenomenon with regard to affective and non-comsci@onsumer processing

respectively.

Figure 3.2: Structure of chapter 3

1. Introduction

J L
2. Involvement theory & the MEF

i

3. Non-cognitive consumer processing & the MEHE

*  The cognitive perspective
u »  Affect-based theories

I
» Integrative models of consumer processing

4. Non-conscious consumer processing & the MEE

e Perception
e Intermediate processing
e QOutcomes

5. Relevance of the MEE in marketing theory

J T
6. Conclusion
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3.2. Involvement theory and the MEE

Simply stated, consumer involvement can be seethaswillingness and ability to
identify and process detailed, issue-relevant mdion in relation to a consumption
decision. It is mediated by the degree of percengdand personal relevance inherent
in the decision (Bloch, 1981; Celsi and Olsen, 1988rmunden, 1985; Laurent and
Kapferer, 1985; Zaichowsky, 198%)owever, this ‘entry’ into the concept masks some
of the different perspectives given to it in theedature. For example, in behavioural
terms it has been considered in terms of informasiearch activities (Richingt al.,
1992; Roselius, 1971; Stone, 1984), motivationrtmvigle information and opinions to
others (Bloch and Richins, 1983; Feich and Pri@871 Richins and Root-Schaffer,
1988), cognition (e.g. enhanced processing of ketanformation via engagement of
the left cerebral hemisphere; Stone, 1984; VaudB80; 1986), and affect (Park and
Young, 1983). The question as to what consumersimrelved’ with has also been
approached from a number of different perspectiveésr example, involvement has
been defined with regard to advertisements, predumbhd purchase decisions
(Zaichowsky, 1986), and as both enduring and sdoat (Bloch and Richins, 1983;

Houston and Rothschild, 1978; Laurent and Kapfdr@85; Richins and Bloch, 1986).

However, perhaps the most pertinent conceptualisati the context of this thesis is
that of audience versusactor involvement, whereby “the audience is engaged in
acquiring knowledge, [whilst] the actor executedqrenance based on already acquired

knowledge” (Greenwald and Leavitt, 1984: 583). histrespect, actor involvement
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relates to the extent to which consumers seekagiapntion to, and cognitively process
detailed, issue-relevant information throughout thecision-making process. By
contrast,audience involvement is specifically concerned with proéegsresponses to
marketing communications; closely reflecting thegimal observations of Krugman
(1965: 352) that the largely passive processingatasingly repetitive advertising had
resulted in a situation whereby, “much of the intpat television is in the form of
learning without involvement.” Audience involvemesithus specifically defined as:
“the allocation of attentional capacity to a megsagurce, as needed to
analyze the message at one of a series of incghasiabstract
representational levels” (Greenwald and Leavitg4t991).
Taken together therefore, the concepts of audiemzk actor involvement span the
boundaries of consumer behaviour and marketing aamgations, encompassing the
full range of information processing that occursamen advertising exposure and brand
choice. In this respect, audience involvement may Seen to directly mediate
advertising effects in which “the practical concem more with the consumer’s
acquiring (rather than using) knowledge” (Greenwaltd Leavitt, 1984: 583). By
contrast, actor involvement is a critical mediatdrthe extent to which advertising

effects subsequently influence consumer decisiokimgaand product/brand choice.

It is in these terms, therefore, that the relevamicthe MEE to the field of consumer
information processing might be most clearly unted. Specifically, it may be argued
that the MEE provides a paradigm for exploring, emsthnding and influencing the
processing of marketing communications under canttof extremely lowaudience

involvement. As a result, it has implications fbetdesign, planning and execution of
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marketing communication (as will be discussed iaptar 8). However, it should be
acknowledged that subsequent effects on brand €&y be magnified by situations
in which consumers are unable or unwilling to comssly retrieve and utilize detailed
information from explicit memory in the decision-kirdg process, i.e. in the context of
low actor involvement. With echoes of Stang’s (1975) twotdactheory of mere
exposure (see chapter 2, page 43), Janiszewsks:(B99) explains this as follows:
“In the event a consumer has subjective advertisiigrmation and
discounts it, familiarity becomes one of the fewnaning cues for
decision-making. Hence, whenever consumers do mtivety use
recognition or frequency information to discounte tlinfluence of
familiarity, familiarity is likely to exert a bias.
In summary, therefore, involvement theory may pidevan important and mutually
dependent context in which to understand the relevaof the MEE to consumer
information processing. In the following sectionill be argued that the lowest points
of the involvement spectrum (as defined by Petty @acioppo, 1981; Greenwald and
Leavitt, 1984; Maclnnis and Jaworski, 1989) effeelty describe the conditions under
which the marketing-based MEE might be expectedcur. At the same time, mere
exposure provides a paradigm within which to exglonnderstand and influence
communication effects at the very lowest levelsnyolvement. This is perhaps best
illustrated by a series of ‘integrative models’ tflye@nd Cacioppo, 1983; Greeewald and
Leavitt, 1984; Maclnnis and Jaworski, 1989) thatehaought to explain the mediating

role of involvement in consumer processing andsiecimaking. A critical discussion

of how each of these accommodates the MEE is peadviid the subsection below.

75



3.2.1. The MEE and integrative models of consumenvolvement and processing

The earliest and, arguably, most influential theafy how involvement mediates
communication effects is the Elaboration Likelihddddel (Petty and Cacioppo, 1983;
see figure 3.3 below). As MacInnis and JaworskB@45) observe:

“Petty and Cacioppo's Elaboration Likelihood Mod@&LM) added

considerable parsimony to attitude research by estggy that various

attitude formation processes could be classified two general types;

those that take considerable effort/cognitive reses and those that

require little thinking.”
Significantly, the ELM incorporates the notion tiperceived risk moderates the degree
of involvement and in turn the likelihood of ‘eladation’; elaboration being the degree

to which consumers engage in detailed informatiearch, purposeful processing and

proactive dissemination in relation to the decisiontext.

Figure 3.3: Routes to attitude formation and consurar decision-making: The ELM
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A

Low elaboration
likelihood
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Cognitive/emotional
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(Source: Shimp, 1997)
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On the basis that risk/relevance moderates invadvgmand that this subsequently
moderates elaboration, Petty and Cacioppo (188itify the message forms that are
likely to be effective at different levels of inwa@ment. They argue that the
effectiveness of the message form rests on tworgenautes to attitude change. The
central route includes informational cues, thergjtie of arguments and the quality of
evidence, and is proposed to be the route by whighly involved consumers actively
move towards consumption decisions. By contrastpéripheral route is characterized
by the use of simple decision-rules, triggered bgscsuch as imagery, brand names and

music, to move passively [and rapidly] towards astonption decision.

The ELM has clear implications for the message fotinat are likely to be effective for
consumers at different levels of involvement. lis tlespect, highly involved consumers
are seen to be receptive to rich, relevant infoiwnat cues that enable them to assess
the quality and strength of the message contemtlde and resolve counter-arguments,
and thus reduce their level of perceived risk (Blecal., 1986; Chaiken, 1980, 1987,
Fishbein and Ajzen, 1981; Houston, 1979). In additto habits and routines, low
involvement consumers will, it is claimed, seelutitise peripheral cues, such as music,
imagery, endorser characteristics and source dliégliblikability or attractiveness
(Petty and Cacioppo 1979, 1981, Pedtyl., 1983; Yalch and Elmore-Yalch 1984; see
Petty and Cacioppo 1986)he relatively low level of perceived risk that low
involvement consumers experience enables themrto &ititudes more quickly and
effortlessly using simple heuristics (Peg#tyal., 1983).Importantly, however, the nature

of the cue itself does not necessarily determmeale in a central or peripheral route to
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attitude formation (Pettgt al., 1983) Rather, the essential factor is the extent to which
the cue facilitates mindful information processijwip the central route] or simple
decision shortcuts [via the peripheral route]:

“The critical feature of the central route to pesso is that an attitude

change is based on a diligent consideration ofrinédion that a person

feels is central to the true merits of an issu@rduct. This information

may be conveyed visually, verbally, or in source oressage

characteristics. (Pettyet al., 1983: 144)
On this foundation a clear distinction has emergetiveen high and low involvement
processing in consumer behaviour. Fueseal. (1984), for example, asserted that
consumers only engage in systematic cognitive ping when they are highly
involved; a situation that is anything but the noaccording to Chaiken (1987). In
situations of low involvement consumers may nobetate on information, their needs
or their purchase intentions (Belk, 1985). Nor whiéy engage in extensive information
search and evaluation, or receive information igtling more than a passive way
(Krishnan and Shapiro, 1999). Nonetheless, adwegtisnay still influence affective

response (Petty and Cacioppo, 1985) and branddsst(Batra and Ray, 1986; Droge,

1989) under these conditions.

However, the ELM does not explicitly recognise tpetential influence of non-

conscious processes in consumer information progesRather the concepts of low
involvement and peripheral processing inherentlguase a degree of conscious,
attentive processing and thus a likelihood of expiemory for the stimulus exposure.
Indeed, explicit recall constitutes a dependeniabée in some empirical studies of the

ELM (e.g. Rao and Burnkrant, 1991). In responsthi®y Greenwald and Leavitt (1984;
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see figure 3.4) extend the dichotomous ELM by swixihg the basic levels of low and

high involvement to create four levels of involvarhe

1. Preattention - processing limited to sensory buftepand feature analysis

2. Focal attention — during which perceptual and seim@anocessing may occur

3. Comprehension — incorporating syntactic analysid; a

4. Elaboration - at which point complex conceptuallgsia may occur

Figure 3.4: Immediate and enduring effects associadl with 4 levels of involvement

Preattention Focal attention Comprehension Elaboration
Sensory buffering Perceptual & Syntactic Conceptual
& feature analysis [®| semantic processing" analysis > analysis

Analysis, activation and production of coc required by nexlevel of processin

None?

None?

As illustrated above, Greenwald and Leavitt (1984)vide a model of communication

effects that draws specifically on the underlyingsés of audience involvement;

Sensory trace (image) Propositional Conceptual
formation trace formation trace
formation
Affective conditioning Message-based Cognitive
Mere exposure - liking persuasion response-
based
persuasion

Audience
involvement

Information
processing
stages

Immediate
effects

Enduring
cognitive
effects

Enduring
attitudinal
effects

Source: Greenwald and Leavitt (1984)

attention andlevel of processing. As the authors explain:
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“The four levels differ in the abstractness of syiitbactivity used in the

analysis of an incoming message. The progress@n fireattention (the

lowest level) through elaboration (the highest) assumed to be

accompanied by the allocation of increasing [atterat] capacity, which

is required for increasingly abstract analysesnebiming information.”

(Greenwald and Leavitt, 1984: 584)
In this respect, the focus on attention and levelpmcessing as the defining
characteristics of involvement, and in particutee acknowledgement that cognitive and
attitudinal effects may occur with little or no eitive processing and elaboration,
facilitates, for the first time, an explicit acknimgdgement of the potential for tmeere
exposure effect (Zajonc, 1968) in advertising. In the light of treview in the previous
chapter, however, Greenwald and Leavitt's (1984fegarization of the MEE as
essentially the result of focal attentive procegsuould appear to be out of line with the
influential misattribution theories of mere expas(@Mandleret al., 1987; Bornstein and
D’Agostino, 1992, 1994; see page 45); both of whiaficate that this phenomenon is
underpinned by the non-conscious processes of ¢gipliemory. Specifically, these
theories are founded on the assumption that the MBihdered by explicit memory for
previous exposure; as evidenced by findings of rgelaeffect under conditions of
subliminal perception (Bornstein, 1989; Bornstema &'Agostino, 1992). Whilst it was
previously acknowledged that this assumption magutect to challenge in the light of
emerging evidence to the contrary (e.g. Lee, 200Thng and Chang, 2004; see page
32), it remains apparent in the contemporary megpesure literature (see Bornstein and
Craver-Lemley, 2004). From this perspective, thmesf and as the likelihood of

conscious recall increases with attentional capdsé#e Brown and Craik, 200@0 the

size and frequency of the MEE might be expectedirtanish. On this basis, the MEE
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might be more accurately characterized as a fumaifahe first (preattentive) level of
processing in figure 3.4 (page 79). Indeed, it &hbe noted that Greenwald and Leavitt
(1984: 587) originally acknowledged the possibibfythis, but cited a lack of empirical
evidence at the time of publication:
“The question marks in the rows for enduring cagaitand attitudinal
effects of preattention reflect a currently verytivae controversy as to
whether any such effects exist. There continuedbdono confidently
established support for claims of various typesladting effects of
‘subliminal’ communications.”
As discussed in chapter 2 (page 21), however, rafisignt body of empirical research
has since shed light on the non-conscious natuteeoMEE. Whilst it remains unclear
as to whether explicit recollection limits or mafygs the size of the effect (see chapter
2, page 29), it is not disputed that the effectignificantly larger under conditions of
subliminal perception (see Bornstein, 1989; Boinst:nd Craver-Lemley, 2004). As
such, it is perhaps fair to assume that the coscefriGreenwald and Leavitt (1984)

have now been allayed, and the MEE may also begaared as a function of

preattentive processes in the context of their mhode

Since the work of Greenwald and Leavitt (1984), beer, theories of involvement-
based advertising effects have largely ignoredikeee exposure phenomenon, taking a
similar view of low involvement processing to tlesddent in the ELM (e.g. MacKenzie
and Lutz, 1989; Heath, 2004). To a degree, howeareexception may be observed in
the work of MacInnis and Jaworski (1989), in whitle authors seek to further refine
the models of Petty and Cacioppo (1983) and Grelehatd Leavitt (1984) into an

integrative framework of information processinge($igure 3.5).
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Figure 3.5: An Integrated Model of Information Processing from Advertisements
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(Source: Maclnnis and Jaworski, 1989)

One of the key aspects of the above model is thataorporates six levels of processing,
reflecting increasing degrees of attention, moibratind feature/semantic analysis. The
first of these is particularly relevant in the aaxitof the MEE as it relates to affective
response at minimal levels of attention, and inghsence of evaluative processing and
semantic analysis. As the authors explain:
“At low levels of brand processing, the consumelyrba aware only of
features associated with salient ad cues. Becausgegsing of brand
information is negligible, cognitive responses dtooe unrelated to the
message. Though little attention is focused onattheemotional responses

to attended features are possible even with thi€gssing operation.”
(Maclnnis & Jaworski, 1989: 8)
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Figure 3.6: The six levels of consumer processinflacinnis and Jaworski, 1989)

Antecedents Processing
Motivation to Attention Capacity Level of Representative
process processing operations

Very low Secondary task only|  Very low 1 Featurelgsia
Low Divided Low 2 Basic categorization
Low -moderate | Ad only Low -moderate 3 Meaning asialy
Moderate Ad only Moderate 4 Information integration
High Ad only High 5 Role-taking
Highest Ad only Highest 6 Constructive processes

(Source: Extracted from Maclnnis & Jaworski, 1988ble 1)

With regard to figure 3.6, therefore, it would app#hat both the first and second levels
of processing could potentially provide a contextthe MEE; although Maclnnis and
Jaworski (1989) make no explicit reference to thigheir discussion. Indeed, their
explanation of the proposed effects at these lewklsrocessing is to some degree at
odds with that of the MEE. In what is perhaps thesminfluential theory of mere
exposure, for example, Bornstein and D’Agostino9@,91994) argue that feature
analysis (be it preattentive or otherwise) resuligerceptual fluency that, in the absence
of recollection for the exposure, is then misatitdal to affective response (see chapter
2, page 45). By contrast, Maclnnis and Jaworsk8918-9) propose that the valenced
nature of the exposure context will determine thture of subsequent attitudes to the
stimulus; an explanation that is couched in tergr®symous, not with the MEE, but
with the similar phenomenon offassical conditioning (an important distinction that was
discussed in chapter 2, page 56):

“Brand and ad attitudes are likely to reflect ottig halo effect or mood

created by emotional and evaluative reactionseattended features and

exposure context (Isest al. 1982). Hence, consumers asked to indicate
ad and brand attitudes when the exposure contexneigatively
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(positively) valenced are likely to generate negafpositive) brand and

ad attitudes.”
Similarly, whilst the second level of processingynagpear to provide a context for the
MEE on the basis afonceptual implicit memory (a controversial construct discussed in
chapter 2, page 53), the authors’ commentary doesatessarily imply this. Although
Maclnnis and Jaworski (1989) briefly list the ME& @ne of the ways in which affective
response to the stimulus may have become positiadgnced, second-level processing
in this model is explained only in terms of actikgt not creating, these associations.
The MEE, it would appear, is not explicitly congielé within the parameters of this

model.

Finally, it is perhaps worthy of note that preatites audience involvement (Greenwald
and Leavitt, 1984; Maclnnis and Jaworski, 1989) M@ppear to provide a foundation
for the recently proposed ‘low involvement proceggheory’ of Heath (2001: 31):
“Unlike high involvement processing which is acte@ by volition, low
involvement processing happens automatically, wéretre like it or not.
This is important because, in a situation wheresaorers regard brand
information as being superfluous to their needs,tédmdency is going to
be for them to pay very little attention: the valoklow involvement
processing is that even in a low attention modeind learning is still
processed.”
Given this, Heath (2004) suggests that the soluiioa lack of attention to marketing
communication is to create executions with strongptéve associations that can be
processed incidentally and do not require signifidavels of attention to be effective.

In this respect, he observes that certain typesdwértising can create emotional brand

associations at very low levels of attention, whéch enduring, influential in decision-
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making and not available to subsequent explicitalfecAlthough not overtly
acknowledged, the notion that implicit memory umiles advertising effects following
low attention exposure, would appear to reflecomain-specific conceptualisation of

the non-conscious MEE.

In summary, therefore, and with regard to the ditiere reviewed in this section, it may
be argued that the role and influence of the MEEadvertising effects should be
conceptualised with regard to the very lowest (peedive) levels of audience
involvement (Greewald and Leavitt, 1984; Maclnmisl daworski 1989; Heath, 2004).
In this respect, the MEE provides a conceptual éaork within which to explore,
understand and influence consumer response to tmaykeommunication in the
absence of significant attention, involvement ankberation; conditions that
characterize a large swathe of the contemporarketiag and media environment (Ha
and Litman, 1997; Maclnnist al., 1991; Skinner and Stephens, 2003). In this cantex
the idea that consumers receive and process infarmaassively has become an
important stream of research at what might be cemed the ‘hyper-low-involvement’
end of the spectrum. For example, research intqp#ssive processing of advertising
has led to claims that consumers are influenceihfoymation even though they pay no
focal attention to it, and may have no consciousltection of the exposure (e.g.
Olshavsky and Granbois, 1979, Heath, 2004, Janskdet993). Indeed, it is within this
context that the broad conceptsnoh-cognitive andnon-conscious consumer decision-

making have been most extensively developed; bdtlwlich provide a further
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dimension to the conceptualisation of the MEE inrketing theory, and are thus

discussed in detail during the remainder of thisptér.

3.3. Non-cognitive consumer processing and the MEE

Maclnnis and Jaworski (1989: 1) observe that, ‘sittee 1950s researchers have been
developing theories to describe, understand andligireconsumers’ responses to
advertising.” These responses may be broadly cteised asognitive, affective, and
behavioural (see Vakratsas and Ambler, 1999; Kitchen and $iiclones, 2003), and
together they contribute to the formation of att#s. The nature and interdependence of
these concepts is neatly summarised by Retly (1988: 357):

“We useaffect as a superordinate construct to encompass emaimhs

relatively transient moods and feelings. Attitudas the other hand, refer

to global and enduring evaluations of attitude olgeA person's general

evaluations or attitudes can be based on a vavfdtghavioral, affective,

and cognitive experiences, and are capable of mmidiehavioral,

affective, and cognitive responses.”
However, the relative influence of cognition (CYfeat (A) and behaviour (B) on
consumer attitudes and decision-making, and iriquéet the order in which they occur,
has been the subject of some debate in the contanmypmonsumer processing literature.
As a basis on which to explore this issue, it ishpps useful to acknowledge that
traditional theories of consumer decision-making enaracterised by two overarching
perspectives; cognitivism and behaviourism. A fidview of the literature in this

respect is beyond the scope of this thesis, bist important to note that within both

paradigms affective response has historically betrer ignored or considered to be a
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function of cognition and behaviour respectivehisTis explained in the following
subsection, prior to a discussion of affect-badexbries of consumer processing and

their relevance to the marketing-based MEE (inise@.3.2, page 93).

3.3.1. Cognitivism, behaviourism and the subjugatio of affective consumer

processing

Within the realms of consumer behaviour, the caogstt perspective places great
emphasis on the primary role of attention and dagmi stressing that learning and
decision-making involves complex mental processinarrive consciously and logically
at an optimum decision. It is reflected in ‘stemVvisnodels that suggest consumers
move sequentially through a series of rational @sses, en route to making a reasoned
choice (e.g. Howard and Sheth, 1969; Bettman, 1959¢h theories have traditionally
dominated the consumer behaviour literature; thetnmdluential perhaps being that of
Engel, Blackwell and Miniard (1986), as illustratedfigure 3.7. In line with all of the
stepwise models of consumer decision-making, tffscevely assumes a cognition-

behaviour (C-B) hierarchy, with hardly any roleaditfor affective response.
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Figure 3.7: Simplified version of Consumer DecisioiMaking Model (Engel,

Blackwell and Miniard, 1986)

- Post-
Choice urchase
Problem Information Evaluation of criteria Purchase eF\)/aIuation
Recognition [®  search [® alternatives selection & ] and
evaluation behaviour

Schiffman and Kanuk (1991) note that a highly raip stepwise progression towards
utility-maximising decisions has historically pedea not only the consumer decision-
making literature but also that of innovation dems (knowledge-persuasion-decision-
confirmation), innovation adoption (awareness-ieséevaluation-trial-adoption) and
promotion (attention-interest-desire-action); tastlof which is particularly pertinent to
this thesis. In this respect, and in keeping with titerature on consumer decision-
making, traditional theories are based on the apBam that advertising works
rationally by changing the way in which consumdrgk about the product, brand or
company (cognition). In this respect, it is broasien to induce a ‘hierarchy of effects’;
as Vaktratsas and Ambler (1999: 32) explain:

“Persuasive models introduced the concept of atthy of effects, that

is, an order in which things happen, with the ircgion that the earlier

effects, being necessary preconditions, are mopertant.”
The hierarchy of stages that consumers supposedise rtihrough in their response to
advertising was originally classified astention, interest, desire and action (Strong,
1925); a movement from cognition to affect to bebaw (C-A-B). The inclusion in this

of what might be considered an emotional response ‘desire’) is interesting, given
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the almost total domination of cognition in ensumgdels of consumer processing (e.g
Engel, Blackwell and Miniard, 1986; illustrated figure 3.7). Indeed, in a subsequent
explanation of Strong’s (1925) hierarchy, Frey (AR¥rgely ignores this element. In
his description, once attention and interest haentsecured the next step is to present
the appeal “in such a way that, once read, itl&dl to consumer acceptance, and better
still, consumer-preference or consumer-demand fo merchandise”; a wholly
cognitive perspective odesire. Furthermore, affective response is either igndeed.
Colley, 1961) or afforded a secondary role to tifatognition (e.g. Lavidge and Steiner,

1961) in subsequent hierarchies of effect; astithtisd in figure 3.8, below.

Figure 3.8: Hierarchical models of advertising effets

a) Strong (1925)

Attention [ Interest [ Desire P Action

b) Defining Advertising Goals and Measuring Advertising Results (Colley, 1961)

Awareness P Comprehension® Conviction [ Action

c) Lavidoe and Steiner (1961)

Preference Conviction Purchase

Awareness Knowledge N N N

Liking

Source: East (2003)
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Indeed, the role of advertising has traditionallgeb conceptualized as providing
information and logical reasons to buy for consismehose rationality dominates the
decision-making process. As Kitchen (2001: 268)roless:
“The working definition of advertising takes it eesad that the purpose of
communicating to target audiences is to persuagi®a th revise negative
opinions, renew positive beliefs and ultimately aotordingly.”
This observation is couched in terms relating tgnitive aspects of consumer decision-
making and their direct influence on behaviour (Z-B perspective that has been
common in the advertising literature since Coll@Pg1: 21) described the role of
advertising as, “purely and simply to communicateatdefined audience, information

and a frame-of-mind that stimulates action.” Instlespect, therefore, the role of

advertising is to inform, remind, and persuade aoreys by way of considered thought.

However, the primacy of cognition has traditiondigen challenged blyehaviourist
theories of consumer decision-making and advedigfiects. At its radical extreme,
behaviourism rejects the notion of ‘autonomous’ ntiaat is central to the cognitive
perspective. The idea that behaviour is the resuttomplex and conscious thought
processes, perceptions, attitudes, feelings artdsstd mind is regarded as a fiction,
replaced by the notion that man is an elaboratehimacthat merely responds to
environmental stimuli (Skinner, 1948). The exactura of this machine has been the
subject of much debate, with definitions rangingnir the suitably dry ‘device for
converting incoming messages into outgoing messa@é®iner, 1964) to the
wonderfully termed ‘Environmentally Modifiable Phgs-Chemical Regulatory

Device’ (Reiner, 1968). However, Markin and Naraydfh976: 223) suggest that the
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term machine is somewhat misleading, implying thah “rusts, clanks, whirs and goes
chug-chug . . . [or] he is a large, warm, soft catep” What it does mean, they clarify,
is that human behaviour is lawful, limited, andgicgable within general principles that
apply to all individuals. The key assertion, theref is that behaviour is not determined
from within but from without, and is primarily shegh by repeated association (Pavlov,
1927) or the positive reinforcement of previousaebur (Skinner, 1953). With this in
mind, Ehrenberg (1974) argues that advertisingntisgly works by influencing each
phase of the awareness-trial-reinforcement protiees characterizes the behaviourist
perspective of consumer behaviour (see figure 3Bportantly, however, he claims
that the strongest effects will be observed wheredsing works to confirm existing
purchase patterns (see the heavy arrows in figle Ihus, whilst this philosophy
incorporates the possibility of a behaviour-affeocgnition (B-A-C) hierarchy,
(alongside those of B-C-A, B-C and B-A), affectingsponse is once again considered

to play a secondary role (at best) in the formatibattitudes.

Figure 3.9: Awareness-Trial-Reinforcement model o&d effects (Ehrenberg, 1974)

Awareness

Trial \
Reinforcement /

Repeat purchase

Advertising

Source: East (2003)
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It should be stressed, however, that the behagbperspective has been subject to
significant criticism from its inception, inspirgaerhaps by the somewhat disturbing
notion of man as nothing more than a reactive aedigtable machine. Indeed, Hood
(2009: 99) observes that the tone was set fordjextion of behaviourism in an early
review of Skinner’'s work by Noam Chomsky:
“Using language development as his test case, Ghotasnched an attack on
behaviorism. He pointed out that no associatioonrhef learning could explain
how every human child acquires language for thepkmeason that the rules
that generate and control language are invisiblevary natural speaker. . . [sO]
how can we possible teach our children by way ahfoecement and
punishment?”
Since the work of Pavlov (1927) and Skinner (19¥853), however, the behaviourist
paradigm has nonetheless played host to significtweoretical and empirical
developments in the fields of consumer behavion-canscious consumer processing
and behavioural economics. Furthermore, and péatigun relation to advertising, the
validity of the cognitivist perspective has alsaered continuing criticism from a range
of perspectives; primarily as a result of the aantd absence of unequivocal empirical

evidence for a hierarchy of effects (Vakratsas Aambler, 1999). As Weilbacher (2001:

20) observes:

“The most that can be said about the hierarchydotgising-effects model

.. . Is that it has been in the marketing/advieigitmosphere for over 100
years, expressed in one context or another, astaitive, non-validated

explanation of how advertising works”

Similarly, the twin pillars of rational and reasdnehoice on which traditional

hierarchical models of consumer decision-making mase been strongly challenged on
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the basis that they do not account for the myriagndive limitations of individual
consumers. This is illustrated in a detailed anchm@hensive critique by Zey (1992:

19), in which the author concludes:

“Humans cannot maximise because they are not yotational and
because they cannot fully implement the rationalcpss. They cannot
obtain complete information even before making inga decisions, all
possible alternatives are not known [and] outcoradached to each
alternative are not obvious.”
However, perhaps the strongest challenge to theitbagt perspective has come from
theories that assert the primacy, and even indepmad of affective consumer
processing in the formation of attitudes and betavi Not only do these theories
accommodate the notion of advertising effects by efamere exposure, they have their
very roots in one the main theoretical explanatiohthis phenomenon; thgrimacy of
affect theory (Zajonc, 1980; see chapter 2, page 40). drhergence of affect-based

theories of consumer processing thus provides apoiltant context for the

conceptualisation of the MEE in marketing theowywall be discussed below.

3.3.2. Affect-based theories of consumer processiagd the MEE

As noted in the previous section, traditional stesepwmodels of consumer decision-
making imply a highly cognitive approach to infotima search, evaluation, attitude
formation, choice and post-purchase evaluatioryraggy a cognition-affect—behaviour
(C-A-B) hierarchy. However, it is claimed that teedsameworks have rarely managed

to explain more than 20% of variance in consumetudes and behaviour (Obermiller
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and Atwood, 1990). One of the earliest papers i@y acknowledge the need to
address this, and to do so by introducing an eniplossaffect, was that of Markin and
Narayana (1976: 227):

“It is rather well known but only begrudgingly adkmledged in the formal

literature on consumer behaviour that most decssae made on the basis

of limited cognitive activity involving selectiveues, and that these cues

are more in the psychological realms of the affecg@motional amygdala

than in the cognitive realm of the cerebral cort€kus a more relevant

model of the consumer would be one possessed @& mealistic attributes;

attributes which acknowledge the frailty of the rfammcondition. This

model would admit to the affective-emotional nataféhe consumer.”
In support of this, Zajonc (1980) contends thagetfis not a product of cognition and
that this can occur in the absence of cognitivecgssing. Although robust empirical
evidence for this hypothesis is relatively scaréanhuele, 1994), it may be supported
by more recent neuroscientific indications thatrebgn and affect are the product of
separable neural substrates (Elliott and Dolan81%@Doux, 1995). Further to the
independence of cognition and affect, however, @@jalso contends that if cognition
has any role to play in decision-making it is setary to that of affect (Zajonc and
Markus, 1982). Therimacy of affect theory (Zajonc, 1980, 2000) thus incorporates the
notion of both an A-C-B and A-B hierarchy of consmprocessing. Furthermore,
Zajonc and Markus (1982) argue that the role ohdam in consumer decision-making
has been greatly exaggerated because people beievihey should act rationally, and
therefore report rational judgments that in facytido not use; a proposition that is
strongly supported in the subsequent literaturg. (dirschmann and Holbrook, 1982;

Klayman and Ha, 1987; Kunda, 1990) and effectiwalgstitutes an A-B-C hierarchy of

consumer response. Zajonc (1980) claims thatpitmacy of affect is particularly
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evident under conditions of holistic choice, whegrebnsumers are unable or unwilling
to separate out individual attributes but instemdifan overall impression. Furthermore,
he argues that emotional judgments are instantanéoescapable” and linked to deep-
seated subjective feelings. As such, decision-pseE® that are driven by affect are
unlikely to incorporate high levels of conscioug@gement and cognition in relation to
marketing communications. On this basis, phignacy of affect theory (Zajonc, 1980)
has been proposed as a specific explanation dflEe (as discussed in chapter 2, page

40-41).

In line with Zajonc’s theory, Mittal (1988) propasan ‘affective choice moden
relation to symbolic and expressive consumptioparticular, whereby choice is affect-
driven, holistic and based on subjective feelings tannot be verbalised. Indeed, the
specific field of symbolic consumption has long mdeked with emotion in the
construction of self-image, on the basis that syliobnterpretation is essentially non-
rational, unconscious, and thus beyond cognitiod eerbalisation (Sperber, 1990).
More recently, however, the over-riding power ofotion has been elucidated in a
much broader sense. For example, Rook (1987) peesandence for the ‘hedonic
experiential’ perspective of consumer behaviour IfHmk and Hirschman, 1982),
finding that consumption is often referred to ip@aely emotional way with phrases
such as ‘thrilling’ and ‘wild’. This notion is exteled by Arnouldet al. (1999) into the
concept of ‘extraordinary experience’, which thégim describes consumption that is
intensely enjoyable, hedonistic and emotional. Hevethe work of Campbell (1987)

suggests that there is nothing extraordinary altbet concept of ‘extraordinary

95



experience’, and in faehost consumption is undertaken in a self-constructedityeof
self-illusory hedonism. On the basis of this gragvimody of evidence, therefore, Elliot
(1998) proposes an all encompassing ‘Model of Eomebriven Choice’ (figure 3.10),
in which non-rational preferences are formed hickdly and much faster than
cognition-based judgments. Whilst he observes tthiatmay be followed by post-hoc
rationalisation he stresses that:

“Once the non-rational preference is formed it temal drive out further

rational evaluation as the emotional responses wihaim objective

evidence and dominate consumer behaviour.” (ENi888: 104)
Moreover, Elliot (1998) suggests that affective isien-making is actually far more
efficient and effective than cognition-based hiehézal modes. In support of this, he
cites the evidence of Taylor and Brown (1988) ttrabhking about the reasons for
preferences may lead to less satisfactory choindseed, Franzen and Bouwman (2001
33) observe that emotional response appears tthéeldminant factor in all human

decision-making, concluding that “where emotion eggson conflict, emotion wins.”
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Figure 3.10: A Model of Emotion-Driven Choice (Ellot, 1998)
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Source: Elliott (1998: 101)

The increasing importance of affect in theoriesamisumer decision-making is mirrored
in those relating to advertising effects. As prergly noted, the literature in this field
has also been traditionally dominated by cognitiassed hierarchies. As Vakratsas and
Ambler (1999: 28) observe:

“The main stream of advertising research began wIDA. Originally a

model of personal selling, it was adapted onlyrl&te advertising (Strong

1925, p. 76). From this emerged the class of psisaidierarchy models

summarized by Kotler (1997, p. 611) as Responsegaktiey Models:

AIDA, hierarchy-of-effects (Lavidge and Steiner 196and innovation-

adoption (Rogers 1962). All these models follow tdegnitive stage -

affective stage - behavior sequence”

Indeed, even explanations for the effects of ading at low levels of attention and

involvement (i.e. the lowest levels of processinghe integrative models discussed in
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section 3.2.1) have traditionally been sought wittihe cognitivist paradigm. For
example, Davist al. (1991) suggest that consumers utilise cues sugbrauction
values and the implied advertising expenditure igeats of quality.In line with
consumer decision-making theory, however, the copteary advertising literature has
also begun to incorporate the notion that behaslo@wsponse may be driven primarily
(and perhaps entirely) by affect and emotion. Ashfanet al. (2000: 18) observe:

“Many practitioners . . . have long believed thdtvertising effects were

driven by how well ads triggered emotional (affeeji responses. They

doubt the relevance of neat academic step-by-stefels”
Indeed, Broadbent (2000) suggests that all of dlgecél, rational, cognitive scales for
measuring advertising effects are in fact irrelévamd that perhaps “it's the halo that
counts.” In particular, the author suggests thigtcive response may be all-important in
brand communication and consumer decision-makingd,that, “perhaps this is where
the elusive brand equity is hiding — not so muclaibundle of reportable memories,
associations and experience, as in a warm glowemnpit of the stomach, or wherever
the amygdala shows its presence and its power’a@rent, 2000: 27). In line with this,
Kitchen (2001) proposes that, when the goal igedlto long-term brand building rather
than stimulating direct action, affective responsieould be the key objective.
Furthermore, Heath (2004) observes that even wheargsements do not provide any
detailed information, they still appear to make ignificant impact on affect and
behaviour. Indeed, the author claims that neatlypfathe most successful advertising

campaigns are underpinned by a strong emotionalezie
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It is within this context, therefore, that the Mty be conceptualized as a means by
which to study, influence and explain the influeléeadvertising on affective response
under conditions of low attention, engagement anvodlvement. Specifically, it may be
argued that the rise to prominence of affect-drittegories of consumer processing is
closely linked to the emergence of the MEE. Indekd,impetus for Zajonc’s (1980)
primacy of affect hypothesis was to develop a theoretical explandbo the MEE that
he himself had defined in 1968. To this day, theeeixto which the MEE represents a
cognitive or affective phenomenon constitutes aomgjint of difference between
competing theoretical explanations (as discussexkeation 2.3, page 36). It is perhaps
unsurprising, therefore, that the MEE has beengcaiged as anon-cognitive (i.e.

affect-based) theory of advertising effects (Vatisaa and Ambler, 1999).

As discussed in chapter 2 (section 2.3.2), howeZagnnc’s (1980) proposition that the
MEE effectively constitutes an A-B hierarchy of pesse has been strongly challenged
by a series of influential theories that are basadthe premise that, whilst mere
exposure may give rise to the subjective experiericaffect (e.g. liking, preference),
the implicit processes by which this occurs ardrelyt cognitive. Specifically, it is
argued that feature analysis during exposure emsaingplicit memory and perceptual
fluency for the stimulus when it is subsequentlgamtered. In the absence of explicit
memory for the source, this fluency is then migaited to affect (Bornstein and
D’Agostino, 1992, 1994) or indeed other plausiblegmtive evaluations (e.qg.
brightness, Mandleet al., 1987). As such, whilst the MEE may be subjectivel

experienced as affect (A) followed by behaviour,(B)actually reflects a C-A-B
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hierarchy of response, in which the initial cogmiti(C) is entirely subconscious. The
distinction betweercognition and consciousness is therefore critical to an accurate
conceptualisation of the MEE in marketing theony. darticular, it is important to

recognise that cognition can involve implicit presimg, and that this may subsequently
give rise to an ‘illusion’ of affect (see Bornsteéimd Craver-Lemley, 2004). Indeed,
given the dominance of cognition-based theoriesmefe exposure in recent years
(Butler and Berry, 2004), it is perhaps prudent forarketing researchers to
conceptualise the MEE as mon-conscious rather than non-cognitive theory of

marketing communication; a perspective that isudised in more detail below.

3.4. Non-conscious consumer processing and the MEE

As illustrated by the discussion in previous sewjaconsumer decisions and advertising
effects have traditionally been assumed to be ttoelyst of conscious consumer
processing; albeit often under conditions of lowadilvement and largely affective in
nature. Following evidence that consumer procesantydecision-making can occur in
the absence of cognition, however, contemporaryearetr also indicates that
consciousness may not be a necessary conditighifoeither (Dijksterhuigt al., 2005
Whittlesea and Wright, 1997)ndeed, Dijksterhuiset al. (2005: 200) argue that
conscious information processing can only accoonafminority of the choices people
make:

“In our view, [non-conscious consumer processingats] may well be

very common in real life. Only a limited number afoices are based on
conscious information processing strategies. Theakthe variance left to
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explain is caused by unconscious effects of alti&iof subtle cues in the
environment.”
However, the recency with which this has been askedged in the marketing domain
is stressed by Bargh (2002: 280), who argues tlcahsumer research has largely
missed out on [scientific findings that suggest]cimof social judgment and behaviour
occur without conscious awareness or intent.” Irtgodly, Bargh (2002) observes that
non-conscious motivations and behaviours go beyowde hedonic impulses and
physiological addictions, and that when traditionagnitive models of behaviour are
taken out of laboratory settings, the role of daidte conscious choice is minimal. This
leads the author to recommend two key areas foinie wave of consumer research”:
1. The assessment of how much of a role non-consanbuences play in real life
decisions and behaviour that are of consequenitetimdividual; and
2. Assessment of the extent to which people are awfrand in control of, the

influences and reasons for their purchasing andwoption behaviour.

In line with this, Fitzsimongt al. (2002: 276) draw heavily on the scientific litenag
referred to by Bargh (2002) to conclude that:

“Evidence continues to accumulate regarding stisgdic) that are not
consciously perceived by the consumer, non-consalownstream effects
of a consciously perceived stimybic) or thought process, and decision
processes that occur entirely outside of awarerieash of these non-
conscious components of consumer choice has imyartglications for
researchers studying consumer decision making,icpkatly because
consumer choice contexts exhibit many of the caomult that lead to
automatic processing.”
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Given the various types of non-conscious proceshighlighted by Fitzsimonst al.
(2002), however, Chartrand (2005) argues that fired necessary to define exactly
which aspects of the decision-making process coasliare unaware of. To this end,
Chartrand (2005: 203) extends the simple conscieusus unconscious dichotomy to
specify three aspects of the decision in which goress may lack awareness (see figure
3.11):

“In general, environmental features activate amatic process, which in

turn leads to an outcom&nvironmental features (A) can include social

situations, the presence of other people, evebjscts, places, and so on.

Automatic processes (B) can include attitude atibma automatic

evaluation and emotion, non-conscious behavioratiany, automatic trait

and stereotype activation, and non-conscious goedug, just to name a

few . . . Outcomes (C) can include behavior, mditbra judgments,
decisions, and emotions.”

Figure 3.11: The three elements of non-consciousrsumer processing

Environmental Automatic Outcome (C)
Features (A) process (B)

A 4
A 4

Source: Chartrand (2005)

With reference to the model above, Chartrand (20@%)poses that non-conscious
decision-making occurs when consumers lack awasedesng one or more of these
three stages, and stresses the implications of forisboth marketing theory and
consumer protection. Firstly in this respect, Ofsaud (2005: 209) contends that
recognition of exactly which elements of decisioaking occur outside of conscious

awareness is critical to the development of “a mooenprehensive model of non-
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conscious processes in consumer behavior.” Secoadty in line with Bargh (2002),
the author argues that consumers must understansp#cific nature of non-conscious
influence on their behaviour if they wish to couat# this. For example, consumers
may need to identify and avoid certain environmientegers (A), alter implicit
semantic associations (B) and/or recognize behevidbat give rise to negative

consequences (C).

Whilst Chartrand’s (2005) model extends beyond ih8uence of marketing

communication on consumer processing and beha\iber focus of this thesis), it
nonetheless provides a useful and important frametes understanding the variety of
non-conscious processing effects in this specifintext. It is within this structure,
therefore, that the various strands of the extaatketing literature will be drawn
together. To this end, the following subsectioncascerned with the influence of
subconsciously perceived marketing stimuli in theimnment (A); a phenomenon that
is encapsulated in the somewhat controversial qginaiesubliminal advertising. Two

further subsections are then dedicated to a disrusd non-conscious intermediate
processing effects (B) and non-conscious outcordsin( a marketing context. The
section then concludes with a synthesis of theicapbns of this literature stream for

conceptualisation of the MEE in marketing theory.
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3.4.1. Non-conscious perception of marketing commigations: Subliminal

advertising

Subliminal advertising refers tomarketing communication that is presented below the
threshold of conscious perception. It is oftenteslao words, symbols and pictures that
are embedded in another medium (e.g. a pictung;adgramme or advertisement), and is
hypothesized to exert a subconscious influence amsumer attitudes and behaviour.
Although widely accepted in the domain of psychgldégr some time previously, the
‘commercialization” of subliminal perception (Bre@gd, 2006) occurred with the
publication of a study by James M VicaryThe Hidden Persuaders (Packard, 1957).
Vicary claimed to have increased the sales of pwpaad cola in a New Jersey cinema
by projecting subliminal instructions to consumesih products onto the screen. Despite
the fact that he subsequently admitted the ‘expmrtinwas a hoax and that the results
were invented, the notion of subliminal advertisingntinues to prick the public

consciousness and remains a source of fear anddtien (see Nelson, 2008).

Empirical evidence for subliminal advertising etiecs, however, equivocal at best (see
Trappey, 2006). In support of this phenomenon, isub&l embeds have been shown to
enhance hunger (e.g. the word “beef”), thirst (¢hg.word “Coke”) and sexual arousal
(for a review, see Broyles, 2006). More recentlyhanced physiological states (e.g.
thirst) have been found to provide the necessargitions for the subliminal manipulation
of product consumption and evaluation (Stradiaal., 2002; Berridge and Winkielman,

2003). Such findings support the claim that sublahadvertising may have some merit in
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producing specific effects in the early phasesoolsomer decision-making (Cuperfain and

Clarke, 1985; Theus,1994; Dijksterhetsal. 2005).

The somewhat limited supporting evidence, howeskguld be considered alongside
continuous and consistent failures to demonstratgirsinal advertising effects (e.g.
Champion and Turner, 1959, Kelly, 1979, Gaétlal., 1987, Rosen and Singh, 1992).
Furthermore, both experimental and applied repboadf these effects has proven to be
almost impossible (see Broyles, 2006). Howeverps&sm surrounding the use of
subliminal advertising is primarily fuelled, not oubts over thexistence of its
influence, but by the notion that this is simplyvaak analogue of that created via
supraliminal perception (Theus, 1994; Trappey, }996e effects are so small, it is
argued, that they are far outweighed by othershendonsumption environment (see
Broyles, 2006). Such claims lend contemporary supfmthe conclusion of Moore
(1982) that subliminal advertising is, “an epiphem@mon, not worthy of any

marketing application.”

In light of such criticism, and despite continupgpular misconception, the influence of
subliminal advertising has been largely discountsd academics, advertisers and
regulators alike (see Broyles 2006; Nelson, 20084t is not to say, however, that the
potential for this has been entirely rejected; ipalarly in relation to the early

(attitudinal) phases of consumer decision-makind e@rtain persuasive contexts. For

example, Theus (1994) suggests that subliminal ipgnof positive self-image could
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enhance the effectiveness of public service adiegi e.g. to reduce tobacco, alcohol

or drug abuse.

Whilst it remains difficult to make the case fordaect link between subliminal
perception and consumer behaviour, however, a ratiohger argument has been made
for other forms of non-conscious advertising eSeghenomena that do not relate to
subliminal perception but a lack of conscious awess of thegrocessing that occurs
between exposure and outcome (see Chartrand, BO@Sterhuiset al., 2005). Indeed,

it should be stressed that, whilst the fleetingemefice to Vicary’s hoax stole the
headlines, the concept efibliminal advertising is little more than a footnote ifhe
Hidden Persuaders (Packard, 1957). Rather, the focus of PackarXsisethe effect of
non-conscious processing that occurs followsagraliminal exposure to advertising
stimuli. In this respect, he argued that advergsiould influence perceptions, attitudes,
emotions and impulses without consumers’ conscawereness of the extent or nature
of this influence. Such effects have since beenstiigect of a rich vein of motivation
research in both psychology and marketing overlabe 40 years, during which time
they have been demonstrated to be robust, repdicand of potentially great
significance to marketers, advertisers and conssimidre application and implications

of this research in a marketing context are thueveed in the following section.
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3.4.2. Non-Conscious Intermediate Processing

The degree of public concern regarding sublimindyeatising would appear to be
inconsistent with the scarce and highly questiom@&bidence for its effects on attitudes
and behaviour. However, the realm of non-consctmmsumer processing effects goes
far beyond the mere perception of marketing stimulieed, with reference to figure
3.11 (page 102), Chartrand (2005: 204) arguesrbatconscious processing studies,
“are almost always ones in which the mediator betwé¢he environment and the
outcome—the automatic process (B)—occurs outsidehef individual’s conscious
awareness.” Such a scenario is particularly pertina the domain of consumer
behaviour, as Chartrand (2005: 204) explains:
“One of the most frequent scenarios in consumdmgstis one in which the
consumer is aware of the environmental trigger #red outcome, but not the
automatic process. For instance, the consumer &eawaf shopping with her
friend (A), and aware of purchasing the $100 blo{@f but not aware of the
automatic intervening process that led to thatsiewi(B).”
Indeed, Dijksterhuiset al. (2005: 194), argue that consumers “often readberat
‘mindlessly’ to stimuli that trigger certain autoted responses”; regardless of the
subliminal versus supraliminal nature of perceptibime authors refer to such decisions
as ‘introspectively blank’, arguing that the “then@unt of [conscious] information
processing going on [is] minimal or virtually nomgbent” (Dijksterhuiset al., 2005:
194). However, in the same way that Chartrand (Ra@ighlights three potential
elements of non-conscious consumer behaviour (geeef3.11, page 102), and as

alluded to by Bornstein and Craver-Lemley (2004& sbapter 2, page 22), it may be

argued thatntermediate processing (B) is itself characterized by two dimensions:
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1. Activation and experience of the mental constrany

2. Influence of the activated mental construct ontwdinal and behavioural

outcomes

Consumers may lack conscious awareness in bottesételements, or simply the latter;

giving rise to the possibility of two different tgp of non-conscious intermediate

processing effect (see figure 3.12).

Figure 3.12: Adaptation of Chartrand’s (2005) modeto illustrate two types of non-

conscious intermediate processing effect

Environmental Automatic
Features (A) (Intermediate)
Process (B)

Fully non- Non-conscious
conscious (1) influence (2)

Outcome (C)

A 4

A 4

Within the marketing literature, an example offuly non-conscious intermediate
processing effedfl) is evident in the work of Chartramtial. (2008). In this study, the
authors demonstrate the non-conscious activatiah iafluence of consumer goals
(image versus value-based) on brand choice. Chdrif2005: 207) draws attention to
the wider implications of these findings in a maitkg context, as follows:

“Consumers are primed in naturalistic settings by aumber of things; a

brand-image goal could be made more accessiblehdyptesence of a
wealthy friend, or a value goal could be activatgd sale sign in a store.”
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However, it is important to recognise that psychalal evidence for fully non-
conscious intermediate processing is not restritidte priming of a motivational state
(i.e. a goal) For example, Dijksterhugs al. (2005: 194) elucidate the entirely non-
conscious process of behavioural mimicry; a phemamehey refer to as tHew road
to imitation, and explain as follows:

“. .. mere perception of the social environmeiidke people to engage in

corresponding behaviour (see Dijksterhuis & Barghp1l; Wheeler &

Petty, 2001). This research implies that our bedraw$ often highly

imitative and thus that behavior is contagious we often simply do what

we see.”
In social psychology, this type of non-consciousraning has been causally linked to
enhanced liking and rapport between people (seeti@hd and Bargh, 1999); a
phenomenon that has been successfully demonsirateé consumer environment by
positively (and negatively) manipulating the averagp received by waitresses who
imitated (and did not imitate) the verbal orderstlodir customers (van Baarehal.,
2003). Furthermore, Tanneral. (2008) have subsequently demonstrated that mymicr
of consumer behaviour not only enhances likingdeople, but also for the products
with which they are associated. Moreover, thiselateffect is magnified when
consumers are mimicked by people who actively eseltre product (e.g. sales people),
rather than those who appear to be neutral andamed by its success. Importantly,
however, participants did not report any enhandddd for the ‘sales person’ in this
second scenario; leading the authors to concludettie liking previously generated

towards the (neutral) mimicker was unconsciousiyngferred to the product when that

person was perceived to be actively engaged imgelThis misattribution explanation
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of non-conscious processing to affect is partidylarteresting in the context of this
thesis as it exhibits parallels with theoreticat@amts of the MEE (see section 2.3.2.2,
page 45). Furthermore, it is also proffered by @had (2005) as a means to account
for the influence of behavioural mimicry on consuiop patterns and behaviour
(Johnston, 2002), and subsequent preferencesdqgrdducts consumed (Ferraataal .,
2005). In the first of these studies, participam&e found to mirror the volume of ice
cream consumed by the researcher. In the secomaicmiwas found to extend to the
pattern of consumption (between two types of crgcéad also to enhance preference
for whichever product was consumed the most. Ingodlt, Chartrand (2005: 205)
highlights the fact participants in this secondigtdid not demonstrate an awareness of
their behavioural mimicry and instead “attributeaeit preferences to preexisting

evaluations or attributes or both of the [product].

In addition to physical mirroring, however, Dijkateiis et al. (2005: 195) observe that
non-conscious mimicry can also occur in relatiorthe stereotypes and traits that are
automatically activated during exposure to othargghenomenon they term theggh
road to imitation. An interesting implication of this for consumeahavior is that, whilst
non-conscious priming may occur via exposure tooad range of stimuli, the attitudes,
traits, goals and behaviours of other people mayesas a particularly powerful
influence in this respect. For example, with refieee to the results of Bargét al.
(1996), Dijksterhuiset al. (2005) suggest that social stimuli (i.e. youngmep might
have a similar influence to music (Milliman, 198%)d colour (Bellizi and Hite, 1992)

on the time that consumers spend in a shoppingreice environment.
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As illustrated in figure 3.12 (page 108), howeaetotal lack of subjective awareness is
not necessary for the occurrence of non-consciatermediate processing effects.
Indeed, these may arise solely on the basis thresuroers are unaware of timéluence
that a subjectively experienced construct has oair tlsubsequent behavior; a
phenomenon that is referred to in figure 3.12 awraconscious influence effect (2).
This is evident, for example, in the marketing plae effect (Shiwet al., 2005) whereby
the perceived quality, and even physiological effig of a product can be influenced by
the ‘framing’ effects of non-product factors (emyice). However, Chartrand (2005)
draws attention to the fact that, even when conssiraee consciously aware of having
perceived an environmental stimulus, and of thetatgmocessing that takes place as a
result, the outcomes of this may yet remain outsiderealms of consciousness. This
third and final strand of the non-conscious consupmecessing literature is explained

briefly in the next section.

3.4.3. Non-conscious outcomes: attitudes, decisicansd behaviour

In the context of consumer behaviour, and partitylthat relating to choice, non-
conscious experience of the outcome of informapeoocessing is rare; as Chartrand
(2005: 204) acknowledges:

“In the consumer domain, where the outcome is o#terthoice between

product options, the decision maker is most ofteara of the outcome -
that is, of what he or she chose.”
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Nonetheless, it is possible to conceive of variouttomes of which consumers may be
unaware. In this respect, whilst consumers maydmsaous of the behaviour they are
engaging in as a result of non-conscious proces#iey may not be entirely aware of
the nature, frequency or extent of this. For exan@hartrand (2005) points to the fact
that diners in a restaurant may be unaware thgtehe more food, more quickly when
listening to fast, as opposed to slow, music. Adddlly, post-hoc rationalization of
previous decisions may be a non-conscious outcdna@ @activated motivational state
(e.g. ego-protection) and could give rise to othen-conscious outcomes, such as
overestimation of prior knowledge (Hawkins and adt990). However, perhaps the
most established non-conscious outcomes of prewionsumer processing relate to the
nature and extent ofonscious processing that is afforded to new informationr Fo
example selective attention occurs when consumers seek out and pay moreiattent
information that closely reflects their currentibtd, stereotypes and interests, or fulfils
an activated goal (e.g. reassurance during periofispost-purchase cognitive
dissonance). Similarlyselective distortion refers to the tendency to interpret new
information in ways that assimilate it with currgriteld norms, beliefs and stereotypes.
Crucially, however, consumers are not consciousigra that they are engaging in these

behaviours (see Fitzsimossal., 2002).

In the context of the MEE, however, the conscioalbd|t illusory) experience of
affective, cognitive and behavioural outcomes isinaispute. Rather, the key question
in the context of figure 3.12 (page 108) is theeakto which the non-conscious nature

of the MEE is related to subliminal perception @)automatic intermediate processing
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(B). The key aspects of this debate and its impboa for marketing theory and

practice are therefore discussed in the followiegisn.

3.4.4. The MEE in the context of non-conscious comsier processing theory

As noted in chapter 2 (page 21), the MEE is culyardnceptualized as a non-conscious
phenomenon; largely on the basis that it is presutoebe hindered by the presence of
conscious memory for prior exposure (e.g. Bornségid D’Agostino, 1992, 1994), but
also in the sense that (even when they remembgraitjcipants are unaware of the
extent to which exposure alone influences theituakts and behavior (see Bornstein
and Craver-Lemley, 2004). By way of explanatiom thost influential theories of mere
exposure posit that this occurs as a result ohtreconscious misattribution of implicit
processing fluency to affective and cognitive resm@o(see chapter 2, page 45). In the
context of Chartrand’s (2005) model, thereforemiy be argued that the marketing-
based MEE is most accurately conceptualized as aupt of non-conscious
intermediate processing; alongside phenomena sush behavioural mimicry
(Dijksterhuiset al., 2005) and themarketing placebo effect (Shiv et al., 2005). More
specifically, whilst the fact that it remains apgar in the presence of stimulus
recognition (albeit to a lesser degree perhapshntignit the extent to which it can be
regarded as flly non-conscious processing effect, it should at least be considered to be
a non-conscious influence effect (see figure 3.12, page 108). In support of this,
Fitzsimonset al. (2002: 274) make clear reference to the MEE iiir thigservation that

it, “seems safe to argue that people are not couslyi aware of the influence that mere
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perceptual fluency and the misattribution of faarily can have on their attitudes,

confidence, perceptions of truth, and forecasts.”

However, whilst subliminal perception is not comsebl to be a necessary condition for
the non-conscious creation of the MEE in the domtimaisattribution theories (see
chapter 2, page 45) it has traditionally been eygaloas a means of demonstrating the
non-conscious nature of the MEE in the psycholdtgydture (see chapter 2, page 21).
As such, it is not yet possible to discount theppsition that the marketing-based MEE
is primarily enhanced by subliminal perception (&iein, 1989); and is therefore most
closely associated with the controversial concépgubliminal advertising. Given that
the former is considered to be a valuable and itapbrstream of research in the
contemporary consumer processing literature (sesiffionset al., 2002; Chartrand,
2005; Dijksterhuiset al., 2005), whilst the latter remains subject to a eaimt
paradoxical mixture of skepticism (over its effighcand ethical concerns (over its
manipulative power), this represents an importastircttion in marketing theory. On
the one hand, a subliminal MEE may be seen to geothe first, robust evidence of
how subliminal exposure to advertising may havalstntive effect on the attitudes of
consumers. By contrast, a non-conscious MEE woudtribute to the growing
literature on consumer behaviour in the absen@vafeness, regardless of the nature of
perception. As such, an important challenge forketamg-based MEE research at this
point (and thus one of the main objectives of thissis) is to test the proposition that,
under conditions of supraliminal perception, the BMEE enhanced by the absence of

memory for prior stimulus exposure.
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Whichever non-conscious mechanism is responsibte tie MEE, however, the

importance of this, and indeed all of the non-cansz phenomena reviewed in this
chapter, has become increasingly recognised imémieting literature (see Fitzsimons
et al., 2002; Chartrand, 2005; Dijksterhuet al., 2005). These phenomena have
significant implications for the exploration, exp&ion, application and control of

marketing communication and its impact on consuatétudes and behaviour. The
current thesis, therefore, may be seen to congilditectly to a body of consumer
research that appears to be fulfilling the predictof Duplessis (1997, in Broadbent,
2000: 27) that in future, “we will not be delvingrfthe sub-conscious after establishing

the rational, but we will recognise the sub-congsibefore we delve into the rational.”

3.5. Summarising the theoretical basis for the MEEN a marketing context

During the course of this chapter, the relevanceghef MEE has been discussed in
relation to three streams of the information preaes literature; involvement theory,
non-cognitive and non-conscious consumer procesgihghis point, therefore, it is
perhaps useful to draw together the key themebeofliscussion in this chapter, and to
summarise the basis on which the MEE might be d@rpeto occur in a marketing
context. To this end, a simple model is proposefigmre 3.13 and discussed in more

detail below.
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Figure 3.13: The creation and influence of the MEENn a marketing context

. Marketing
Media & communication:
consumption design, organisatior
environment & implementation
A 4 A 4
Extremely low level of audience]
involvement and elaboration
A 4 A 4
Low attention & engagemen
Naturally occurring | .| Manipulated non-
non-conscious MEE|" "|  conscious MEE

At the heart of the above model is the notion @ratextremely low level of audience
involvement provides the primary context in whitle tmarketing-based MEE might be
expected to occur (Greenwald and Leavitt, 1984j)s Thapparent whenever consumers
lack the motivation, ability and/or opportunityetaborate on marketing communication
(Maclnnis and Jaworski, 1989), and is reflecteditife or no conscious attention to
marketing stimuli (Greenwald and Leavitt, 1984; Menish and Jaworski, 1989; Heath,
2004). Such conditions are common in a contemporagdia and consumption
environment that is characterised by the proliferadbf brands, messages and media. In
this context, increasingly time-poor consumers ammbarded by thousands of
marketing messages in a cluttered media environrf®&kitner and Stephens, 2003).
The volume and diversity of brands, media and ngessaneans consumers are unable

and unwilling to identify, obtain, and evaluate allthe information necessary to take
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reasoned action (Shapieb al.; 1997). Furthermore, as brands are largely exgeicte
match each other’s functional performance the Betdiadvertising are often avoided,
ignored or preconsciously ‘screened-out’ as unirtgrar(Heath, 2004). In this sense,
therefore, it might be argued that the non-consciMEE is a naturally occurring

phenomenon in the contemporary consumption envieorhm

However, it should be noted that the design anctwi@n of advertising may also
constrain consumers’ ability and opportunity tcbelate, and thus the level of audience
involvement. For example, Edell and Staelin (1988nd that, in the absence of verbal
explanation, the ambiguous nature of isolated pestunay restrict processing ability.
Similarly, and in same way that advertising clutteight divide attention between
messages, the amount and congruency of informatitdmn an advertisement might
result in divided attention between each aspedhisf (e.g. attractive endorsers may
restrict message processing; Chaiken and Eaglyd)198so, restricting the duration for
which the message is available for processing nisy be expected to reduce the
opportunity for elaboration and thus the level afli@nce involvement (Mooret al.,
1986). As such, the MEE should also be regarded abenomenon that might be
manipulated by marketers to enhance affective respao products, brands and

advertisements.

Whilst the MEE should not necessarily be consideted be a non-cognitive

phenomenon, the most pertinent outcome of this imarketing context is the

misattribution of processing fluency to positivéeative response. As such, it is likely
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to be most relevant to advertising effects in ditues where the goal is simply to
generate positive affect towards the brand rathen tonvey detailed information and
understanding (Vakratsas and Ambler, 1999). Thuis, perhaps fair to conclude that
the MEE is most relevant to marketing when the gdbaldvertising is to elicit generally
positive affective response at extremely low lewdlsudience involvement, and in the

absence of significant focal attention (see figifet).

Figure 3.14: Basic conditions for maximising the ifluence of consumer-based

MEE

Extremely low
audience involvement
and attention

Advertising goal is
affective response

However, it is important to acknowledge three pb&tly important mediators of the
extent to which the mere exposure effect of adsiedi(i.e. the enhancement of positive
affective response) might subsequently be expdotedluence consumer choice:

* Low versus high levels of actor involvement

* Propensity for brand-switching

» Absence of experience with the target brand arttiproduct category.

With regard to the first of these, and as discusses@ction 3.2 (page 73), the influence

of enhanced affective response on subsequent brancke has been widely presumed to
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be facilitated by a low level of actor involvemeattthe point of decision-making (e.qg.
Chung and Szymanski, 1997; Baker, 1999; Feangl., 2007). Given that consumer
choices in fmcg categories are often made unddr sanditions (Hawkins and Hoch,
1992), therefore, the MEE may be particularly, amtked increasingly, relevant in the
contemporary consumption environment. Moreovemaly be argued that a correlation
between low actor involvement and the influenceexposure-induced affect implies
that the MEE may be particularly influential in tharly stages of decision-making. In
this respect, Cadét al. (2004) contend that involvement increases as ¢nags move
from developing awareness sets of the alternatiesonsideration sets and, finally,
purchase decisions. In line with this, howevemay be hypothesised that the influence
of the MEE on decision-making willecrease as the consumer moves closer to the
actual purchase decision. Indeed, whilst it is belythe scope of the empirical work in
this thesis, this may constitute an interesting asdful direction for future mere

exposure research in this domain (as will be disedisn chapter 9).

Secondly, and in the continued absence of empirgsaarch into this issue, it is perhaps
prudent to assume that the marketing-based MEE anily influence consumer
behaviour in the absence of well-established restirhabits or strongly held beliefs
with regard to target and competitor brands. Is #@nse, it may be fair to presume that
the relatively moderate size of the experimentidatf(see chapter 2, page 23) indicates
that its impact on behaviour may be nullified bg thrces of brand inertia. A propensity
for brand-switching within groups of consumers ooduct categories may therefore

constitute a second mediating factor in the degoewrhich exposure-induced affect
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influences behaviour. However, it should be notkdt tthe degree to which the
marketing-based MEE may alter previously ingrairstifudes towards well-known

brands is yet to be adequately tested in the matkiterature.

Finally, Vakratsas and Ambler (1999) contend tretngside cognition and affect,
experience constitutes a third mediating factor between atisiag exposure and choice
behaviour. The main implication of this for the MEEthat experience with target or
competitor brands may create strongly held belafd attitudes that reduce, or even
eliminate, the impact of mere exposure on choideabeur. In contrast, however, it
may be argued thaegative experiences with a product may enhance the mativddtir
brand-switching in that category, and thus the elego which the MEE influences
choice behaviour. However, in the current absericempirical evidence for either of
these hypotheses, it is perhaps prudent to asduahexposure-induced affect is more
likely to lead to behavioural effects in the absemd extensive experience with the

target brand, and ideally the product categoryeinegal.

3.6. Conclusion

In conclusion, therefore, the development of redeamnto advertising effects has, to a

large extent, mirrored that of consumer decisioking In particular, the drive to

develop a more detailed understanding of consumgponse to advertising has led

researchers in both traditions to question theioglships between cognition, affect and
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behaviour in the creation of communication effedfast notably in this respect, the

emphasis placed on cognitive response by traditibrerarchical models has been
challenged by the emergence of affect-driven tlesof consumer response and
decision-making. In line with these, an emergingybof contemporary research argues
that affective response to advertising is the kemtiuencing subsequent behaviour, and
should thus be the main objective of advertiserss T particularly important when the

ultimate goal of advertising is related to longatebrand building and ensuring the

brand is included in a consumer’s consideration set

Given the preoccupation for demonstrating the beltiwween mere exposure and affect in
the psychology literature (see chapter 2, page d®J, the close relationship between
early explanations of the MEE and affect-drivenoties of advertising (Zajonc, 1980,
2000), it may seem appropriate to categorise thé MEthe context ofion-cognitive
consumer processing theory. In light of the recentergence of cognition-based
theories of this phenomenon, however, this wouldb®entirely appropriate. Rather,
the marketing-based MEE should be conceptualise@ asn-conscious (cognitive)
theory of marketing communications. Whilst the maosbust (and perhaps relevant)
outcome of this is likely to be the enhancemerdftdctive response, it may also impact
upon cognitive judgments (e.g. quality) of merekpe@sed marketing stimuli when they
are subsequently encountered. Within the realnmopfconscious consumer processing,
however, it is as yet unclear as to whether the M&E function ofsubliminal

per ception and/omon-conscious intermediate processing. This is a key distinction in the
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context of marketing theory and constitutes an irtgo direction for further research in

this domain; and in particular that which is inaddn this thesis.

What is not subject to dispute, however, is tha MEE is most relevant to the
exploration, explanation and manipulation of margtcommunication effects under
conditions of low attention and involvement (duriegposure and throughout the
decision-making process). Furthermore, it is likelype most influential when the goal
of marketing communication is to generate affectegponse to the brand. As such, the
MEE may be assumed to be of greater importandeeirarly stages of decision-making
(i.e. the formation of awareness and considerasets) than in the actual purchase
decision (as this tends to be associated with atively higher degree of actor
involvement; Caiet al., 2004). Further to this, however, the influenceeaposure-
induced affect on ultimate choice behaviour isllike be maximised by the absence of
strong routines, habits, attitudes and experiengelation to the brand and, ideally, the

product category.

In conclusion, however, it is important to strekattthe integration of the MEE into
marketing theory, and indeed the proposed conclgsrtian of the marketing-based
MEE in figure 3.13 (page 116), is based on therapsion that the occurrence, nature,
size and direction of this domain-specific phenoamerwill be identical to that
demonstrated in abstract psychological researah ¢hapter 2). In essence, therefore,

the validity of a mere exposure-based theory ofedibting effects and consumer
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decision-making is dependent on the robustnesheothreefundamental propositions
distilled from the psychology literature in chapger
P1: Mere exposure to a marketing stimulus willuefice affective response to
that stimulus when it is subsequently encountered
P2: The size of the marketing-based mere exposiget @ill be hindered by the
presence of accurate recognition memory for margettimulus exposure
P3: The size of the marketing-based mere expodteet avill be hindered by a
subjective sense of confident, contextualized fecbbn for prior exposure to

the marketing stimulus; regardless of recognitiocugacy

Whilst a great deal of evidence for the first oésh propositions is apparent in the
psychology literature (see Bornstein, 1989) thespect that this may, to some extent,
be context specific (e.g. with regard to stimuliparticipants; see chapter 2) highlights
the need for robust replication in the marketingndm. Furthermore, the current
controversy regarding the impact of recognition rmgn{and therefore the nature of the
MEE; as discussed in chapter 2, page 29) may heysoritant implications for

marketing theory, research and practice, and tharsamnts examination in this context.
With this in mind, the purpose of the following @er is to critically review the extent

to which specific evidence for the MEE is apparenthe extant marketing literature,

and in particular the degree to which the abovep@sidions have been tested and

supported.
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Chapter 4

Empirical evidence for the marketing-based MEE:

A critical review
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4.1. Introduction

The mere exposure research paradigm is derivedtigirdom Zajonc’s (1968: 1)
original observation that:
“the mere repeated exposure of the individual stiulus is a sufficient
condition for the enhancement of his attitude talsait. By ‘mere
exposure’ is meant a condition which just makes ¢nen stimulus
accessible to the individual's perception.”
Research that is conducted within the strict ca¥iaf this paradigm is characterized by
an exposure phase, a period of delay and a subdetpst phase. Exposure in this
respect takes the form oépeated presentation of the target (and more often than no
distractor) stimuli in isolation, and at a levehths just perceptible. The absence of
contextual, associated or accompanying stimulimpartant to distinguish the MEE
from similar effects that may occur as a resultlagsical conditioning; a phenomenon
that is characterized by associative primorg as Foxall (2002: 186) explains, “the
direct or non-cognitively mediated transfer of glaat or unpleasant feelings from the
[unconditioned stimulus] (e.g. the advertisemeat}tte conditioned stimulus (e.g. the
brand].” With this in mind, it will be argued in this chaptaat few marketing studies to
date have been conducted within the strict confiolethe mere exposure paradigm.
Rather, evidence of the marketing-based MEE isigealvvia the loose application of
this framework and the use of an alternatiagidental exposure paradigm. The

findings, conclusions and limitations of this boafy work are critically discussed in

detail during this chapter.
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Figure 4.1: Structure of Chapter 4

1. Introduction

igE

2. Critical review of
marketing-specific
mere exposure researq ¢« Demonstration in the presence of recognition
e Comparison in the presence & absence of recognition
* Explaining the MEE

0 Testing theoretical explanations

0 Investigating underlying processes

3. Common methodological
limitations

1l

4. Support for the fundamenta||
propositions (from chapter 2)

{1

5. Conclusion

To this end, the extant marketing literature isegatised into three streams (see figure
4.1.); incorporating those studies that seek toadestnate the MEE in the presence of
recognition, to compare it in the presence andragesef recognition and to explain this
phenomenon, respectively. The latter categoryes flarther divided into those studies
that have sought to test the theoretical explanatdiscussed in chapter 2 (section 2.3,
page 36) and those that have investigated sontged$gecific non-conscious processes
to which these theories refer. Whilst study-speciiimitations are raised during this
review, it will be argued that the extant marketigrature in this field is characterised
by a number of common methodological limitationee3e are discussed in section 4.3

(page 159), prior to a review of the extent to vihtiais body of work may be considered
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to provide empirical support for the fundamentabpwsitions distilled from the

psychology literature in chapter 2 (page 62).

As an overview, however, it is perhaps useful tstfacknowledge that, in line with the
majority of psychological research, all of the netikg studies in this field have
examined the link between exposure affdct, and all bar one have reported an entirely
positive relationship. Contrary to the psychology literatunowever, effect size is not
widely reported in the extant marketing literattwedate. Further to this, it is important
to note that, whilst effects are often reportethie presence and absence of recognition,
marketing research into the MEE is almost entichgracterised by thsupraliminal
presentation of stimuli during the exposure phases is perhaps unsurprising given the
scepticism and hostility with which research intblgninal advertising has been met in
recent decades (Broyles, 2006; see page 104). Adevidiscussed in the following
section, however, marketing-based evidence of tHeEEMn either the presence or
absence of recognition is largely equivocal andjesiibto significant theoretical and

methodological constraints.
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4.2. The existence and nature of the MEE in a markimg context: A critical review

of the evidence

Although Obermiller (1985) is often cited as thestfinotable study to provide evidence
of the MEE in the marketing literature (e.g. Vanlkeud994; Baker, 1999), this is not
entirely accurate. Specifically, this study develoand tests the proposition that
processing style mediates the impact of stimulugosudre on subsequent affective
response. However, with regard to table 4.1 (p&$), it may be argued that onbpe

of the five processing conditions across which @ikgr (1985) compares the effect of
repeated exposure to novel melodies is in line WithMEE paradigm. This, the author
refers to as ‘minimal processing’ and takes thenfarf divided attention; in line with
Wilson (1979), one of the very first empirical sesl of the MEE in the psychology
literature. Whilst Obermiller (1985) concedes ttas$ condition is “the closest analogue
to Wilson (1979),” it should be stressed that iirisfact theonly condition in which
participants are not required to engage in a higgrek of conscious, attentive,
elaborative processing of the target stimuli dusxgosure, and thus the only condition
in which mere exposure occurs (according to Zajonc’s original definitisee page 18).
At this level of minimal processing, exposure was found to have any influence on
affective response; i.e. the MEE was not in facsesbed in this study. This led
Obermiller (1985: 27) to conclude that, “the faduto replicate findings of affective
change under conditions of limited cognitive preteg (during repeated mere
exposure) calls into question the robustness & MEE].” In conclusion, Obermiller

(1985: 28) called for more consumer research withi strict confines of the mere
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exposure paradigm, to “demonstrate or refute affecesponding under conditions that

limit cognitive processing [during repeated expesir

Table 4.1: Summary of the five processing conditiain Obermiller (1985)

Condition Description

Minimal processing Attention was focused away from the melodies. Subjevere
given a worksheet of math and language exercisdsle\they
worked on this distraction task, the melodies playe the
background.

Structural processing Attention was focused on the melodies. The taskuired
subjects to count and record the number of noteadgh melody.

Cognitive processing Attention was focused on the melodies. Subject®westructed
to listen to the melodies and write down an appabgtrtitle for
each one.

Affective processing Attention was focused on the melodies. Subject®westructed
to listen to the melodies and rate each on a foietg
pleasant/unpleasant scale.

Associative processing | Attention was focused on the melodies. Subjectswestructed
to listen to the melodies and attempt to form agyrienages of
associations as they could and to indicate how niaiages of
associations they formed for each melody on a sirtscale.

Source: Obermiller (1985)

In response to the call of Obermiller (1985), a litmat potentially important body of
marketing research has emerged that appears tadprevidence for the MEE in this
context, although these studies are largely subjectsignificant theoretical and
methodological limitations (as will be discussedsrguently). Whilst not overtly
acknowledged, the moderating influence of stimukmognition has been an intrinsic
aspect of this stream of the marketing literatarepnsequence perhaps of the increasing
interest of psychologists in this issue during ldet three decades (see chapter 2, page
29). More recently, the emphasis in both domains dtafted from demonstration to
explanation, and in particular the nature of the non-conscipreesses that underpin

the MEE. As such, marketing studies of the MEE rpaydivided into three categories;
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those that examine the MEE in the presence of rettog only, those that seek to
compare the MEE in the presera®l absence of recognition, and those that endeavour
to explain this phenomenon. A critical review otleaf these streams of literature is

provided in the subsections below.

4.2.1. Demonstrating the marketing-based MEE in th@resence of recognition

Reflecting an acknowledgement of the MEE (and theatgr interest in this) as
essentially a non-conscious phenomenon (see ch2apperge 21), perhaps, this stream
of the extant marketing literature is limited tefjuwo studies; both of which, it would
seem, were undertaken with the original aim of espy the MEE in theabsence of
recognition. Firstly, and albeit inadvertently, Bak(1999) provides evidence of the
MEE solely in the presence of recognition, in adgtthat is ostensibly designed to
compare the conditions under which the MEE andsatas (affective) conditioning
might influence consumer behaviour. In essencss, ithiolves testing three potential
mediators of both phenomena; existing brand fantyia perceived functional
performance and level of involvement. The fact tidantical conditions are found to
enhance both the MEE and classical (affective) itmmihg could simply be a function
of their similarity; alternatively, it could indita a failure to distinguish between them in
the research design. However, if the validity ok&®s (1999) results is accepted, the
important aspect of this study is the nature of MEE in question. In this respect,
whilst the literature review refers to preattitualirand non-conscious processing, the

empirical work does not distinguish between affectresponse in the presence and
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absence of conscious memory for prior exposureeddd the measurement of
recognition is replaced by one of ‘exposure freqyeswareness’; whereby participants
are required to determine tihember of times each stimulus was presented. Given the
relatively large number of prolonged, attentive @qyres (discussed further in section
4.3, page 159) and the nature of the memory taskould appear that there is no
suggestion that participants did ncognise the stimuli as having been presented
previously (merely, that they could not remembew hoany times this occurred). As
such, Baker (1999) essentially presents evidenca afarketing-based MEE in the
presence of recognition, but only when there istyar brand familiarity and perceived
functional performance. Additionally, the MEE inighstudy does not appear to be
restricted to low involvement consumer decision-imgk operating also as a ‘tie-
breaker’ in highly involved deliberation; a findinigat potentially extends the conditions
under which the MEE might be expected to influeosesumer behaviour (see chapter

3, page 118).

Further to this study, it should perhaps be ackedg#d that Olson and Thjomoe (2003)
claim to ‘reconfirm’ the MEE for brand names in theesence of recognition. In line
with Baker (1999), they also contend that the éffemot mediated by accompanying
brand information that is not fully processed (ileat it is distinct from the process of
implicit associative priming). This study, howevds beset with methodological
problems; not least of which is an almost totakla€ control over the direction and
extent of attention during exposure, and the aleseficcecognition measures for the

target brand names. The former relates to an expoghase in which marketing
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students were repeatedly exposed to 82 advertia(d8ts and 44 distractors) that were
embedded in the slides of a real lecture and jposit as “examples of advertising.”
Each advert was presented ‘several times’ and fduration of 5-seconds on each
occasion. The degree to which each brand namstiperceptible (Zajonc, 1968) and
not subject to elaborative processing is therelioghly questionable. The main problem
with this approach, however, is that it facilitateignificant differences in attentive
processing between participants and stimuli dutimg course of the lecture; from
situations in which students lose interest and laoky from the lecture slides, to those
where students study some of these ‘examples adrasing’ in great detail as part of
their learning experience. The absence of subséqgeengnition measures for each
advertisement further compounds the difficulty ghentifying whether or not each
stimulus has received a high degree of attentiV@boeative processing. At best,
therefore, the findings of this study should beetakas indicative evidence of a
marketing-based MEE in thgesence of recognition but, given that the authors concede
that their results require “replication and extenj it is important to stress that they

should (for now at least) be treated with a degifezaution.

As previously mentioned, however, the conclusioh®Iison and Thjomoe (2003) are
not the only ones that must be considered in theesd of significant limitations.
Indeed, most marketing-specific studies of the MIEE subject to a number of common
methodological considerations that could underntivee validity of their findings and
conclusions; as will be discussed in section 48y€0159). Prior to this, however, the

two most prominent streams of marketing-based M&dearch are critically reviewed;
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beginning with that which seeks to directly comptris phenomenon in the presence

and absence of recognition.

4.2.2. Comparing the marketing-based MEE in the preence and absence of

recognition

In addition to the literature reviewed above, gtdly larger (though still small) body of

marketing research has sought to compare the MEteanpresencand absence of

recognition memory. However, it should be noted thilargely restricted to comparing
the occurrence, rather than the size, of the MEEaoh case. This constitutes a
potentially important limitation as psychologicaésults consistently indicate that
stimulus recognition is likely to attenuate thee of the effect, rather than eliminate it
completely (see chapter 2, page 29). Perhaps a seoiis problem for this somewhat
limited stream of marketing research, howeverhes équivocal nature of the findings;

as illustrated in the discussion below.

The first notable response to Obermiller’s (198&l) tor more marketing research into
the MEE, is that of Anand, Holbrook and Stepher338). These authors replicated
Wilson’s (1979) exposure technique of dividing atien between two auditory stimuli,
ostensibly to test cognition versus affect-basesbties of the MEE. In this study,
however, cognition appears to be confused watognition; a fundamental criticism of
the empirical evidence for Zajonc’s (198f)imacy of affect theory (see Vanhuele,

1994), and one that potentially invalidates Anahdl.’s conclusions as to the necessity
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of cognition in the MEE. However, although not esjly acknowledged, this study
more accurately constitutes an attempt to measweentarketing-based MEE in the
presence and absence of recognition. In this réspe@andet al. (1988: 390) find
support for the former but not the latter, obsegvihat, “our results suggest that the
[MEE] increases with the accuracy of recognitiofliese findings may be considered
surprising, and at the time ran contrary to psyobickl research indicating that the size
of the MEE is significantlyreduced under such conditions (for reviews see Bornstein

1989; Bornstein and Craver-Lemley, 2004).

In defence of Ananckt al. (1988), however, it might be noted that psychalabi
evidence for the non-conscious nature of the MERngely derived from studies that
usesubliminal exposure (see Bornstein and Craver-Lemley, 200¢)cdhtrast, this is
one of the first studies to measure the effecsuptaliminal exposure in the absence of
subsequent recognition. Furthermore, their conetusgs supported by more recent
psychological research of this nature (Lee, 200ang and Chang, 2004; Newell and
Shanks, 2007; see page 33). In this respect, threraf may be argued that the results of
Anand et al. (1988) constitute an early indication that subfiahi perception is a
necessary condition for the non-conscious enhanaeofi¢he MEE; and that this might
be more accurately termed tkebliminal MEE. However, given the combination of
small sample size (n=30) and a lack of control dliernature and duration of exposure
(as will be discussed in section 4.3, page 1595 perhaps unwise to draw such a
conclusion from this study alone. Furthermore, fdikire to demonstrate the MEE in

the absence of recognition is contradicted by Zamiski (1993), and two subsequent
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comparative studies that are relevant to the ME&80 and Krishnan, 2001; Toeh

al., 2007). In this respect, Janiszewski (1993) preftarzidence for the MEE in both the
absencand presence of recognition in a study that is prityatesigned to test a theory
of preattentive hemispheric processing. In thipeeg participants were peripherally
(and it is therefore presumadcidentally) exposed to invented advertisements in a
mocked-up newspapdn the absence of recognition memory for the ntwahd names
contained within, liking for these elements of #temuli was found to be enhanced; a
result the author explains with reference to the-oonscious MEE, and in particular the
misattribution theories of Mandlet al. (1987) and Bornstein and D’Agostino (1992).
However, the same result is also evident inptesence of recognition; a finding that is

not discussed in the context of MEE theory, naeiation to comparative effect size.

Further to this, it may be argued that evidencelerMEE in the absen@ad presence
of recognition is also apparent in Shapiro and Wan’'s (2001) comparison of
advertising effects on explicit and implicit memo®Adthough not acknowledged, the
MEE, and in particular the perceptual fluency/atition theory of mere exposure
(Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994; see page id5dopted as a proxy by which to
infer the presence of implicit memory in this studg the authors explain:

“Implicit memories have been shown to lead to goese bias in which

there is a greater likelihood of using the previpuseen information to

complete a task without the awareness of doin@se. type of response bias
that has been found is an increased preferencepfeviously seen

information (Schacter 1987). One explanation fas &iffect is perceptual

fluency, in which a previously seen stimulus appdamiliar, and absent a
successful search of memory to attribute this famity to the prior exposure

episode, the familiarity is attributed to a prefere for the stimulus.”

(Shapiro and Krishnan, 2001: 2)
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On this basis, the authors used a 2x2 between-grp@riment to examine the impact
of delay and divided attention on explicit (recdgm) and implicit memory (i.e.
preference) for 12 novel brand names. These stinepliaced the real brand names
contained in 12 real-life advertisements. Each ad then exposed once for a period of
10 seconds. Divided attention was created by iost@g participants to simultaneously
listen to a radio broadcast during the exposures@hwhile delay was facilitated by
asking respondents to complete the test phaselbaing day. In this way, the authors
found that both divided attention and a period elfg significantly reduced recognition
rates for the target brands, whilst the brand pesfee effect (by which implicit memory
was inferred) remained robust across all conditiéiihough not specifically noted or
discussed, therefore, these results would appeaflext a marketing-based MEE in the
both the presence and absence of recognition (teqaal extent). As a caveat to this
conclusion, however, and in the specific contexthef MEE, a number of limitations

should be acknowledged with regard to this study.

Firstly, it may be argued that the clearly visihbgture of the target brand names and the
extended length of exposure (10 seconds) doesewetsearily meet the criteria of ‘mere
exposure’ (i.e. that which isjust perceptible; Zajonc, 1968), even in the divided
attention condition. Furthermore, the fact that tdrget brand names were presented in
the context of elaborate, real-world advertisingegirise to two additional limitations.
Firstly, it is possible that the observed prefeeeeffects are the result associative

priming during each 10s exposure; i.e. that they refléa tesults of classical
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conditioning rather than mere exposure (see Bdl&99). It might be argued that, in
order to clearly distinguish the influence of th&eEl experimentally, either the brand
names should be presented in isolatmnthe complete advertisements should be
considered to be the target stimuli and replicatetheir entirety at test. In this case,
however, the latter option may be problematic andlounds that real-life adverts may
be subject to pre-existing attitudes that are fearsd to the newly-embedded brand
names during exposure. In addition to this, howeter use of such stimuli gives rise to
a second methodological limitation. Specificallygrying degrees of pre-experiment
familiarity with each real-life advertisement coulcontribute to differences in
processing fluency (over and above the influencexpkerimental manipulation). In this
respect, a relatively high degree of fluency mightexpected to enhance both encoding
of the target brand names during exposure andi@eped recognition of these at test

(see Moray, 1959; Nielson and Sarason, 1981; kuaitld Westerman, 2008).

In the context of this thesis, however, perhapsnibst significant limitation of Shapiro
and Krishnan’s (2001) study is that it is not speally designed to examine the MEE;
rather, support for this particular phenomenon niesinferred. To explain; evidence
for the MEE in this study is drawn from betweentgyofindings of explicit
(recognition) and implicit memory for previously posed stimuli (inferred by the
enhancement of affect). In the first group, rectigniwas found to occur only in the
absence of delay and under conditions of full &tb@n In the second group, enhanced
brand preference is found with or without delayd amder conditions of full and

divided attention. From this, it may be inferrea@ttlexposure-induced affect is evident
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under conditions that both facilitate and hindematus recognition. However, in the
absence of within-subject analysis of the relatigm&etween recognition and affect it is
impossible to determine whether those participéms recognised (or indeed failed to
recognise the target stimulus) in the first grolgo greferred it. Similarly, recognition
data is not available in relation to those particifs who preferred the stimulus in the
second group. In other words, the fact that onegreferred the target brand names
following a period of delay, whilst another faileéd recognise them under the same
conditions does not necessarily demonstrate theraawe of a non-conscious MEE. It
is possible that all those who preferred the tabgabd names would have also reported
recognition of these stimuli had they been askedil&ly, all those who reported
recognition of the brand names may not necesdaale preferred them. Whilst this is
perhaps unlikely, the fact that it is possible undaes an interpretation of this study as
evidence for two qualitatively different forms dfet MEE, arising on the basis of two
separate memory systems (i.e. explicit and implidithilst such a conclusion should
not necessarily be ruled out, and would be of hd#rest and importance in the field of
marketing communication, it is argued that the ltssof Shapiro and Krishnan (2001)

would benefit from validation using a within-suljexperimental design.

On the one hand, therefore, and in light of thatéittons above, it may be argued that
the results of Shapiro and Krishnan (2001) do restessarily reflect the MEE, and
should be treated with caution in this particulantext. Alternatively, however, and in
the continued absence of empirical evidence for rtbe-conscious MEE following

supraliminal exposure, it may be reasonably progdisat this robust, marketing-based
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study indicates the possibility of a qualitativestdiction between two forms of the
MEE. In this respect, the fact that an equivalent pezfee-bias is apparent in both the
presence and absence of recognition may suggestratizer than the former being a
weaker analogue of the latter (i.efudly non-conscious effect; see figure 3.12, page
108), the two effects occur via two different pregiag routes; namely those associated
with explicit and implicit memory respectively. Wati this possibility is not raised by
the authors, it may be seen to provide a theoteliaais on which to reconcile the
seemingly paradoxical findings of an increase m gfze of the MEE under conditions
of both subliminal perception and stimulus recagnit(see chapter 2, pages 29-33). It
may therefore constitute an interesting avenue ftother research, and will be

considered in more detail during the latter parthef thesis.

To complete the literature review in this sectibowever, it is perhaps important to
consider one particular study that, although nobliphed within the marketing
literature, sought to explore the effectssgraliminal andsubliminal mere exposure in
this context. In this respect, Toghal. (2007) found that the ‘perceived effectiveness’ of
a promotional tool (a corporate novelty gift) washanced by repeated supraliminal
(250ms) and, to a greater extent, subliminal (1Q0Oemmbeds of the item in a
promotional video. With regard to the psychologdgriture (within which this study is
published), this marketing-based demonstratiorhefNIEE would appear to be in line
with the findings of Bornstein and D’Agostino (1992nd Bornstein’s (1989) meta-
analysis. From both a purely scientific and applwarketing perspective, however, a

number of limitations should perhaps be acknowldddérstly, in the absence of
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subjective measures of perception, the degree tahwthe two conditions are

effectively distinguished from each other must béeired. Given that the original
empirical study of the (visual) non-conscious MBHised subliminal exposures of just
1ms (Kunst-Wilson and Zajonc, 1980), and that Seaetoal. (1983) found above

chance recognition following exposures of 3ms (bot 2ms), the assumption that a
100ms embed will be subliminally perceived by alirtipants is questionable.
Secondly, and in light of the fact that Tetral. (2007) develop a theoretical foundation
for the MEE that is based entirely on giemacy of affect theory (Zajonc, 1980), the
largely cognitive nature of the dependent variafdle. a mindful evaluation of its

potential effectiveness) appears to be somewhagidchl. Furthermore, it does not
necessarily reflect a typical affective consumepomse to promotion. Finally, the use
of subliminal (or at least heavily disguised) enmdbead a promotional video may be
guestioned on the grounds that it provides neithbrigh degree of ecological validity
nor robust internal validity; the complex naturecohtextual stimuli providing scope for
implicit associative priming (i.e. classical conditioning) that may confound é#ffects of

mere repeated exposure to the target stimulus alsee chapter 2, page 56).
Nonetheless, the work of Toahal. (2007) represents a potentially important pathef

bridge between psychology and marketing; the dgweemt and completion of which

will facilitate a greater understanding of the MiBEboth domains.

From the literature reviewed in this section, tfeme it may be concluded that

comparative evidence and explanation for the mamgdiased MEE in the presence and

absence of recognition remains subject to someusari. Whilst Ananckt al. (1988)
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find support for the MEE in only the first of thesenditions, Janiszewski (1993),
Shapiro and Krishnan (2001) and Taghal. (2007) support the existence of this
phenomenon itoth scenarios. Howevewhilst Tomet al. (2007) find that recognition
(or more specifically, perception) merely attenadtee size of the MEE, the conclusions
of Shapiro and Krishnan (2001) imply two qualitetiv different forms of this effect,
based on the conscious and non-conscious processeemory respectively. As a
caveat to all of these findings, however, and me Wwith those studies reviewed in the
previous section, this literature stream is subjec number of significant limitations.
These are not restricted to the study-specificeissaised in this section but also include
a number of common methodological limitations that be discussed in section 4.3
(page 159). Prior to this, however, a final strezthe marketing literature is reviewed;

namely, that which endeavoursexplain the MEE.

4.2.3. Explaining the MEE in a marketing context

Given the discussion to this point in the chaptemight be argued that a robust
domain-specific demonstration of the MEE, and intipalar the degree to which it is
moderated by stimulus recognition, remains abgent the extant marketing literature.
Nevertheless, the trend in recent years has beerpiain, rather than to validate, this
phenomenon in a marketing context. In this respacgmall body of literature has
emerged that may be subdivided into two categotiest; which endeavours to test the
numerous theories of mere exposure discussed pterh2 (section 2.3, page 36), and

that which explores the nature and influence ofgpecific non-conscious processes to
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which these theories refer. The relevant studiedath these respects are critically

discussed in the subsections below.

4.2.3.1. Testing psychological theories of mere eogure in a marketing context

As previously mentioned, the intention of Anagichl. (1988) to compare affect versus
cognition-based theories of the MEE is largely undeed by theoretical assumptions
that have subsequently proven to be inaccurate tfia recognition is equivalent to
cognition; see Vanhuele, 1994). Unfortunately,railsir limitation is apparent in Lee’s
(1994) attempt to test the misattribution theooésnere exposure (see chapter 2, page
45). To this end, a 2x2 experimental design is eyed in which stimuli are either
exposed (‘old’) or not (‘new’). Half of the stimuin each condition are then explicitly
labelled as having been exposed (‘seen’) or nobt(‘seen’), giving rise to four
conditions; old/seen, old/not seen, new/seen, r@wgaen. On this basis, Lee (1994)
hypothesises that misattribution theories of mexposure would be supported by
enhanced positive affective response in:

a) the old/not seen but not the old/seen conditimd;

b) the new/not seen but not the new/seen condition

The first assumption appears to be relatively rgbard is seemingly in line with
Bornstein’s (1989) conclusion that the size of MEE is greater in the absence of
stimulus recognition. The second is developed enbidisis that the new/seen condition

will give rise to negative affect in the absencesxdected perceptual fluency for new
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stimuli that are believed to have been previously exposed; a somewhat novel
interpretation of the implications of theerceptual fluency/attribution theory of mere
exposure (Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 19949wiver, this proposition is not
necessarily supported by the misattribution theodiscussed in chapter 2 (page 45) - in
which the experience of processing fluency is meitlexpected nor necessarily
conscious — and is particularly questionable ie tlght of Whittlesea’s (1993)
conceptualisation of thialse familiarity effect (FFE). As discussed in chapter 2 (page
57), this phenomenon implies that a false, subjeatixperience of memory can occur
on the basis of the relative ease of stimulus @sing and is linked t@nhanced
affective response. On this basis, the instigatibfalse familiarity (via the suggestion
that new stimuli had in fact been presented preshigshould be expected to result in a
preference-bias in thaw/seen (and not the new/unseen) condition; a propostiat is
diametrically opposed to that of Lee (1994). Givkis, it is perhaps unsurprising that
Lee (1994) fails to support the second part of dbeve hypothesis, instead finding
positive affective response for new stimuli when particigawere told that they had
been presented previously (and inadvertently detretitey the FFE). More surprising,
perhaps, is the fact that Lee (1994) also failsupport the first part of the hypothesis;
finding enhanced affective response to old stimedardless of what participants were

told about their exposure status.

On the face of it, therefore, this study appearzrtwide evidence of an equivalent MEE

in the presencand absence of recognition, leading Lee (1994: 274ptuclude that the

MEE, “cannot be undone by knowledge of prior expesun a similar vein to Ananet
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al. (1988), this conclusion is contradicted by thosewn subsequent psychological
reviews (Bornstein, 1989; Bornstein and Craver-legmP004) but finds some empirical
support in the contemporary psychology literaturee( 2001b; Wang and Chang, 2004,
Newell and Shanks, 2007). As the author concedesyever, it is somewhat
undermined by a basic theoretical limitation; nagm#iat the construct of ‘seen’ in this
study is not necessarily equivalent to thatembgnition. In fact, Lee (1994) reports that
none of the stimuli were recognised by participantsimgithe test phase. With this in
mind, it would appear that the enhancement of affiec ‘old’ stimuli (regardless of
whether they were positioned as ‘seen’ or ‘unseesdentially provides evidence of a
non-conscious MEE. In addition, the same findingrfew stimuli positioned as ‘seen’
(but not ‘unseen’) inadvertently supports fakse familiarity effect (Whittlesea, 1993).

The MEE is not actually tested in the presenceodgnition during this study.

With this in mind, perhaps the most important firgibf Lee (1994) is that the direction
of the non-conscious MEE (i.e. that which occurthimabsence of recognition) for low-
density patterns is diametrically opposed to tHalhigh-density patterns. Specifically,
she finds enhanced positive evaluation of the formceompanied by increased negative
evaluation of the latter. As such, whilst this studbes not necessarily constitute a
robust test of the misattribution theories of merposure, it is one of the very few
studies to demonstrate @verse non-conscious MEE in adults (alongside Cranetadl .,
1973; Heyduk, 1975), and to provide evidence thatdirection of the MEE may be

stimulus-specific.
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The only other study that has specifically soughttdst generic theories of mere
exposure in a marketing context is that of Fahgl. (2007). With specific regard to
online banner advertising, the authors adopt apperal (and thus, it is assumed,
incidental) exposure paradigm to compare two comgetxplanations of the MEE; the
cognition-based theory ofperceptual fluency/attribution (Bornstein and D’Agostino,
1992, 1994) and the affect-based theorpebonic fluency (Winkielman and Cacciopo,
2001). Despite doubts over whether the latter dutes a valid theoretical explanation
of the MEE (see chapter 2, page 40), Ferg. (2007) argue that it is supported by the
findings of this study whilst perceptual fluencyiution is not. This is somewhat
surprising in light of the credence that has beeergto Bornstein and D’Agostino’s
(1992, 1994) theory in the extant psychology ltiera (e.g. Butler and Berry, 2004);
although it may be seen to be supported by a smatiber of recent studies that
challenge the assumptions of this theory (e.g. R861b; Wang and Chang; see page

33).

However, there are a number of potential criticisnd limitations that might be raised
with regard to the findings of Fang al. (2007). Firstly, the theory operceptual
fluency/attribution (Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994) appearbdauled out on
the basis that findings of enhanced affect forttrget brand names was eliminated by
the prior instruction that a peripheral stimulusg@mpanying music) may give rise to a
sense of processing fluency or affect; a resuttFaaget al. (2007: 102) claim, “clearly
supports the more complex model in which affectuerfices the interpretation of

fluency.” In the absence of further explanationwhwger, the justification for this claim
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is unclear. Indeed, an alternative (and arguablyemabust) interpretation might lead to
the opposite conclusion; i.e. that the study in faovides support for the misattribution
theories of mere exposure. In this respect, thdirfgs appear to support a central
proposition of botmon-specific activation theory (Mandleget al., 1987) anderceptual
fluency/attribution (Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994); namelyattiperceptual
fluency will be misattributed to whatever reasopegrs most plausible in the context of
the experiment (see page 50). In this case, thetfet accompanying music was
specifically suggested as the source of fluencyerakthe most plausible explanation,

and eliminates the need for misattribution to giesdiof the target stimulus.

In addition to this issue, the findings of Fagtcal. (2007) are assumed to reflect non-
conscious processes on the basis that mean reioognita two-factor forced choice test
was at chance, and the peripheral placement ofdraads ensured that exposure
occurred “just under the level of perception” (Fahgl., 2007: 102). However, the first
of these assumptions is undermined by the absdnghin-subject analysis of the link
between recognition and affect. As such, it ispmgsible to rule out the possibility that
enhanced preference for the latter is underpinnaahlynby judgments that occurred in
the presence of accurate recognition. Furthernweee this to be the case it gives rise
to the possibility of an inverse relationship aesult of task ordering effects, i.e. that
accurate recognition of the stimulus was assochigdprior judgments of affect rather
than the exposure phase (see Phaf and Rottevé).2doreover, the assumption of
subliminal perception is undermined by an abserfcdirect attention-control during

exposure and any subsequent measurement of thadhear
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Finally, the peripheral exposure technique thatsisd by Fanegt al. (2007) gives rise to
the possibility that the observed effects are ndact the outcome afere exposure to
the stimulus alone, but an interaction betweent#nget stimuli and other focal and
peripheral stimuli during the exposure phase. Theergial for implicit associative
priming of this nature is common to all researcmdiected within theincidental
exposure paradigm, and will thus be discussed further ttise 4.3 (page 159). Given
these limitations, however, and the somewhat ssingrinature of the findings in Fang
et al. (2007), it is perhaps prudent to draw this secta close with the conclusion that
(in line with the psychology literature) robust @ence for one theory of mere exposure
over all others is not yet apparent in the marketiomain. However, marketing-specific
research that seeks to explain the effects of megpesure is not confined to testing the
specific theories discussed in chapter 2 (sectiBngage 36). By investigating the non-
conscious processes of implicit memory and prongsfiuency on which cognition-
based theories of mere exposure are founded, d body of additional work might
also be considered to make an important contributighis respect; as will be discussed

in the next section.

4.2.3.2. Exploring the non-conscious processes betMEE

Given the emergence in psychology of cognition-dasgplanations of the MEE,

coupled with the continued absence of a universalbepted theory of mere exposure, it

is perhaps not surprising that marketing reseaschawve instead sought to test the
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specific underlying processes on which these adsaane built. In this respect, the main
focus of marketing research has been the basicigeeimat exposure-induced fluency
implicitly primes affective response to marketinigrsili. In particular, the key question
that has been addressed is the perceptual versagptaal nature of this process. Whilst
it has been acknowledged that there is still widesgh disagreement as to the whether
implicit memory has a conceptual dimension at sdle( chapter 2, page 53), this may
nevertheless be considered to be an importantrdacesting stream of literature in the

context of this thesis.

Perhaps the first marketing study to examine tbssie directly is that of Chung and
Szymanski (1997), who claim to take an ‘implicit rmary perspective’ of exposure-
induced brand choice. To this end, the authors uneathe effect of brand name
exposure on preference in relation to a given caration set (consisting of the target
brand and four alternatives). This effect is themmpared under the following
conditions:
a) Visual v auditory exposure
b) Low v high involvement at test (operationalisedd®cision-time restrictions of
3s and 10s respectively)
c) Perceptual v conceptual processing during expoSiagerationalised as
letter/syllable counting and judging when in they dae brand would be used

respectively)
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Whilst it is not overtly referred to, this studyegents evidence in support of the MEE;
but only under conditions aofisual exposure andlow involvement decision-making. No
significant differences in brand preference areaapmpt as a result of the perceptual
versus conceptual nature of processing; a findiag, ton the face of it, might suggest
the MEE can occur viéboth routes. However, the validity of the experimental
manipulation in this respect is somewhat questitabirstly, given that the brand
names were real, familiar and therefore part ofstexg semantic memory, the
proposition that letter/syllable counting resultdyoin perceptual processing appears to
rest on the unlikely assumption that the stimulisot processed holistically at any
point. If it is perceived to be a real brand namegeven a real word for that matter,
semantic activation might reasonably be expectentonir. Secondly, judgements as to
when in the day a brand is used are assumed irstilndly to involve only conceptual
processing. However, exposure to the perceptualresof the stimulus in this activity
inevitably entails perceptual processing. As théhans acknowledge, however, the
influence of perceptual versus conceptual procgssiay ultimately be more adequately
assessed via another manipulation in this study;vibual versus auditory nature of
exposure. Given that the test phase was entireyaVi the first of these conditions
provides the opportunity for perceptual matchingred physical features encountered
during exposure and test, whilst the second doésHifects observed in the auditory
exposure condition cannot therefore be explainedhenbasis of simple perceptual
matching and thus the influence of conceptual @siog can be confidently assumed.
However, no such effects were found, with the MHBgpaaent only when visual

perceptual processing was possible in both phastee @xperiment. Thus the authors
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conclude, quite reasonably, that under conditiohslow involvement, perceptual
processing (and in particular perceptual matchimgthe visual stimulus features
between exposure and test) underpins the effetttisnstudy. This is in line with the
theory that implicit memory is essentiallyperceptual representation system (Schacter,

1990; Tulving and Schacter, 1990; see page 49).

However, in the context of implicit memory researchgeneral, and the MEE in
particular, this study is subject to a number dafitdnal limitations. Firstly, the authors
claim to consider the effects of exposure withia theoretical framework of implicit
priming. To this end, the paper provides a goodere\of the implicit memory literature
and accurately defines implicit priming as “exp@surduced change in performance
unaccompanied by awareness” (Chung and Szyman$£4y:1288). Awareness,
however, is not specifically defined, controlled measured in this study; although
given the long, supraliminal exposures, the requast for active, attentive, elaborative
processing during these, and the relatively shetayd before testing, it must be
considered to be extremely likely that many of th#e target brand names were
recognised as having been seen during the exppfiage (amongst the 30 that were
presented in total). As such, it is perhaps faicdaclude that, contrary to the claimed
implicit nature of this study, the results essdiytidemonstrate priming in theresence

of explicit recognition memory. In the specific ¢ext of the MEE, however, even this
conclusion is perhaps undermined by the fact tleither type of exposure (visual or
auditory) could be considered to occur at a lelat tsjust perceptible (Zajonc, 1968).

Indeed, the difficulties of presenting auditorynsaiii at this level might suggest that,
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whilst the use of modality matching/mismatchingisobust way to assess the nature of
the processes that underpin the MEE, future studight consider the manipulation of
modality at test rather than exposure. In this eegghe standard visual presentation of
the exposure phase would be replicated or altemethé test phase to create the
necessary modality match/mismatch. Finally, themixto which the effects observed in
this study are analogous to those of the MEE mayusstioned on the basis that the
experimental effect of just one further exposureumdikely to lead to a sizeable
preference-bias for the real-word stimuli (e.g. ©ae) used in this study. This
possibility is elucidated by Shapiro (1999) in b the most robust marketing-based

study of implicit priming effects; a critical rewieof which is provided below.

Building on the work of Shapiret al. (1997; to be discussed subsequently), Shapiro
(1999) compares the degree to which incidental sy to product-category
advertising facilitates impliciperceptual andconceptual priming and thus enhances the
likelihood of inclusion in a consideration set. this end, the two processing conditions
are manipulated by the presentation of target prsdun isolation (to facilitate
perceptual processing of the stimulus form) anthencontext of a scene (to encourage
semantic, associative processing). This secondittmmds then divided intaneaningful
and non-meaningful scenes, and target products are depicted thatitdwer familiar or
unfamiliar in shape. On this basis, Shapiro (1999) finds theidental exposure to
advertising influences consideration set formatidren products are:

a) unfamiliar and presented in isolation; or

b) familiar and presented in the context of a meanihggene.
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The author concludes that these results highligig importance of meaningful
contextual information to the formation of concegtfiuency, and to the facilitation of
perceptual fluency by its absence. Both forms wéricy, he argues, subsequently give
rise to greater approach behaviour. However, whsksinantic analysis (and thus
conceptual fluency) is further enhanced by the eldiogy of familiar stimuli, perceptual
fluency for these is unlikely to be significantlgfluenced by one more experimental

exposure.

Whilst this study is not explicitly positioned as mvestigation of the MEE, its findings
are nonetheless relevant and important in the gbrdé this phenomenon. In this
respect, the observed effects of implicit perceptaad conceptual fluency on
consideration set formation may be considered toabalogous to those of mere
exposure (i.e. direct stimulus priming) and claais{affective) conditioning respectively
(see Baker 1999). However, whilst it was previoustknowledged that Baker (1999)
finds no difference in the effects of these twongraena (beyond the fact that one is
easier to execute in the context of marketing comoations), Shapiro (1999) indicates
an important qualitative distinction. Specificallijhe semantic analysis that underpins
classical conditioning is facilitated by prior fdrarity with the stimulus and a
presentation context that encourages elaboratiezepsing. By contrast, feature
analysis and direct perceptual priming is enharmetolated exposure and unfamiliar
stimuli. As such, this study not only provides ende for perceptual fluency

explanations of the MEE (Mandlet al., 1987; Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994),
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but also identifies two boundary conditions thagacly distinguish this phenomenon

from that of classical (affective) conditioning.

However, it is perhaps important to acknowledge tha specific focus of Shapiro
(1999) is the extent to which generic products. (eocgnputer, briefcase) are included in
a consideration set. As such, further researchleayecessary to examine the degree to
which these findings hold with respect to brandudisination and choice. Furthermore,
it should be acknowledged that, whilst the studgbépiro (1999) is particularly robust
in the context of thencidental exposure paradigm within which it is developed, this
approach may pose problems for the interpretatiothese findings in the specific
context of the MEE. Indeed, Shapiro (1999) doesnemessarily seek to interpret his
findings in the context of the mere exposure lit@@ For example, his conclusion that
prior familiarity with the stimulus may moderatestimplicit priming effects of a small
number of additional experimental exposures woekhsto be at odds with the finding
that (familiar) meaningful words generate larger B4Ethan (unfamiliar) nonsense
words in Bornstein’s (1989) seminal meta-analysise( page 25). In this respect,
however, it should be acknowledged that these pusvresults relate specifically to
abstract lexical stimuli, whereas those of Shagit699) refer to product images.
Nonetheless, a degree of ambiguity as to whetteepbserved effects reflect the MEE
or classical (affective) conditioning is a limitati that is common to all studies in which
peripheral (incidental) exposure techniques arel@yed; and is therefore discussed in

more detail in section 4.3 (page 159).
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Prior to this, however, it is important to acknodde the work ofLee (2002), who
extends Shapiro’s (1999) attempt to identify bougd®nditions for implicit perceptual
and conceptual priming by studying their influerinestimulus-based and memory-
based brand choice. To this end, the author measarget brand selection in paired-
choice (stimulus-based) and category generatiomm@gngbased) tests following both
isolated and contextualised exposure to the branten These two exposure conditions
are based on the assumption that the former faesit perceptual priming whilst the
latter encourages conceptual priming (Shapiro, 1998 the isolated exposure
condition, brand choice is found to be enhancedmwthe task is stimulus-based but not
when it is memory-based, whilst the opposite isaappt following contextualised
exposure. This leads Lee (2002) to conclude tlwatisd exposure to the brand name
facilitates perceptual fluency that, in turn, irghces brand choice in stimulus-based
(but not memory-based) decisions. By contrast, ecxdotilised exposure facilitates

conceptual fluency that impacts brand choice in orgrbased decisions only.

Whilst contextualised exposure is not necessanlylime with the mere exposure
paradigm (designed, as it is, to encourage elaleraassociative processing), Lee’s
(2002) findings in relation to isolated exposurewdoappear to be directly relevant to
the MEE in a marketing context. In particular, dygparently implicit and perceptual
nature of the priming effects in this study suppotte notion that the MEE is
underpinned by non-conscious processes, and thaé tnay take the form of feature
analysis and the subsequent misattribution of ptued fluency (Mandleet al., 1987;

Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994). However, @aéential caveat to the implicit
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nature of the effects observed in this study i, imathe absence of a direct measure of
recollection for the stimulus exposure, “the potiybthat [brand choice] decisions
reflect the potential influence of explicit memargnnot be ruled out” (Lee, 2002: 448).
Indeed, the use of extended (8-second) exposurgeett? target items (during which
participants areequired to actively evaluate their prior awareness of daetmd), and a
relatively short (10 minute) delay between the gtadd test phase, gives rise to a strong
likelihood of stimulus recognition at the point lofand choice. As such, it is perhaps
prudent to consider the results of Lee (2002) asdication of the MEE in thpresence

of recognition. Within these parameters, howevemay be argued that this study not
only demonstrates the MEE in a marketing conteut, diso presents evidence that it
occurs on the basis of perceptual fluency (Mandderal., 1987; Bornstein and
D’Agostino, 1992, 1994), and therefore only in tiela to stimulus-based consumer
decisions (where the physical features of the esgbostimulus can be exactly
reproduced). By contrast, it may be argued than#uwessity of contextualised exposure
for memory-based brand choice effects providesh&urtevidence that these are the
product of classical (affective) conditioning. lede the findings of a difference in the
degree to which stimulus-based and memory-baset lmi@oice is mediated by isolated
and contextualised exposure respectively mightelea $o strengthen the conclusion that
mere exposure and classical (affective) conditioning are qualitatively different

phenomena (Shapiro, 1999).

However, the study of Lee (2002), like the majoafythose reviewed in this chapter, is

subject to a number of methodological limitatioRer example, the reliability of the
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results may be hampered by the relatively smallpdamsize per condition (n=28).
Furthermore, the fact that such a significant effegs observed on the basis of a single
exposure, and in relation to real, familiar and ydap brands, may cast doubt on the
degree to which the results are the product of mx@mtal manipulations alone
(Shapiro, 1999). Additionally, the author acknovged that intermediate tests of
perceptual and conceptual priming (between exposanmd judgments of brand
preference) raises the possibility of task ordézat$; an issue that will be discussed in

more detail during chapter 6 (page 285).

Finally, and in addition to those studies that addrthe issue of perceptual versus
conceptual priming, one further marketing studwisrthy of note in that it seeks to
qualify the attenuating influence of stimulus recibign (Bornstein, 1989); a
contribution that may explain the seemingly equaldindings of this in the marketing
literature (see section 4.2.2, page 133). In Valeh(i®95), participants were exposed to
81 unknown brand logos and then required to malleetafe evaluations after a delay of
either 30 minutes or one-day. The results indicéitatithe MEE was evident only in the
one-day delay condition and in the presence of rateuecognition. Although in line
with those of Anandtt al., (1988), therefore, these findings would appedreat odds
with those of Bornstein (1989; see page 29) andhéery of a non-conscious MEE that
is hindered by recognition memory (Bornstein and@stino, 1992, 1994; see page

45).
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Figure 4.2: The two bases of recognition memory (Maller, 1980)

Recognition

Recollection
Familiarity + Retrieval

However, the author seeks to reconcile this appadesparity with reference to
Mandler’s (1980) observation that recognition meyngein occur on the basis of either
familiarity or a combination of both this and precise retii¢hat, taken together, might
be termedrecollection (see figure 4.2). The implications of this are lakpged by
Vanhuele (1994, 266):
“A stimulus can be recognized because it merelkso@r sounds, tastes,
smells, or feels) familiar, but this impression c@so be confirmed by
recollecting details about the context in whichwas presented, the
thoughts that came to mind during its presentatioa,attitudes that were
formed etc.”
With this in mind, he argues that the observed ME&E fact a function ofamiliarity
rather than recollection, and that it is the laftem of recognition that attenuates the
effect. In this respect, the findings of Vanhuel®95) may be considered to support
cognition-based theories that consider familiatdybe a necessary condition for the

enhancement of affect (e.g. Stang, 1975; Sawy@&1)1®s discussed in chapter 2 (page

45), however, these theories have been largelyusubd by the proposition that
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exposure-induced response is the product of misattdd processing fluency (e.g.
Mandleret al., 1987; Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994).His ttontext, familiarity
in the absence of recollection, like affect, is rded to be simply another cognitive
illusion; an outcome of the MEE, rather than anartydng process factor. With this in
mind, it may be argued that the subjective expegenf familiarity that is presumed to
underpin affective response by Vanhuele (1995) begn illusion in itself; that in fact,
both outcomes are the product of perceptual fluem¢lie absence of recollection. This
interpretation, however, merely adds further cregeio the author’s claim that it is not
recognition per se that moderates the MEE (Bomstid D’Agostino, 1992), but

explicit recollection for the stimulus exposure.

Indeed, although it is not overtly acknowledged,peical evidence for Vanhuele's
(1995) proposal may be found in the most recenketarg-based study of the MEE. In
the specific context of product placement, Mattleesl. (2007) ostensibly find an
inverse relationship between brand recall and d¢ikia result that would appear to
support the notion that recognition memory moderatee MEE (Bornstein and
D’Agostino, 1992). Importantly, however, it shouté noted that the precise nature of
the moderating variable in this study is brand atecas measured on a 5-point scale
(from ‘do not remember’ to ‘do remember’). As sughmight be argued that what the
authors have in fact measured is not only recagmipier se, but alsmnfidence in this
judgment or, more broadly, theubjective experience of memory. In this respect,
therefore, and as a caveat to the conclusion kiststudy provides robust support for

the claims of Vanhuele (1995) in an applied marigtontext, it should be noted that
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the findings directly contradict those of contengrgrpsychological research in which
the MEE has been found to behanced by recognition (e.g. Newell and Shanks, 2007);
particularly when it is accompanied by a subjecBease of recollection (Lee, 2001b;

Wang and Chang, 2004); as discussed in chaptexge (R3).

Whilst it may be premature to draw definitive cargibns as to the influence of memory
on the marketing-based MEE at this stage, thergfibve propositions of Vanhuele
(1995) continue to provide a relevant and importzasis for further research into the
MEE; and in particular that which is the focusluktthesis. However, it should be noted
that Vanhuele’'s (1995) “pilot study” is subject smme significant methodological
limitations with regard to sample size, exposuretiad and the propensity for boredom
and fatigue effects; all of which raise the questad validity in the context of MEE
research. More broadly, however, it has been ctamdlg noted that such limitations are
common to a number of marketing-based studiesarig¢id of mere exposure. They are

thus discussed in more detail in the following mect

4.3. Common methodological limitations

In addition to the study-specific limitations dissed to this point in the chapter, a
number of common methodological limitations areoabsident in relation to this
relatively small body of literature. These relatethree key elements of experimental
design; sampling, stimuli, and procedure. The djgeciature of these limitations is

discussed in the subsections below.
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4.3.1. Sampling

At the end of the section 4.2 (above), brief rafeeewas made to the size of Vanhuele’s
(1995) pilot study, which included a total of 42tmapants. Only 13 of these, however,
were allocated to the crucial one-day delay cooditn which evidence of the MEE was
found. This, of course, is an extremely small samph which to base statistical
analysis, but it is not uncommon in the extant ratirlg literature. For example, the
crucial ‘minimal processing’ condition in Obermille(1985) contained just 31
participants; a sample size that is approximatepjicated in Ananet al. (1988; n=30),
Janiszewski (1993; n=25-30) and Fam@l. (2007; n=35-40)Indeed, while Lee (1994)
sampled 60 participants in total, they were dividatb four separate conditions;
resulting in an average sample size per conditignsb 15. Whilst such sample sizes do
not necessarily negate the validity of the findindgey may cast some doubt over the
reliability of statistical results; particularly wh the expected size of the experimental
MEE is relatively small (see Bornstein and Craverrley, 2004), and indirect tests are
used to infer the effects of implicit memory andighthe non-conscious effects of

exposure (Meier and Perrig, 2000; Buchner and Br&ud3).

At this point, it is also perhaps noteworthy tHa tise of student samples is ubiquitous
in this literature stream. This is an extremely owon (indeed almost universal)
approach to sampling in the psychology literaturd does not necessarily constitute a

major limitation; particularly as the MEE is notn=adered to be sensitive to individual
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or group differences (see chapter 2, page 27)h&uriore, it may be argued that, when
the objective is to extend psychological reseanctthe basis of variables that are not
sample-specific, the continued use of this apprgadvides a useful foundation for
comparison and dialogue between the two discipl{aeswill be discussed in chapter 5,
page 182). However, should robust evidence emdige ihdividual differences do
indeed moderate the MEE, the study of differentscomer groups may come to be seen

as an important direction for future research errarketing domain.

4.3.2. Stimuli

In addition to sample size it should be acknowledgeat, although published in the
marketing literature, many of the studies reviewedhis chapter do not necessarily
extend mere exposure research in a way that is idespacific. For example,
Obermiller (1985) measures evaluations of invergequences of tones, whilst Lee
(1994) studies affective response to high versusdensity abstract patterns. Neither
the stimuli nor the type of decision in these stadspecifically relate to marketing or
consumer behaviour, and thus it may be arguedthiestshould perhaps be considered
to be part of the experimental psychology literat(eis reviewed in chapter 2). To a
large extent, the same criticism might be made ol et al. (1988), in which the
target stimuli consisted of 60-second textual andioal (piano) passages; although the
prose in this study was drawn from a real-worlddoici review. The potential for such
criticism is recognised by Obermiller (1985: 20)ayim a pre-emptive defence, argues
that, “my intention was to generalise to advergsiesponse at the level of theory rather

than stimulus operationalisation.” At the time afbication this may indeed have been
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a perfectly reasonable basis on which to extene reposure research in the marketing
domain; a decision that Obermiller (1985: 20) expdaquite justifiably, as follows:
“when processes are subtle and effects are expeztbd small, one must
first isolate the processes under question, and dssess their robustness by
examining their impact in more complex environménts
However, subsequent demonstrations of effect siferehces between simple and
complex stimuli (for a review see Bornstein, 198%)d directional differences in the
exposure effects of high versus low-density pasi€tree, 1994) indicate that the MEE
is to some extent stimulus-specific. With this imd) it may be argued that the use of
typical marketing stimuli (e.g. brand logos, Vanlaid995; brand names, Baker, 1999)

constitutes an important element of marketing-bassdarch into the MEE.

4.3.3. Procedure (stimulus exposure)

Whilst the theoretical conceptualisationroére exposure in the marketing literature is
generally in line with the original definition ofagonc (1968), the operationalisation of
this is often questionable. This is particularlpagent in relation to the notion that mere
exposure is characterised by presentations thausirperceptible, and therefore do not
involve a high degree of attentive and elaborapwvecessing (Zajonc, 1968). In this
respect, it may be argued that techniques of divatéention (Obermiller, 1985; Anand
et al., 1988) may not necessarily afford a high degreexpbsure control and facilitates
wide variations in attentive processing betweenividdals and stimuli. Similar
criticism may be made with regard to the experirakentse of the peripherglor

incidental) exposure techniques in Janiszewski (1993), ShgpB89) and Fangt al.
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(2007). In these studies, it is possible that #@seilts could be confounded by differences
in attentive processing between both participants stimuli. Although participants are
requested to focus on a particular part of thealistimulus in these studies, there is
rarely (if ever) direct control or measurement dfere and for how long focal attention
is focussed. On this point, it should perhaps edthat, although Janiszewski (1993)
uses eye tracking-technology to provide a meamasitn of the direction and amount
of attention, this does not necessarily addresssthee of individual differences in the
sample. In this respect, specific measurement @fitteraction between attention and
exposure (alongside subsequent recognition) woelchgps provide a more robust
means of demonstratinigicidental exposure, and exploring the effects of increasing

attention within this paradigm.

Whilst peripheral exposure could possibly give risethe confounding effects of
attention and elaboration in mere exposure reseaimhever, the occurrence of these
must be considereprobable in those studies that specifically allow, or evenuire,
this during the exposure phase. For example, thatdguli in Lee (1994) are each
exposed for 8 seconds, whilst the 24 slides in B4k899) — each containing 12
exposures of the same brand name — are expos2dsémonds at a time. Given the very
small effect sizes that are traditionally assodiatgth exposures of this length (see
Bornstein, 1989) and the extremely small samplees (1994), it is thus questionable
as to whether the findings constitute valid anchld¢ evidence of the MEE. Perhaps the
most elaborative exposure phase in this body okwbowever, is that of Vanhuele

(21995), in which participants arequired to consciously and actively evaluate 81 brand
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logos in their own time. Whilst it is acknowledgtdht this study specifically considers
the role of familiarity and recollection in the MEE is clearly not in keeping with
Zajonc’s definition of mere exposure as that whiehust perceptible. Furthermore, it
could be expected that the extensive exposure plaskeee (1994), Vanhuele (1995)
and Baker (1999), coupled with the use of stimulil dasks that are not particularly
arousing, might be expected to result in boredonh fatigue; factors that have been
found to hinder the MEE (Bornsteiet al., 1990). At best, therefore, it might be
expected that the influence of mere exposure isifgigntly underestimated in these
studies. At worst, the validity of the results ntigle questionable on the grounds that
the effects observed under these conditions aikealyito reflect the influence of mere

exposure alone (see Bornstein and Craver-Lemled4)20

Finally, and in addition to the possible confourgdimfluence of attention and

elaboration, the issue of exposure control is paldrly problematic in those studies that
utilise peripheral stimulus presentation as a medicseatingincidental exposure (IE).

In this respect, however, it is perhaps first int@ot to acknowledge the ecological
validity of this approach in the broader contextamfvertising research. Peripheral,
incidental exposure to advertising is likely to ocdrequently in the contemporary
media environment; e.g. advertising that appearthatperiphery of the visual field

when audiences are engaged in a focal task (sukadsg a print article, watching an
embedded video on a web page or simply driving dawvibusy street). In such

circumstances, the advertisement is often perceflesdingly and with low levels of

conscious attention, elaborative processing andexjent explicit memory. The effects
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of incidental exposure (IE) are therefore of siguaifht interest to advertising, marketing
and consumer researchers; and, it would appeay,ckesely related to those ofere

exposure.

In the IE research paradigm, a typical study ingslvfocussing the attention of
participants on a focal task whilst the target stimare exposed at the periphery of their
visual field (usually to the left or right). As S¥ieo et al. (1997: 94) explains:
“Because the secondary information [i.e. periphatahulus] does not
receive direct foveal attention, and since atteratisesources available for
processing [are] limited, it is not surprising thia¢ secondary information
cannot be explicitly recognized.”
Cognitive and affective response to the targetudtiare then measured in the absence
of recognition. In this way, consumer researchengethprovided robust evidence of the
positive influence of IE on liking for brand advsmg (Janiszewski, 1988) and the
inclusion of products in a consideration set (Stwapt al., 1997). Given the close
similarities in both the nature and outcomeincidental and mere exposure, it is
unsurprising that the two phenomena are often densd to be one and the same in the
marketing literature. Indeed, the IE paradigm hasnbemployed in a number of the
studies reviewed earlier in this chapter (e.g.skaawski, 1993; Shapiro, 1999; Fagtg
al., 2007). With specific regard to the MEE, howeubg IE paradigm gives rise to an
important limitation; namely, that the effects obhsel could be due to the simultaneous
processing of focally attended material and thepperal target stimulus. Indeed,

Janiszewski (1988: 205) originally draws attenttonthis in a study of hemispheric

processing:
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“the finding of a placement effect on evaluationaopictorial ad when a

verbal attended task is used . . .and a placenfi=tt ®n a verbal ad, but

not a pictorial ad, when a visual attended taslsed . . . suggests that

attended stimuli may influence the processing a@tiemded stimuli.”
Furthermore, an interaction between the attendedhan-attended material, and indeed
different peripheral stimuli, in the IE paradigmsh&ince been empirically demonstrated
by Janiszewski (1993). Given this, it is possilaied even probable) that tperipheral
or incidental exposure effect reflects the outcome of implicgasative priming during
exposure, and thus the phenomenomwladsical conditioning. This is distinct from the
simple, repetitive, unreinforced priming of thegetr stimulus alone that characterises
the MEE (see Baker, 1999). On the same basis,inidtaneous peripheral processing
of each aspect of complex advertisements (e.gslggotures, verbal claims, etc.) might
be expected to contribute to affective responseatdsy the target brand name. In
conclusion, therefore, whilst the findings of Jamisski (1993), Shapiro (1999) and
Fang (2007) clearly demonstrate the influencenaofdental exposure (that may indeed
incorporate the MEE) it is important to acknowledtes potential confounding
influence of implicit associative priming in this paradigm. As such, an important
contribution of future research into the marketrased MEE may be to validate these

findings within the specific confines of the memgesure paradigm.

4.4, Conclusion

In conclusion to the critical review in this chaptierefore, it should be noted that the

body of marketing research undertaken within thetgbarameters of the mere exposure
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paradigm is relatively small and subject to a numdfeheoretical and methodological
limitations. In some cases, these limitations magéen to undermine the original aims
of the research; a problem that is particularle tofi those studies that ostensibly seek to
test competing theoretical explanations of the MEEnetheless, the work reviewed in
this chapter gives rise (albeit often inadvertgntitysome potentially important findings
regarding the effects of supraliminal mere exposaréhe presence and absence of
recognition. The majority of these findings, it Hasen observed, relate to the former;
supporting evidence for which is provided by Anaedil. (1988), Baker (1999) and
Vanhuele (1995). In addition, Baker (1999) ideesfithe conditions under which this
specific form of the effect might be expected tonbest influential in the consumption
environment, whilst Vanhuele (1995) makes a coutidn to explaining the potential
role of familiarity (albeit questionable in the higof current theories of the MEE).
Whilst evidence of the MEE in the absence of redagnis surprisingly not found by
Anandet al. (1988), it is proffered by Lee (1994). Importantipwever, this later work
is also one of the very few studies to demonstaateverse non-conscious MEE in
adults, and to provide a clear indication that direction of the non-conscious MEE
may be stimulus-specific. Given the inadvertenturetof many of these findings,
however, and significant methodological limitatiqesg. very small samples, the use of
non-marketing stimuli, and long, attentive and efaltive exposure phases), and the
rarity with which effect size data is reportedmay be premature to draw conclusions

with regard to the marketing-based MEE on the baisisese studies alone.
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In the absence of robust, unequivocal, domain-fipefindings as to the occurrence,
size, direction and nature of the MEE in the preseand absence of objective
recognition and a subjective sense of recollectibarefore, it may be argued that clear
evidence for the propositions identified in chadsee page 62) remains elusive in the
marketing literature. As a result the role, releearand efficacy of the MEE in
marketing theory and practice remains unclear. daponse, and with a view to
establishing a strong foundation on which to féaié the exploration, application,
measurement and control of this phenomenon in rtiackeheory and practice, the
primary purpose of the empirical work in this tisels to provide a robust examination
of the MEE in relation to typical marketing stimudind in particular to test each of the
propositions stated in chapter 2 (see page 62).thi® end, critical aspects of
methodology and research design are discussedtail dering the next part of this

thesis, prior to the presentation and discussiaesilts in part Ill.
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Part Il

Research Objectives and Methodology




Chapter 5

Research objectives, methodology and design
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5.1. Introduction

During the first part of this thesis a number cbgwsitions were developed (page 62)
that, it is argued, reflect the fundamental bagisuorent psychological understanding of
the mere exposure effect (MEE). Following a broad discussion of how thisspbmenon
has been, could be and should be conceptualisedanketing theory (chapter 3), a
detailed critical review of previous empirical rasgh in this domain was then
undertaken. In conclusion, it was argued that ntargespecific empirical evidence for
the propositions identified in chapter 2 is curhentompromised by significant
theoretical and methodological limitations, and relegerised by somewhat equivocal
results across what remains a relatively smalbstref the marketing literature. In light
of this, it was explained that the overarching awi this thesis is to test these
propositions in a marketing context, and thus tovige a robust, first-principles
extension of previous psychological research ia tlimain. Specifically, this involves
the design and execution of a study of the MEEelation to typical marketing stimuli
and brand-related evaluation that is closely alignéhoth theoretically and

methodologically) to the extant psychology literatu

The purpose of this chapter is to outline the neteabjectives, methodological
approach and experimental design for the empireak in this thesis. In this respect,
the chapter begins with a brief overview of theeesh paradigm within which the
study will be developed. This is then followed byesap of the propositions distilled

from the psychology literature that, if validateda marketing context, would provide a
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foundation for the theoretical conceptualisationrttfer exploration and practical
application of the MEE in this domain. To this erahd in relation to the selected
stimuli and measurement techniques, these arelatadsnto a number of hypotheses;
the testing of which constitutes the primary objectof the empirical work in this

thesis. Having established the aims and objectdiethe study, the remainder of the
chapter is then given over to a comprehensive eafilan of the experimental design -
including sampling, stimuli and procedure (seerghb.1); with critical issues regarding

the latter considered further in chapter 6.

Figure 5.1: Structure of chapter 5

1. Introduction

1l

2. Research paradigm

N2
3.Research aims & objectives

NS
4. Experimental design
e Sampling
o Simuli
e Apparatus & materials
* Procedure

\/

5. Conclusion

5.2. Research Paradigm
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During the course of this thesis, the MEE has bmmrceptualised as a non-conscious
processing effect. Specifically, it was noted impter 2 (section 2.3.2.2, page 45) that,
in the absence of a generic theory of mere exppghee influential misattribution

theories of mere exposure are underpinned by conmamsamptions as to the nature of
the mental processes that underpin this phenomeronely, the creation and influence
of implicit (i.e. subconscious) memory. In this sepwhilst the ultimate behavioural and
attitudinal outcomes of the MEE are consciouslyesignced (e.g. affective response),
the actual effects of mere exposure (i.e. the creation angatiibution of implicit

processing fluency) occur subconsciously.

On this basis, therefore, mere exposure researshefialved within the positivist
tradition; assuming, as it does, that the MEE dtrss a lawful generalisation of
human behaviour that is underpinned by the commmtesses of non-conscious
processing (see Bornstein and Craver-Lemley, 2008y definition, therefore,
participants cannot be expected to reflect and rteppon their experiences of this
phenomenon, as may be required in qualitative reBethat is conducted within a
phenomenological paradigm. That is not to say si@h an approach does not have a
place in mere exposure research; indeed, it mighpdsticularly appropriate in studies
that seek to challenge certain assumptions abatrétevance of the MEE in a
marketing context. For example, whilst it is assdriet the sheer volume and ubiquity
of marketing communications means that most oédeives little or no attention and
elaborative processing (see chapter 1, page 4)itajivee research might usefully be

employed to explore the ways in which this mightedibetween consumers, products,
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brands, media, etc. In this way, it may shed lightthe particular circumstances in
which the MEE might be expected to have the gréatgsact on consumer decision-

making.

However, given that this study specifically endeagoto test existing psychological
theory (and thus extend previous psychologicalaiesg in a marketing context, and
that participants may be expected to be unawarg¢hefprocesses that are under
investigation, the continued adoption of a posstiyerspective remains appropriate.
Furthermore, the extension of marketing-based nexgosure research within this
tradition is important to facilitate direct compaorn with previous work and meaningful
dialogue with other researchers in the field. Tis #nd, therefore, the thesis draws on
existing psychological theory to develop a numbérpoopositions regarding the
existence, size, direction and nature of the margdiased MEE. These are then
translated into specific hypotheses for testingway of experimentation; as will be

explained below.

5.3. Research Aims and Objectives

As noted in the introduction to this chapter, therarching aim of the empirical work in
this thesis is to test the thréendamental propositions distilled from the literature
review in chapter 2 and, in doing so, to provid®laust examination of the occurrence,
nature, size and direction of the MEE in a marlgetocontext. To this end, the
propositions are transformed into specific hypotisethat reflect the precise nature of

the dependent variable, the conditions under whighll be studied and the means by
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which it will be measured in this study; as illaged in table 5.1 (below). The key
aspects of experimental design that are inherethieige statements of hypothesis will be

discussed in detail during both this and the folfay\chapter.

At this stage, however, it is important to reiterttat the marketing stimuli selected for
use in this study are invented brand names (asqusy noted in chapter 2, page 62,
and indicated in the hypotheses below); the ralefar which will be discussed in
section 5.4.2 (page 189). Furthermore, and in lagjlthe possibility that the MEE may
be influenced by the relative complexity of themstli in question (Bornstein, 1989),
these are limited to simple, single-word brand rantdowever, it was previously
acknowledged that marketing cues of this type nakge tthe form of either real words
(e.g. ‘Virgin’) or pseudo-words (i.e. pronounceablen-words, like ‘Persil’); and that
this is a potentially important distinction in liglof meta-analytic indications that
meaningful words may produce larger experimentgdosyre effects than nonsense
words (Bornstein, 1989; see chapter 2, page 25)rder to enhance both internal and
ecological validity, therefore, an even number athetype of brand name was selected
for use in this study. This not only facilitatesetidentification of word-type as a
moderating influence in the testing of the thiwelamental propositions, but effectively
constitutes an additional contribution to the mérkg literature in its own right;
namely, the relative degree to which real-word pseudo-word brand names might be
expected to produce mere exposure effects. Teetldsthe relevance and necessity of a
fourth additional proposition (P4) was acknowledged in chapter 2g€p&2); as
illustrated in table 5.1., alongside the specifipdtheses by which it will be tested.

Table 5.1: Primary propositions and related hypothses for empirical testing
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Propositions

Related Hypotheses

P1: Mere exposure* to a marketing
stimulus will influence affective
response to that stimulus when it i
subsequently encountered

Hla. Following supraliminal mere exposure, the mean
target preference rate for target brand namesbeill
ssignificantlyhigher than that which may be expected t
occur by chanceyr

o]

H1b. Following supraliminal mere exposure, the mea|
target preference rate for target brand namesbwill

significantlylower than that which may be expected tq
occur by chance

P2: The size of the marketing-base
mere exposure effect will be
hindered by the presence of accur:
recognition memory for marketing
stimulus exposure

H2. Following supraliminal mere exposure, the dedce
which the mean preference selection rate for tdrggetd
ateames differs from chance will be significantly kemin
the presence of stimulus recognition than in theeabe
of this

P3: The size of the marketing-base
mere exposure effect will be
hindered by a subjective sense of
confident, contextualized
recollection for prior exposure to th
marketing stimulus; regardless of
recognition accuracy

H3a. Following supraliminal mere exposure, the degn
to which the meatarget preference rate differs from
chance will be significantly lower wheatcurate
recognition judgments are accompanied by high ot

econfidence (i.e. certain/sure) than when they ateire.
unsure/guessgnd

H3b. Following supraliminal mere exposure, the degr
to which the meanon-target preference rate differs
from chance will be significantly lower whénaccurate
recognition judgments are accompanied by high ot
false confidence (i.e. certain/sure) than when trey
not (i.e. unsure/guess).

P4: The marketing-based mere
exposure effect will be significantly|
larger for real-word brand names
than it will for pseudo-word brand
names

H4. Under conditions of supraliminal mere exposthie,
degree to which the mean target preference rdrslif
from chance will be significantly larger for reabvd
brand names than pseudo-word brand names

H5a. In the presence of stimulus recognition, tbgrele
to which the mean target preference rate is hitjteer
chance will be significantly larger for real-worcand
names than pseudo-word brand naraas;

H5b. In the absence of stimulus recognition, thgrele
to which the mean target preference rate is lotan t
chance will be significantly larger for real-wordand
names than pseudo-word brand names

*The operational definition of mere
stimulusinisolation at alevel that isj

exposure in this study is brief, repeated exposure to a
ust perceptible (see chapter 2, page 66)

176



The development of each of the hypotheses in @llevill be explained further during
chapter 7, following a detailed discussion of tispexts of research design on which
they are founded in this part of the thesis (he. $pecific nature of the dependent and
independent variables and the means by which thmefowill be measured). At this
stage, however, it is perhaps useful to note thaw/Hlb constitute competing
hypotheses to test tltrection of the MEE in this study (should it be found tacocat
all). By contrast H3a/H3b and H5a/H5b constitutenpbmentary hypotheses; reflecting
the unfolding nature of the analytical process apecifically, previous indications that
the direction of MEE may differ in the presence abdence of recognition (as will be

explained in chapter 7).

Further to the testing of the above propositiony {lay of the accompanying
hypotheses), additional analysis will be undertatcerule out alternative explanations
on the basis of task order and, if sample size perthe inherent characteristics of the
stimuli at test (i.e. fluency effects that are egposure-induced; see Whittlesea, 1993).
As will be explained in chapter 6 (page 287), tierfer relates to the possible influence
of affective modulation bias (Phaf and Rotteveel, 2005); i.e. an increasearlikelihood

of perceived recognition as a result of previousthted preference for the stimulus. It
may therefore be identified by a between-group ammspn of recognition rates in the
experimental and control conditions; whereby thdy odifference is that control
participants are not required to make an intervgmireference judgment in relation to
the same stimuli that then appear in the recogniiisk (see chapter 6, page 289-290).

With regard to the second alternative explanatamm, whilst the experiment is carefully
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designed to minimise both the influence of inherBauéncy effects and subliminal

perception in the exposure phase (as will be emgthin chapter 6), it is accepted that
the latter is likely to occur (to a small exteng) a result of individual differences in

perceptual ability. As a by-product, however, italso acknowledged that, should a
sufficient number of participants experience thpasure phase subliminally, this may
provide an additional opportunity to check that tieserved effects are linked to the
exposure phase. In this respect, and on the bbsie discussion in chapter 2 (page 29),
it might be expected that a relevant change innéiire of the exposure phase (i.e.
subliminal rather than supraliminal perception)lfgad to a change (i.e. increase) in the
size of the preference bias (Bornstein, 1989; Bemsand D’Agostino, 1992). The

hypotheses for testing with regard to both of thedgernative explanations are therefore

summarised in table 5.2 below.

Table 5.2: Additional propositions and related hyptheses for empirical testing

Possible alternative explanation | Further hypotheses
Inherent fluency effects H6. In the absence of stimulus recognition, {the
(i.e.false familiarity effect) size of the non-target preference bias will |be
significantly larger under conditions of
subliminal versus supraliminal perceptipn
during exposure

Task order H7. Recognition rates for the target and npn-
(i.e. affective modulation bias) target stimuli will differ significantly betwee
the control and experimental groups.

=]
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In light of the stated research objectives of tiuelg (i.e. testing the hypotheses stated in
this section), therefore, the remainder of thisptbaendeavours to provide a detailed
explanation of the experimental design by whichytkell be addressed; structured
around the three core elements of sampling, stisndelection and experimental

procedure.

5.4. Experimental Design

The key aspects of experimental design are disdusséetail during both this and the
following chapter. At this point, however, and bywof an overview, it is perhaps
important to highlight a number of steps that wé&ken to address some of the
methodological issues associated with previous etadsearch that relates to the MEE
(see chapter 4, page 159). In this respect, the &kegs in which methodological
improvements were sought may be summarised asvsillo
» Sample size — a significant increase in samples&® designed to enhance the
relative reliability of this study
» Experimental procedure — close control and measemérof the nature and
extent of exposure were employed to ensure thesesapge conditions for the
MEE in this study (i.e. supraliminal perception arttie subsequent
presence/absence of stimulus recognition and estaih).
* Analytical approach — a far more detailed categbrigpproach than mean
selection rates on forced-choice tests is emplogadipproach that was adopted
in original studies of the MEE but is subject tgrsficant limitations (as will be

discussed in chapter 6, page 238).
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During this part of the thesis, each of these facwill be discussed as part of a
comprehensive explanation of the methodologicat@ggh. To this end, an overview of
the experimental design is first provided in thimgter; beginning with sampling and
moving on to incorporate the stimuli, materialspamtus, procedure and measurement
techniques. The key issues and considerationsatieatelevant to each of these areas

will then be discussed in more detail during chafte

5.4.1. Sampling

It is evident from the discussion in previous cleaptthat prior studies of implicit
priming and the MEE, whether in psychology or mérig research, exhibit two
common traits; relatively small groups of participain each experimental condition
and the use of student samples (see chapter 4, Ji#)e During the course of this
section both the nature of the sample and the psobg which it was drawn will be
explained in detail. Prior to this, however, thets® begins with a discussion of sample

size.

5.4.1.1. The size of the sample

Whilst small samples (n<30) are extremely commoexperimental psychology, they
are not necessarily the norm in the wider markelitegature. Indeed, research in this
domain is often characterized by significantly Eargample sizes; a response perhaps to

the demands of practitioners for extremely higrels\of reliability (see Baker, 2002).

180



With this in mind, and specifically concerns regagdthe reliability of indirect tests of
implicit memory via performance changes (Buchned &randt, 2003), this study
utilizes a relatively large sample (n=240) in comgxn to previous marketing research
in this field (see chapter 4, page 159). Furtheanibiis divided into just two conditions;
giving rise to anmn of 160 in the main experiment and 80 in the redagn control
group. In the context of mere exposure researah fahmer therefore represents the

largest sample in a single experimental conditmdate.

In determining the specific sample size, primarpsideration was given to the nature
and power of the planned statistical tests, thecipated effect size and the degree of
confidence required (95%). To this end, a softvgaekage called GPower 3.0 was used
to provide an indication of the sample size neagssareveal the presence of the MEE,
given the average effect size indicated by Borns{#989; see chapter 2, page 23). In
addition, however, practical considerations alsaotgbuted to the decision regarding

sample size. In this respect, two computer suitesevgecured for the duration of the
experiment that, taken together, held a capacity2ff participants. During the data

collection period it was possible to run the engsperiment twice and thus include a
total of 240 participants within these resourcest@ints. As this number exceeded that
indicated by the GPower 3.0 calculations, it wasnded to be both sufficient and

practical in the context of this study. Howeverrhags a more contentious issue with
respect to sampling is the use of student partitgpan mere exposure research. The
debate in this regard, and its implications foreegsh design in the current study, are

therefore discussed below.
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5.4.1.2. The selection of a student sample

The use of student participants potentially confgesctical and methodological benefits
in the form of accessibility, convenience, locafi@ontrol, compliance and access to
resources (Belleet al. 2009; Bergmann and Grahn, 1997; Dasgupta and Rgesi
2008). As a result, it may facilitate the genematof relatively large samples, the
efficient use of time and resources and lower ratBsion-response or drop-out.
Furthermore, the relative homogeneity of this grd¢®eterson, 2001) facilitates the
identification (via pretesting) of research stimalontexts, questions and tasks that may
be considered to be broadly relevant and meanidfll participants. For all of these
reasons student samples have traditionally beenptedo in psychological
experimentation and are increasingly used in coesumsearch (see Peterson, 2001;

Fuchset al., 2009).

However, this trend has developed against a bapkdfotheoretical concern and
criticism regarding the external validity of stutlesamples. Broadly, these revolve
around the proposition that students represenstindi, homogenous group that is not
necessarily representative of the wider populafiti, 1964; Lamb and Stern, 1979;
Rubenstein, 1982; Schultz 1969). Specifically, astbeen suggested that students are
likely to be relatively young and thus possessssde degree of life experience (see
Dasgupta and Hunsinger, 2008; Sears, 1986). Asudtrd is claimed that students are

likely to exhibit less-crystallized attitudes, a aker sense of self and a greater
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propensity for attitude and behaviour change (Hegal., 1993; Perry, 1999; Sears,
1986). Furthermore, Henry (2008) proposes thaadulition to the potential for intrinsic
differences in student and non-student samplesuitinersity environment may also
constitute a cultural constraint. On the assumptlmat such factors may distort the
beliefs, attitudes and behaviour of students nedatd those of the wider population, and
that the former represents a distinct and homogeigooup, the generalisability of the

results they produce has therefore been theorgtidzdllenged.

Whilst it is important to acknowledge the argumefiotsand against the use of student
samples in research, however, it is perhaps alporiiant to stress that there is as yet
little consistent evidence for either. In the reslof marketing resarch, for example,
empirical evidence of differences in student vensos-student samples (e.g. Park and
Lessig, 1977; Soley and Reid, 1983) is challenggdstindies that have found these
differences to be negligible (e.g. Bergmann anch@&rd997; Brown and Brown, 1993;
Sheth, 1970). As Peterson (2001: 453) observes:

“Despite the enduring and oftentimes vitriolic matof the debate over the

use of college students as research subjectsjved§atittle empirical

evidence exists to inform or buttress the varioositpns proffered . . . the

empirical evidence that does exist is typicallyhad and inconsistent, does

not lend itself to meaningful generalization, asdhiconclusive at best.”
Furthermore, the argument against the use of stigdenples in academic research has
been subject to significant challenges on theakgomunds. In this respect, the defence
of student sampling may be distilled into three keymes:

1. Non-student samples are not necessarily representdtthe target population

2. Student samples are not necessarily homogenous
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3. Homogenous student samples are beneficial to thestiyng and development

With regard to the first of these, Sears (2008hlpts the fact that telephone surveys
of the general US population tend to under-repreess-educated ‘Whites’ to illustrate
his assertion that most samples are in fact unseptative (see also Basil, 1996).
Secondly, James and Sonner (2001) draw attentioadical changes in the profile of
undergraduate students in recent decades and pesgdance against the assumption
that this is, in fact, an homogenous group. Evemhi§ assumption is maintained,
however, a strong case has been made that suchgkasgity is in fact beneficial to the
testing of theoretical propositions. In line witte claims of Caldest al. (1981), Brown
and Stayman (1992) and Henry (2008), Malhotra aimgd) K2003: 43) argue that:
“Many researchers assume that having a random sarfipm the
population of interest provides a stronger testthefory than having a
student sample. In fact, the use of an homogenanple often decreases
error variance and provides a stronger test ofrth&electing homogenous
samples can better control random sources of &rror.
Moreover, it should be noted that the ‘wider pogald is, in fact, the product of
myriad groupings, each of which is both importamd Aomogenous in its own right (see
Oakes, 1972). In the field of organizational psyolyg, for example, Greenberg (1987:
158) argues that:
“any research population is atypical. Just as #milts of studies using
student subjects may not be generalizable to teatgr population of
working people, so may the results of studies usiagowly defined
groups of workers be similarly limited.”

On this basis, therefore, it has been proposed thaist student samples may not

necessarily be the most effective means of progidipecific, immediately applicable
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parameter estimates for the broader populatiory, thay be highly appropriate in the
testing, evolution and generation of theory (Bed#toal., 2009; Calderet al., 1981;
Greenberg, 1987). In such cases, representativpleamay be sacrificed in pursuit of
the high degree of internal validity that is crti¢o this process (Cook and Campbell,
1979; Berkowitz and Donnerstein, 1982). Furthermiris argued that the testing and
development of theory across a wide range of hommge groups may provide a more
effective means of assessing the breadth of itditsalind applicability - and identifying
specific boundary conditions - than the study sfregle, heterogenous sample (Tunnell,
1977; Bass and Firestone, 1980; Dasgupta and Hyersir2008; Greenberg, 1987;
Henry, 2008). Whilst the latter might be considetede generally representative, the
extent to which each of the important homogenowsigngs that make-up the wider
population are actually represented is often exgéfgnimited and at the mercy of
chance. With this in mind, Greenberg (1987: 15Hctades that:

“it is not the purpose of any one study using gelstudents to explain all

that may be going on . . . Rather, such researghprave to be a valuable

source of insight into some of the psychologicabcesses operating

therein.”
This point is pertinent to the empirical work ingthhesis, and in line with the earlier
conclusion of Lamb and Stem (1979). Following ai@evof the somewhat equivocal
empirical results regarding differences betweedesttiand non-student responses, these
authors concluded that, whilst student samples tmgh necessarily provide a valid
means of studying the beliefs, opinions and intsred a population, they may be
considered appropriate to the investigation of Widdhared psychological processes;

such as memory, decision-making and informatiorcgssing. On a broader note, and in
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light of the discussion above, there appears ta geod degree of consensus that, whilst
student samples should be used with caution andamgs they may be considered
useful, valid and appropriate whenever there agarctheoretical grounds to assume
they will not significantly distort the outcome (8 1996; Belloet al., 2009; Henry,

2008).

With regard to the current study, therefore, a stidsample may be considered to be
appropriate for four reasons. Firstly, it relatesthe study of psychological processes
(i.e. implicit memory and information processingyy endeavour for which student
sampling has been deemed to be relatively apptepiieamb and Stem, 1979).
Secondly, the non-conscious psychological procetsssare under investigation are
not, by definition, subject to conscious, elabamatthought, nor are they shaped by
reflection and mindful reasoningurthermore, there is no evidence to indicate tiet
extent and nature of implicit processing is siguifitly different amongst individuals
and groups in the general population (see BornsiethCraver-Lemley, 2004). Thirdly,
this study is concerned with the testing of theoa¢tpropositions and, as such, may be
considered to benefit from the enhanced intern&titya of a relatively homogenous
sample (Greenberg, 1987; Malhotra and King, 200&nrki, 2008). Finally, a student
sample may even be considerettessary in light of the fact that the study endeavours
to test the extent to which previous psychologfoalings are replicated in relation to
typical marketing stimuli, and thus to clarify tleamewhat limited and equivocal
evidence in the extant marketing literature. Gitlest mere exposure research in both

disciplines is almost universally characterisedHsy use of student samples, and on the
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assumption that these participants constitute @ndis homogenous group, changes to
this aspect of experimental design may confoundclosions in this respect.

Specifically, it may be impossible to determine thee differences in the existence,
size, direction and nature of the effects obsemetie current study are the product of
changes to the stimulus type, context of evaluadiosample profile. That is not to say
that the extension of mere exposure research tkatiag should not include subsequent
comparisons between different types of consumeraith be discussed in chapter 9);

rather that, in this particular investigation, tb@mparability of results with those of

previous psychological studies requires the adaptioa similar (homogenous) sample.
For these reasons, the use of students was cosgittebe not only appropriate and of
practical (and potentially theoretical) benefitf lalso necessary for the empirical work

in this thesis.

5.4.1.3. The sampling process

The sample frame for this study was provided by-teo@r lecture at Hull University
Business School that was attended by 271 undergt@adtudents. The experiment ran
twice during the period of the lecture, with thepermental and control groups
represented equally on a pro rata basis in eadiosesAs such, two groups of 80
participants completed the main experiment, whilgdb groups of 40 participants
completed the control version of this. Each grougsvgpread across two computer
suites; these were used simultaneously and accoatewdB0 and 40 participants

respectively. During each session, therefore, the tonditions were represented
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equally (n=20) in the smaller of the two rooms, lathithe experimental condition
accounted for 60 of the 80 participants in thedampom. The 31 students in the sample
frame who were randomly omitted from the study wekeen to an overspill room for a
non-participative demonstration of the experimelthilst not engaged in the
experiment, each group attended a short guestréetty a visiting academic on an
unrelated topic. On completion of both data coitecttsessions, a full debrief was

provided with the opportunity for questions andfier discussion.

The number of students attending the lecture wdsuleded on entry. For the
experimental condition 160 cards were produced) eaataining the reference number
of a specific computer and data collection sessBimilarly, 80 cards were produced
containing the same information for those in thatem group. All of these cards were
shuffled together with 31 blank cards (to refldu¢ fact that 31 of the 271 students
present would not be included in either group)it fi@tween four research assistants and
distributed randomly across the sample framethis way, participants were randomly

selected for inclusion in the experiment and aleddo one of the two conditions.

All of the participants were asked to sign a cohderm prior to the start of the
experiment, and were given the opportunity to ieffeom participating if they wished.
They were also informed that they could withdrava@y point by raising their hand and
requesting to do so. Those who chose not to complet experiment would join the
overspill group and be given a non-participativendastration. None of the participants

chose to withdraw from the study although one waabie to take part on medical
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grounds (it was explained at the beginning of esedsion that the experiment contains
flashing images and is not suitable for those wjilepsy). This participant was taken
to a different room where she was provided with adiftred demonstration of the

experiment.

5.4.2. Stimuli

It was acknowledged in chapter 2 (page 26) thatadribe main reasons for replicating
scientific studies in the consumer domain is thate is a need to extend psychological
findings in relation to abstract stimuli to thodmtt are typically used in marketing
communication. In this respect, it is observed fira@vious marketing-based studies of
fluency effects, and in particular those relatedh® MEE, have utilised products (e.g.
Shapiro, 1999), brand names (e.g. Janiszewski,; ®93ng and Szymanski (1997) and
brand logos (e.g. Vanhuele, 1995). Of these, breamdes not only constitute the central
and most important brand asset (Kohli, 1997), batadso likely to produce a stronger
MEE than abstract and animated logos under expataheonditions (Bornstein, 1989).
For these reasons, brand names were selectedefan tisis study. In order to minimise
the influence of previous exposure, experience atidudes, and thus isolate the
influence of the exposure phase in this experimngse brand names were invented
and pretested for prior associations with exispngduct categories; detailed discussion

of which will be provided in section 5.4.2.2 (pa#).

Prior this, however, it should be noted that it vaés0 deemed important to define the

product categories to which brand names would lageek during this research. In order
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to make the task of choosing preferred brand namesningful to participants, it is

necessary to place this in the context of spegfmducts. For example, the question
‘which brand name do you prefer?’ is not meaningfuless participants are provided
with a product category in which to evaluate thmsli. The question might therefore

be phrased, ‘The following names have been propfusesinew brand of [PRODUCT].

Which of the two brand names do you like the mostfis, whilst the product category
does not in itself constitute the target stimulygetin this experiment, initial pretesting
and selection of this was important to provide aprapriate context for preference
judgments during the experiment. Prior to a disicussf the creation and selection of
specific brand names for use in this study, theesfa brief explanation of product

category selection is provided below.

5.4.2.1. Product categories: Pretesting and selemti

Prior experimental research into the effects omprg on consumer attitudes has
stressed the importance of using brand and pradimstili in categories that are relevant
and appropriate to the target population (e.g. @hand Szymanski, 1997; Shapiro,
1999). This is an important factor in enhancing ¢leelogical validity of experimental

results, and in developing tasks that are meaningfparticipants. With this in mind,

and in light of the fact that participants would teguired to evaluate a number of
different brand name pairs in the test phase (dswiexplained in section 5.4.4, page
211), initial consideration was given to thember of product categories that would be

both necessary and appropriate. Three main alteesatere considered in this respect:
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1. The use of a different product category for eait't(i.e. brand name choice)

2. The use of the same product category for all ottiaés

3. A compromise between these approaches, wherebyal mge of categories
might be used with participants required to makdipia brand name choices in

relation to each product type.

As a context in which to consider these optionss itmportant to acknowledge that
maximising the number of trials provides a meansvhich to enhance the reliability of

indirect tests of implicit memory effects (see Baehand Brandt, 2003). With this in

mind, the first consideration in this respect iatth is extremely difficult to generate

numerous different product categories with a higlgrde of equivalence in relation to
each of the selection criteria (see below). SiryiJan relation to the second option, it is
also difficult to generatelozens of brand names that are considered to ballyqu
appropriate for a single product category. Furtleeenthis second scenario is more
likely to lead to boredom, fatigue and a risk tha requirement to make the same
decision in the same product category, over and again, would be perceived as
meaningless. The third option was therefore decimdx the most appropriate for this
study. Specifically, four product categories wesedj with participants expected to
make a small number of paired-choices in each gorfees will be discussed in the

following section, participants were ultimately végd to make three brand name
choices in relation to each of the four producteg)p The rationale for this was to

facilitate comparability in appropriateness betwessch brand name, enable the

! It may be useful to clarify at this point that tiand names in this study are often referred tieiss’
from this point on, whilst the 12 paired-choiceach task of the test phase are referred toiaks*tr
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selection of equivalent product categories on k&grta and minimise the influence of
boredom and fatigue (Bornsteat al., 1990). Regarding this latter issue, the brand
choice-pairs were presented in different, randodexs during the two test phase tasks
to further reduce the risk of boredom effects. Hgudentified the number of categories
that would be required, specific product types wagkected on the basis that they met
three criteria; a) familiar to the target populatid) purchased frequently/regularly by
the target population, and c) relatively inexpeagihe purpose of this criterion being to
reduce perceptions of irrevocability and finanaiesk and thus the extent of actor

involvement during the test phase; see chapteage g91).

In order to operationalise these criteria in thiec®n of the four product categories,
the following steps were taken. Firstly, an audiisveompleted of the products available
in the Student Union shop on the main campus of Huiversity. As this store is
specifically designed to serve the daily needstadents, it was deemed to provide an
appropriate frame from which to develop a list otgmtial product categories. As a
result, 20 categories were selected for furthetegting on the basis that they might
reasonably be expected to be well-known, purchesgalarly and not usually subject to
high levels of actor involvement. Pretesting ofsta@roducts was undertaken by way of
a survey of 35 undergraduate students (who didditbhot then take part in the main
experiment) to evaluate tHeequency of purchase. This survey was conducted at the
beginning of two second-year undergraduate semeuwagisfollowed by an explanation
of what the data would be used for and an invitafar feedback from participants in

this respect. On this basis, eight products weeatitled as being purchased by over
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90% of the sample with an average frequency oéastlonce per month; soft drinks,

crisps, chocolate bars, biscuits (packets), bresakfreal, yoghurt, toilet rolls, shampoo.

At this point, however, it was noted that the fiiwir products in the list above could all
be regarded as similar in the sense that theylatgpas of confectionary. In order to
provide clear distinction in the nature of the stdd products, and thus to investigate
the MEE in relation to a broader range of categoranly one of these was selected
(randomly) for inclusion in the main experiment.rtRermore, participant feedback
indicated that, whilst toilet rolls might be pursed frequently by second-year
undergraduates (most of whom lived in rented hgudes might not be the case for
first-year undergraduates (most of whom lived irvieed halls of residence). With this
in mind, the category dbilet rolls was also excluded at this point and four products
were selected on the basis that they representeaa range of relevant, familiar,
inexpensive consumer goods that were likely to irelpased frequently by participants
in the main experiment; these were chocolate barsakfast cereal, yoghurt and

shampoo.

Having established the product context in whichnbdratimuli would be positioned,

therefore, the next phase of stimulus pretesting) sglection concerned the specific
nature of the brand names that participants woddekposed to (and required to
evaluate) during the experiment. This is a critelaiment of experimental design in this

study and is thus discussed fully in the followsupsection.
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5.4.2.2. Brand Names: Pretesting and Selection

As discussed in chapter 2 (page 57) one of theesttheoretical challenges to mere
exposure research is that, whilst the observedtafies may indeed be due to relative
ease of processing for the stimulus in questiois, fthbency may not necessarily be the
outcome of previous exposure. It could arise, foaneple, simply as a result of the
inherent characteristics of the stimuli between awhparticipants are required to
discriminate (see Whittlesea, 1993). In order toimise this possibility in the current
study, pretesting was undertaken to ensure eaclofpsiimuli in the forced-choice tests
of preference and recognition (see section 5.4pha8¢e 216) consisted of brand names
that were equivalent in terms of their inherenkability’. Furthermore, in order to
ensure a degree of ecological validity, whilst mmiging the impact of influences
outside the experiment, all brand names were pgestdsr appropriateness regarding
the product category and the absence of commomxysting associations with real-

world products.

At this point, however, it is important to acknoddge that each target brand name
selected for use in this experiment was not onlgegawith a ‘filler’ brand name during

the forced choice tests of preference and recagnitout was also accompanied by a
‘distractor’ brand name during the exposure phasegchanism that was used to reduce
the extent to which target stimuli were activelpgessed, encoded and thus retrieved
during the experiment (as will be explained in ¢dbap, page 251). As such, rather than
simply developing equivalent choice pairs (i.e. ¢xposed target and non-exposed filler

brand name for each trial in the test phase), gtiatg was undertaken with the aim of
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creatingtriads of brand names that were considered equally l&alpld appropriate for
the product category. This approach was selecteitl fasilitates a further means by
which to minimise the possibility of systematic ference bias due to the inherent
characteristics of a particular stimulus; namely ttounterbalancing of target and
distractor stimuli across the sample. In this respef the two brand names in each triad
that were presented during the exposure sequemicesyas then presented as the target
stimulus (alongside a ‘filler’ brand name) in tlest phase for half the sample, whilst the
other was presented as the target stimulus (aldedee same filler) for the other half.
A comparative analysis of the results for targetsa®d B respectively was then
undertaken; the results of which are not indicatf’@ systematic bias arising from the
characteristics of a particular stimulus (see agpell, page 483). To clarify, therefore,
a series of brand triads were developed for inclusn the main experiment via a
process of extensive pretesting. Each triad catist a target stimulus, a distractor (for
use in the exposure phase), and a filler (or nogeta stimulus that would provide an
alternative to the target brand name in forced-@aheoests of preference and recognition
(see section 5.4.4, page 211). All three brand sameach triad were selected on the
basis that they exhibited equivalent ratings onlescarelated toliking and
appropriateness for the product category, prior to the experimental procedure. Finally,
on the basis that brand names may constitute leaihand pseudo-words, and that this
factor might moderate the size of the MEE (see @sijon 4 in table 5.1, page 176),
half of the selected triads were composed of reabvbrand names and the other half
pseudo-word brand names; i.e. pronounceable nodsatbat could conceivably be real

in the context of the language within which theg areated, but are not part of the
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lexicon. Whilst pseudo-word stimuli are commonlyedsin psychology research, it
should perhaps be acknowledged at this point tietteation of global pseudo-words
may be rendered extremely difficult, and perhapsneimpossible, by the linguistic
diversity of multinational samples. In this respeétts possible that the ‘invented’ word
inadvertently resembles one that is part of anoléweguage or dialect. However, the
central issue is whether the word may be reasoraipected to be considered highly
obscure and thus without a consistent or commonnimgaacross the audience for
which it is intended. In the context of this thediserefore, it is perhaps useful to
operationally define the term ‘pseudo-word’ agpronounceable non-word that is not
part of the English lexicon, may be reasonably expected to be considered highly obscure

by the vast majority of the audience and is unlikely to convey a common meaning.

The process of pretesting by which the final setordnd names was selected and
grouped for use in the experiment will be outlirsebsequently. Prior to this, however,
it is perhaps important to discuss a key initiatisien regarding the validity of
experimental mere exposure research in a marketomgext; namely, the trade-off
between the use ofkal versusfictitious brands. In this respect, whilst the ecological
validity of real brands is attractive, it is impant to note that there is a high likelihood
of previous experience and brand knowledge. As ,spelticipants may harbour a
preconceived set of brand associations that coigdifisantly moderate exposure-
induced changes in affective response during theeraxent. That is not to say that
mere exposure effects cannot occur for establishbeahds in the real-world

environment. Rather it is to acknowledge that, thayse stimuli to which participants
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have a high degree of prior familiarity, a smalhther of additional exposures may be
unlikely to have a significant influence on prefeze within the context of a single
experiment (Shapiro, 1999). Furthermore, previoyposure may lead to attention
switching, enhanced perception and thus greatétyaoi create explicit memory for the
exposure phase (Greenwald and Leavitt, 1984);the.outcomes of mere exposure
outside of the experiment might confound the stoidhis phenomenon within it. Thus,
whilst it is acknowledged that the use of real dramames would potentially confer
higher levels of ecological validity, there is arsficant likelihood that it would be
gained at the expense of internal validity. In oreavoid the potentially confounding
effects of previous exposure, therefore, real braathes would need to be wholly
unfamiliar to participants. Given this, it could degued that there is little point in using
real brand names if they have to be so unfamibatioebe altogether unrecognisable. As
such, and in order to minimise the possibility ohtamination by previous recognition
and association, the proposed new brands refasrigdthis study are fictitious (although
participants were led to believe otherwise; segiehab, page 291 for a discussion of

the need for disguise in this respect).

With this in mind, and as a first step in the setecof the brand stimuli in this study,
two sets of 8rand names were created. One of these lists omatainly real-word
brand names, whilst the other contained pseudo-woadd namesThese lists were
constructed using the real names (or fragmentbede) adopted by small to medium-
sized US companies in different product categdogbose selected for this experiment;

and all were simple, single-word brand names. Tdtter criterion was applied in
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recognition of the possibility that relative stimalcomplexity may exert a mediating
influence on the MEE in paired-choice judgments r(Btein, 1989). Whilst the
evidence for this is somewhat limited at preseémntias considered prudent to control for
it in the context of the current studyhe frame from which these names were drawn
was constructed by amalgamating the lexical aspefcfiblished samples from three
specialist logo-design companies in the USA. Thmmale for this approach is that it
provides a practical means by which to identifyforaames that are:

a) fictitious in the context of the product categorgecified in this experiment;

and
b) unlikely to be recognised as existing brand nanygsaboticipants; but
c) ecologically valid in the sense that (although meabgnised by participants) they

have previously been selected as brand names byoea companies.

The two sets of brand names formed the basis ®ffitht phase of pretesting with a
focus group of 12 members of the target populatidm did not subsequently take part
in the main experiment). In this respect, eacho$&0 brand names was divided into
four equal subsets; relating to the four produdegaries selected for use in the
experiment (see page 193). The subsets were foiedut that they all contained 20
brand names that the researcher considered topsepajate for the product category in
question. During the first part of the focus gropprticipants were divided into four
small groups of three. Each group was asked tetsitle 15 most appropriate real-word
brand names for each product from the list of 26vigled (i.e. to exclude the 5 brand
names they considered to be the least appropnat@dch case). The process was then

repeated with regard to pseudo-word brand namesptitpose of this reductive process
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was to facilitate the removal of brand names thatewconsidered entirely (or relatively)
inappropriate by members of the group, withoutribed for redundant discussion as to
which of these were theost inappropriate. For each product category, the 6t$5
real-word brand names produced by each subgroue then displayed and the group
as a whole was asked to agree on a single lisb dfr&nd names for each product that,
whilst they may not necessarily be regarded asritet appropriate, could nonetheless
be considered to be appropriate for that categimg. criteria for stimulus selection in
this phase, therefore, was that each brand nanid ooly be selected in the category in
which it was initially presented and all selectedrna names were not considered to be
entirelyinappropriate for the product category by any participant. Tgnscess was then
repeated with regard to pseudo-word brand names Mbderated discussion,
advocation and negotiation, therefore, consensissreached on a list of 15 real-word
brand names and 15 pseudo-word brand names foroédahlk four product categories
that were widely considered to be appropriate (oleast notinappropriate) for the

product in question (see table 5.3).
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Table 5.3: Brand names selected as appropriate fadhe product category during

gualitative pretesting (in alphabetical order)

Chocolate Bars| Breakfast Cereal | Yoghurt Shampoo
Real-word stimuli Affair Advantage* Angel* Clear
Apollo Balance Barefoot Create
Busker Connect Cube Earth
Esquire* Excel* Faith* Elite
Flame Game* Fly Envy*
Hippo* Harvest* Fresh Fusion*
Kiss* Jump Haven* Gecko
Legend Mamas Passion Guru
Merlin* Munch Perfect Honey
Power Perform Polar Inspire
Rhino Physique Pure Liberty
Rocky* Rapid Sensation* Synergy
Space Spark Spirit Tranquil
Suave Team Sun* Urban
Wizard Wonder Touch Vision
Pseudo-word stimuli | Carador Almega Aduo Aliana
Effero Almi Bajaroo Axira
Ibia Calix Bayou Belanger
Jinny Chama Boga Celianz
Kapnick Chanda Danossia Censola
Khoja Comtran Diehl Denali
Magia Innotrans Imoo Fidelis
Orbis Jindz Jasta Imbarco
Palmetto Kedrix Joojoo Imperlum
Raha Kolodge Koodley Lianza
Shanti Movixo Oculo Lox
Shasta Stradix Seo Najila
Slano Wasatch Shurtz Solideon
Xypher Wizbit Yolo* Tulsani
Zeco Xinonix Zyda Verizon

* Brand names excluded on the basis of relativeljnmon pre-existing associations with a single real-
world company or product (as discussed below).

Note: The brand names in this table are listedphabetical order so as not to infer any orderimghie
extent to which they were considered to be appatgriAside from this being arguably an impossibikt
in a group of 12 participants, the establishmerguath a detailed shared ranking is not necessaityisn
pretesting phase. As such, respondents were netdskrank each of the stimuli according to rekativ

appropriateness but merely to decide whether whiiche stimuli should be excluded on the grounds th
they were relatively inappropriate as brand namehke given product category.

Each of the brand names in the four product cateligis was then further pretested for
appropriateness in relation to the product category, inheréikbbility, and existing

associations with particular products. This was undertaken by wé a quantitative
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survey of 44 members of the target population, witbnot then take part in the main
experiment. The first two constructs were meastmgdvay of a 5-point likert scale;
running, for example, frorarongly dislike (-2) tostrongly like (+2) with a neutral point
(0). The majority of this data collection took pact the beginning of two
undergraduate seminars, and was followed by qtigétaiscussion with regard to how
participants had understood and responded to ct;mcequch as ‘liking’,
‘appropriateness’ and ‘associations’. During thdseussions, it became apparent that
some participants had experienced difficulty intidguishing between the first two of
these concepts; considering brand names to be @ptobecause they liked them, and
likable because they were appropriate. As suchg#t@ regardingppropriateness was
excluded from the analysis during this phase onbihgs that the earlier qualitative
phase had perhaps provided a more robust basish@i o make judgments in this
respect. However, 17 brand names were excludetisatstage as they were already
associated with a particular real-world productabyeast 10% of the sample (these are
marked with an asterisk in table 5.3, above). Témaining brand names in each
product category were then grouped into triads ehawssible on the basis of the
following criteria:
1. The mean liking ratings for each of the three braathes are very similar (to
operationalise this, ‘similar’ mean ratings weresidered to be those that did
not differ by more then 0.1)
2. The mean liking rating for each brand rating istreduor very close to neutral,
on the 5-point likert scale (to operationalise thas‘neutral’ mean score was

deemed to be between -0.25 and +0.25).
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Whilst the first of these criteria is central tetitiguishing the influence of the exposure
phase in particular (see chapter 6, page 236)se¢bend was deemed to be prudent in
light of the fact that most psychological reseahas focussed on exposure-induced
affective response to previously neustimuli. Whilst the question of whether the MEE

is also comparable in relation to stimuli that afleeady subject to strong positive or

negative feelings may represent an interesting amgortant direction for future

marketing research (see chapter 9, page 426)héyisnd the scope of this study.

Figure 5.2: Brand triad selection to maximise numbeof potential trials

BRAND D |  BRANDA

(Mean liking = -0.05) ’,’ (Mean liking =0) \\
| ,,I \\‘
BRAND E ¢ BRAND B :
(Mean liking =-0.05) | | (Mean liking =0) h
\\ | I:

BRAND C K BRAND F
(Mean liking =0) L (Mean liking = 0.05)

Furthermore, it should be noted that brand namesah product category were grouped
to facilitate the maximum number of triads possibléight of the above criteria, rather
than the single ‘best’ triad in this respect. Tisiperhaps best explained with reference
to the hypothetical example illustrated in figur@ %above). In this scenario, the three
brand names that have a mean liking rating of @ firecisely neutral and identical)

would constitute the best possible triad in lighth® criteria above. However, this triad
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(ABC) would not be selected if two other brand naraghibited a mean liking rating of

-0.05 (DE) whilst one further brand name was raed-0.05 (F). In this scenario, it

would be possible to group the two brand names thighslightly negative mean score
with one of the perfectly neutral stimuli (DEA), dathe other two neutral brand names
with the one that exhibited a slightly positiveingt(BCF) to create two triads that both
meet the criteria above. In this way, the maximwmber of potential trials was created
for use in the experiment; a factor that contribute the enhancement of reliability in

studies of this nature (as will be explained intisec6.6, page 266). Specifically, it was
possible to create two equivalent (neutral) braatha triads for both real-word and
pseudo-word stimuli in each product category witlke @xception; as illustrated in table

5.4, below.

Table 5.4: Equivalent (neutral) brand name triads h each product category

Chocolate Bars Breakfast Cereal Yoghurt Shampoo
Brand Mean | Brand Mean | Brand Mean | Brand Mean
name liking | name liking | name liking | name liking
rating rating rating rating
1% Real- Affair -0.12 | Physique | 0.00 | Fly -0.02 | Earth 0.00
Choice | words Busker -0.12 | Mamas -0.02 | Cube -0.05 | Gecko 0.05
Suave -0.12 | Jump -0.05 | Polar -0.07 | Liberty 0.05
Pseudo-| Kapnick -0.05 | Kolodge | 0.00 | Aduo -0.12 | Solideon | 0.00
words Shanti -0.05 | Chanda 0.02 | Zyda -0.12 | Tulsani 0.02
Slano -0.10 | Stradix 0.05 | Oculo -0.14 | Lianza 0.02
2 Real- Legend* | 0.12 | Team -0.14 | n/a n/a Guru 0.21
Choice | words Apollo* 0.14 | Connect | -0.09 | n/a n/a Create 0.12
Space* 0.16 | Spark -0.07 | n/a n/a Synergy | 0.16
Pseudo-| Effero 0.05 | Chama* -0.14 | Jasta 0.02 | Belanger* | -0.10
words Xypher 0.07 | Movixo* -0.12 | Shurtz | 0.05 | Imbarco* | -0.05
Jinny 0.10 | Jindz* -0.07 | Bajaroo | 0.07 | Denali* -0.02

* Brand names not selected for use in the main experiment, as explained below

With reference to table 5.4, the first-choice brawagne triads in each product category

were initially selected with regard to both realrdiacand pseudo-word stimuli. This
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facilitated an 8-trial experiment in which each gwot category and brand name type
(i.e. real versus pseudo-word) was equally repteserAs will be discussed in the
following chapter (section 6.7.2, page 274), howeleth the opportunity and need for
the inclusion of additional items and trials wascgly identified during piloting and
pretesting of the experimental procedure. As saohsideration was given to selecting
the second-choice triad from each of the four pebdategories and in relation to each
type of brand name. As illustrated in the tablevahdmowever, no second-choice option
was available with regard to real-word brand nafoe¥ oghurt. Whilst a total of seven
more trials could have been added at this stageeftire, it would have led to one
product category and, perhaps more importantlyygsaevord brand names in general
being under-represented in the main experimenter&iiat the comparison of the MEE
on this latter variable constitutes a central dibjecof the current study (see in table 5.1,
page 176), a balance in the number of real-wordpasedido-word trials was considered
to be important to the comparability of resultsrtharmore, careful consideration was
also given to the length of the exposure sequericedest phase and the experiment as
a whole during piloting and pretesting; all of wiiwere sensitive to the number of
items/trials used and related to the potentiallyosis consequences of boredom and
fatigue on the validity of the experiment (Bornstet al., 1990; see chapter 2, page 28).
In light of this, it was decided that four moreats should be added to create a 12-trial
version of the experiment in which product categ®rand brand name types were
equally represented (see table 5.4, above). Tcetids the second-choice real-word pair

was selected in the category of Breakfast CerehlSirampoo, whilst the second-choice
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pseudo-word pair was selected with regard to ClaeoBars and Yoghurt. The
rationale for these selections was as follows:

* One of the pseudo-word brand triads must relatdéoghurt as no second-choice
real-word triad is available

* In the category of Chocolate Bars, the three bramdse second-choice pseudo-
word triad exhibit greater similarity in their mebking ratings than those in the
second-choice real-word triad for this category.

* In the category of Shampoo, the three brands ins#e®nd-choice real-word
triad exhibit greater similarity in their mean hig ratings than those in the
second-choice real-word triad for this category.

* In the category of Breakfast Cereal, the secondcehmeal-word and pseudo-
word triads are almost identical in terms of thgrde to which mean liking-
ratings vary within them. As any could be seled@mduse in the experiment,
therefore, the real-word triad was chosen to mairaa even balance of brand

name types in the new 12-trial version of the expent.

Having established both the specific brand nammeuditiand the product categories with
which they would be associated, therefore, the filegision regarding the use of these
stimuli relates to which of the three brand namnmesach triad woulahot be presented
during the exposure phase, and would thus senaféler (or non-target) stimulus in
the paired-choice tests of preference and recagniths explained at the start of this
section, the other two brands would both be preskeint the exposure sequences, with

one then used as a target stimulus for half ok#reple (target A) and the other used as
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a distractor. By contrast, the latter stimulus vdobé presented in the test phase as the
target brand name (target B) for the other halthef sample, whilst the former would
revert to the role of distractor in the exposurgquesces for these participants. The
allocation of the three brands in each triad torbles of ‘Target A’, ‘Target B’ and
‘Non-Target’ respectively was made via a randomwgréhe results of which are

presented in table 5.5, below.

Table 5.5: Selected target and non-target brand naes

Target A Target B Filler
Real-word stimuli Affair Busker Suave
Connect Spark Team
Physique Game Jump
Fly Polar Cube
Gecko Liberty Earth
Guru Synergy Create
Pseudo-word stimuli Jinny Xypher Effero
Slano Shanti Kapnick
Stradix Kolodge Chanda
Bajaroo Shurtz Jasta
Oculo Aduo Zyda
Tulsani Solideon Lianza

Finally, it should be noted that, for the controindition, a series of ‘dummy’ brand
names were required to replace those used in gferpnce judgment task. As will be
explained in section 5.4.4.6 (page 222), while ¢hsgmuli should be still be considered
appropriate for the product category and not swbjec common pre-existing

associations, they were not required to be equivaeneutral in terms of likability; the

preference judgment test was no more than a fakk in the control condition. As such,
these ‘dummy’ brand names were identified usingrgle process of stratified random

selection from those stimuli that remained on eztkgory-appropriate list of real-word
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and pseudo-word brand names; i.e. those that wrpraviously excluded on the basis
pre-existing company/product associations or inetudh the triads selected for the
experimental tasks. A summary of the replacemeahdmames used in the control

condition is provided in table 5.6, below.

Table 5.6: Replacement brand names for the preferee judgment task in the

control condition

Product Experimental Control Experimental | Control
category condition targets | condition condition condition
replacement | fillers replacement
targets fillers
Chocolate Affair & Busker Wizard Suave Rhino
Real- Breakfast cereal| Connect & Game Munch Team Rapid
;\f[?nr%" Breakfast cereal| Physique & Sparlk Perform Jump \WWond
Yoghurt Fly & Polar Fresh Cube Pure
Shampoo Gecko & Liberty Vision Earth Honey
Shampoo Guru & Synergy Tranquil Create Clear
Chocolate Jinny & Xypher Raha Effero Zeco
Pseudo-| Chocolate Slano & Shanti Khoja Kapnick Carador
;\f[?r:]%" Breakfast cereal| Stradix & Kolodge — Wizbit Chanda nd@n
Yoghurt Bajaroo & Shurtz Diehl Jasta Bayou
Yoghurt Oculo & Aduo Danossia Zyda Boga
Shampoo Tulsani & Solideop  Fidelis Lianza Aliana

Following the extensive process of stimulus pratgsand selection outlined in this
section, therefore, the experiment was formulatedaastand-alone computer-based
activity to facilitate simultaneous data collectionlarge groups (and thus a relatively
large sample). The experimental procedure will kplaned in detail during section
5.4.4. (page 211). Prior to this, however, a boefline of the apparatus and materials

used in this respect is provided below.
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5.4.3. Apparatus and Materials

The experiment was designed and executed usingodtifir Powerpoint, and was
contained within a single file for each participahhis file was automatically timed to
facilitate control over two key elements of the estmental procedure (each of which is
discussed in section 5.4.4, page 211):

» The 3 masked exposure sequences (each presentetbfat of 30 seconds)

» The filler tasks (timed so that participants weneeg one minute for each task,

whether this required them to memorise or rechfitaf stimuliy’

All of the screens (i.e. slides) in the file weresgyned with a black background and
white text/symbols. Brand names were consisterniggnted in size 44 arial font, and
in block capital letters to distinguish these pptaally from other verbal elements of
the experiment (e.g. instructions and labels). presentation of each brand name was
executed via a timed block of four screens (seerdid.3), with the blocks for each
brand stimulus following directly on from each athBach block was constructed as
follows:

Screen 1 — Blank MS Powerpoint slide (black) presgifor 1s

Screen 2 — Centred pre-mask (@ @@ @ @) presente@0@ansl

Screen 3 — Centred brand name presented for 50ms

Screen 4 — Centred post-mask (########) presemtd@®ms

2 This is important for two reasons. Firstly, thenpression of decision-time may be used to limit the
opportunity for elaboration and therefore reducele of involvement. Secondly, and from a practical
perspective, it ensures that all participants cetepthe experiment at around the same pace and in
particular within the 30 minute data collectionssesn. This, in turn, allows for the experiment tmr
twice in the 2-hours for which the participants axgerimental resources were available.
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Figure 5.3: Example block of screens for the merexposure of a brand name

- B

Screen 1 Screen 2 Screen 3 Screen 4

At this point it should be noted that, whilst sgieciimings for the automatic transition
between screens were set to 50ms within MS Powetrftbie rationale for which will be
explained in chapter 6, page 273), thaual exposure durations for each of these
screens may have varied slightly depending on fleed of each machine and the
refresh rate of each monitor. As such, it is noggilde to set timings to the precise
millisecond using this software (for this, spe@tlapplications such as Eprime or
Matlab are required). The selection of this expegiuration, therefore, is based on the
results of pretesting, during which 50ms was fotmdbe the point at which the great
majority of participants reported supraliminal pgton of the exposed stimuli (see
chapter 6, page 273); a key condition under whitehMEE is to be tested in this study
(see table 5.1, page 176). However, the degreehtchvihe exposed brand names are
perceived is likely to vary quite significantly legen participants as a result of
individual differences in perceptual ability (seeillét, 1991). Furthermore, in
endeavouring to set a masked exposure duration ehsitires the stimuli arpust
perceptible (Zajonc, 1968) for the majority of participantsjd probable that individual
differences will result in subliminal perception angst a small number of participants.

Given the size of the sample, however, this isnemessarily a limitation provided that
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the cases in which this occurs can be identifiadeéd, should it occur in a sufficient
number of cases (n>30; see Diamantopoulos and ¢gdhidch, 2000) it may in fact
confer an additional benefit of facilitating comfiatory comparison of effect size in the
presence and absence of conscious perception tfvathatter expected to give rise to a
larger MEE than the former; see Bornstein, 198@weler, it should be noted that this
was not initially considered to be a primary objeebf the empirical work in this study
and that the original plan was to exclude the smathber of subliminal perception
cases that might be expected to occur. To this thedefore, participants were required
to report their subjective perceptual experiencéhefexposure phase at the end of the

experiment (as will be discussed in chapter 6, [22§9.

All of the computer files used in the experimentr@vstored on, and opened from, the
hard drive of each individual computer to faciiat degree of control and consistency
in the speed of the exposure sequences. Spegificle alternative (and more
convenient) approach of storing and opening allfillke from a single networked drive
would have meant that exposure duration could dgpeifszantly influenced by the speed
of the network at a particular moment. As this gary across computer suites and over
time, there was a significant likelihood that it wid constitute an additional
uncontrolled influence on the nature of perceptiangd thus the extent of attentive
processing, between brand stimuli and participaAtisof the machines were of the
same specification, make and model and preload#dthheé same operating system and
software. Preloading the files onto the hard do¥eeach of these machines therefore

minimised variations in the speed of exposure accosnputers, rooms and sessions. In
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addition, the use of a preloaded file meant thist Was the only possible version of the
experiment the participant could complete, and tnisanced the degree of control in

the data collection process.

Finally, a task booklet was laid on the desk nex¢dach computer prior to participants
entering the room. This was labelled with a pgraait ID, the room number, date, desk
number and the name of the MS Powerpoint file withch the computer on that desk
had been preloaded. On each desk, an additiofel guestionnaire was also laid out
and clearly labelled. Participants were told to ptate this only when the instructions

on the screen requested them to do so.

5.4.4. Experimental Procedure

The procedure used in this experiment is summairsédure 5.4, prior to a discussion

of each of these phases below.
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Figure 5.4: Overview of the experimental procedure

Pre-experiment
1. Random allocation of participants to conditiamsl computers

2. Opening instructions
v
Exposure Sequence 1

Masked, randomised 50ms presentation of 12 targ@tdistractor brand names

v

Filler Task 1
Memorise 10 shapes in one minute

v
Exposure Sequence 2
Masked, randomised 50ms presentation of 12 targ@tdistractor brand names

v

Filler Task 2
Memorise 10 animals in one minute

v
Exposure Sequence 3
Masked, randomised 50ms presentation of 12 target distractor brand names

Additional Questionnaire
Short, unrelated questionnaire to add processimgadds and time delay between exposure and

phases
v
Filler Task 3
Recall as many shapes as possible from filler 1askone minute

v
Filler Task 4
Recall as many animals as possible from filler gk one minute

v

Test Phase: Preference Judgment (task 1)

12 target brand names + 12 new filler brand namesented in pairs on a two-factor forced choice tes
Choices relate to 4 different product categorigt) & pairs presented for each category

Participants indicate which brand name they likertiost, in relation to the specified product type
Dummy brand names used in this task for the cognalip (only change from experimental group)

Test Phase: Recognition Judgment (task 2)
Replication of test phase task 1 (with differerdesing of brand name choice pairs), but this time:
a) Participants indicate which of the tawrand names they think was presented previouglyan
exposure phases of this experimertt,quess if not sure; and
b) Participants indicate the degree aoffidence they have in this judgment on a scale-4f 1

v

Profiling Questionnaire

Level of perception, socio-demographic characiessind visual/reading impairments
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5.4.4.1. Pre-Experiment

As outlined in section 5.4.1.3 (page 187), partiois were randomly selected and
allocated to a condition and computer. Once seated, following a brief verbal
introduction, they were then presented with an opmerscreen of instructions as

illustrated below.

Figure 5.5: Screenshot — Opening Instructions

Instructions

You will shortly be presented with a sequence of flashing images .
The images will be presented automatically and rapidly on this screen
You DO NOT have to press any keys once the sequence has begun.

Please focus your attention on the screen in front of you and watch the full
sequence unfold — it will last approximately 25 seconds.

At the end of the sequence you will be provided with further instructions.

Please press the space bar when you are ready for the first sequence of
flashing images _ to begin.

The two important elements to note regarding thastuctions are that participants

were asked to:
a) Focus their attention on the screen — this is important as the main method of

exposure control in this experiment is to physicdilinit the opportunity for
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attentive, elaborative processing via the use of short exposure durations and
stimulus masking. In order to ensure that exposeirs at all, however, it is
critical that participants are looking directlythe screen during these very brief
exposures.

b) Watch the full sequence unfold — this phrase was selected on the basis thaeg do
not specifically request participants to engageadtive cognition during this
phase, and instead encourages passive processngodrticipants were not

instructed to memorise or think about what theyensgeing in an active way).

5.4.4.2. Exposure Phase and Filler Tasks

Following the opening instructions, participantsreveequired to press the space bar to
begin the first of three exposure sequences. |h eathese, the 24 brand names (12
targets and 12 distractors) were automatically gorei in a different, previously

determined random order (as will be explained iaptér 6, page 283). Each brand
name appeared individually and in isolation for SQrbetween 100ms pre and post-

masks (the rationale for which are further discdsaechapter 6, page 273).

It should be noted that all of the stimuli were gaeted visually during the exposure
phase. The primary reason for this is that theticreaf mere exposure conditions for
auditory stimuli is extremely difficult within expienental research (as noted in chapter
4, page 149). The main limitation with such an apph is a lack of control over, or

objective measurement of, the extent to which #tienis paid to each auditory

214



stimulus, and thus the extent to whiofere exposure occurs for each participant.
Furthermore, visual presentation is in line with #pproach used by the vast majority of
marketing studies in this field, and the claim thas is*“the most widely occurring
[presentation modality] and the most relevant fonsumer products” (Veryzer, 1999:

503).

In between each exposure sequence participantsraguested to complete a filler task.
The first of these (between exposure sequencesl Parequired them to memorise a
list of 10 shapes during an automatically timed-omeute period. The second (between
exposure sequences 2 and 3) was identical bubédiact that participants were asked to
memorise a list of animals. These tasks (including reading of pre- and post-
instructions) were designed and pretested to t@keoaimately 2 minutes each. On
conclusion of the third and final exposure sequeipegticipants were then asked to
undertake a third filler task involving the compbet of a short, simple and entirely
unrelated questionnaire; taking approximately fimewutes. Finally, to conclude this
phase of the experiment, participants were reqdesteomplete two more filler tasks in
which they were asked to firstly write down all the shapes they could recall from
filler task 1, and then all of the animals they Idoremember from filler task 2. They
were given one minute to perform each of thesevides, and a countdown clock
appeared in the bottom right hand corner of theestrThe combined duration of these
two final tasks (including the reading of instrects) was approximately four minutes,

meaning that the participants were actively engagédidler tasks for approximately two
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minutes between each exposure sequence, and appteki 9 minutes between the end

of the third sequence and the beginning of theptlease.

5.4.4.3. Test Phase

Prior to commencing the first of the test phaskddse. the preference judgment task),
participants were engaged for approximately one emarinute in reading the

instructions for this. A screenshot of these indians is presented below.

Figure 5.6: Screenshot — Instructions for preferene judgment task

Task 5

Please open your task booklet at Task 5

You will shortly be presented with a series of 12 pairs of proposed new brand names for
4 types of products.

For each choice, the first screen you will see will be a product category (e.g. Soft Drinks)
You will then be presented with two proposed new brand names for this product.
Please indicate which of the two brand names you LIKE the most.

Please choose as quickly as possible — you will have just 5 seconds to make each choice
before the next pair of brand names is presented.

Please ensure that you make a choice for EACH of the 12 pairs.

Mark your answer on the answer sheet provided in your task booklet, by ticking either
option 1 or option 2 for each of the 12 pairs of brand names.

If you have any questions, please raise your hand to call the researcher over now.

Ok, before we begin let's have a practice - press the space bar to begin the practice.

Following this, participants were required to coetpl two practice trials prior to
undertaking the preference task itself. These daafgroximately one further minute,
and ensured that participants were involved in@doll minutes of intensive alternative

activities between the end of the exposure phaddhanfirst preference judgment. The
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practice trials were identical to the 12 pairedicés participants would complete in the
task itself but for the fact that they did not i any of the previously exposed brand
names. Instead, they were constructed using brames that had been discarded during

pretesting.

The key aspects of the preference judgment tagksrexperiment are as follows:

a) Participants were presented with 12 choice paash €ontaining a target brand
name (i.e. a brand name that had been presentegchn of the three exposure
sequences earlier in the experiment) and a noettéirg. a new, distractor brand
name that had not been presented in any of thesexpsequences).

b) Each of the 12 choices was made in the contextpobduct category, with three
choice pairs randomly presented in relation to eaththe four product
categories.

c) The 12 choice pairs were presented in one of 2ferdifit, predetermined,
random orders for each participant (as will be aixg@d in chapter 6, page 285).

d) Participants were instructed to make their cho@eguickly as possible, and
were asked the following question at the starthef $equence of choice pairs;
which one of the two brand names do you like the most?

e) Participants were given a maximum of 5 secondsakemheir choice and mark
this in the task booklet provided. A countdown &l@ppeared at the bottom of
the screen to show the time ticking down, and ttreens for the next choice
trial appeared automatically after this period. Hrecess for each test trial is

illustrated in figure 5.7 (below).
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Figure 5.7: Example of question, product context &rand name choice screenshots

Here comes choice 2. . .

Choice 1 Times up!
Option 1 Option 2
Which one of the two brand names
do you like the most? Yoghurt ocuLo 2YDA
"

Seconds left to answer!

5

Screen 1 Screen 2 Screen 3 Screen 4

Finally, on completion of the preference judgmegki participants were requested to
undertake a recognition task (task 6) to investighe extent to which they recalled
and/or had a sense of familiarity with the branthea presented in the exposure phase.
The instructions for this are illustrated in theesnshot below, and the important factors
to note are as follows:
* The choice pairs were identical to those in thevipres preference task, although
they were presented in a different random order.
» Participants indicated their choice by ticking thex marked ‘Option 1’ or
‘Option 2’ for the relevant choice pair in theiskabooklet.
» Participants were instructed to guess if they didremember which of the two
brand names was presented in the exposure ph#ge is important so that the
chance value of guessing correctly can be usetl@rahalysis of these results

(see chapter 6, page 233).
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» Participants were also asked to indicate the degradich they were confident
this choice was correct on a scale of 1 to 4 (wheré= certain, 2 = quite sure, 3
= quite unsure, 4 = guess).

* No time limit was placed on participants duringstask as it is important to
identify all traces of recognition, and not justyelear memory that is ‘top of
mind’. As such, participants moved from one chgie& to the next in their own

time.

Figure 5.8: Screenshot — Instructions for the recagtion judgment task

Task 6

Please open your task booklet at Task 6.
You will now be presented with the SAME 12 pairs of brand names as in the previous task (task 5).

One of the brand names in EACH pair was presented during the rapid sequences of flashing
images you saw before completing tasks 1,2 and 3.

For EACH pair of brand names please indicate which one of the two names you think was

presented during these rapid sequences of flashing images by ticking option 1 or 2 on your
answer sheet.

For EACH decision please also indicate how sure you are of this by placing a number between 1
and 4 in the right-hand box, as explained on your answer sheet.

Please choose as quickly as possible — if you do not know which one was presented during the
sequences of flashing images _ then please GUESS.

Please note, this is NOT a test of your memory for the pairs of brands that appeared in the
previous task (task 5).

We are interested in which one of the brands you think was presented in the rapid sequences of
flashing images _ you saw before completing tasks 1,2 and 3.

If you have any questions please raise your hand to call the researcher now

OK, before we begin let's have a practice - press the space bar to begin the practice

As in the preference judgment task (task 5), pasitts were first required to undertake
two practice trials. These were identical to theddgnition judgments in the task itself

but for the fact that they did not include anyué target or distractor brand names used
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previously in the experiment. The brand choiceg#&imm the practice trials for task 5

were replicated in task 6 (just as those for thaadasks would be).

5.4.4.4. Profiling questionnaire

Finally, participants were required to complete fors ‘profiling’ questionnaire
regarding the following factors:
1. The extent to which they had consciously percetvedbrand names presented
during the exposure phase of the experiment
2. The socio-demographic factors of age, gender, mality, first language and
bilingualism.

3. Visual and/or reading impairment

With regard to the first of these, the subjectixparience of perception was measured
by way of the 4-point scale illustrated in figur®5a fuller discussion of which will be
provided in chapter 6 (see section 6.3.1.1, pa@é. Hurther to this, specific profiling in
relation to some of the key personal charactesisticparticipants was undertaken for
two reasons. Firstly, to facilitate a descriptivealgsis of the sample (and thus more
precise comparative discussion in relation to mewiresearch) and, secondly, to
facilitate exploration of the impact that partiowst first language and
bilingual/multilingual capabilities might have ohet observed effects (if necessary).
Whilst there is no previous research to suggestrtight be the case, it is important to

acknowledge that this study seeks to test theenfte of perceptual implicit memory for

220



real and pseudo-words constructed within the fraonkwf the English language. With
this in mind, it is perhaps reasonable to assuoregxample, that the physical features
of the selected words might be more easily procedse native English speaking
participants than those whose first language, amticplarly the alphabet on which it is
based, is far removed from English. As such, whilss not the specific aim of this
study to research this issue, it was considereaitapt to acknowledge it as a possible
mediating influence and collect data that wouldilifate the identification of this if

necessary.

Figure 5.9: Scale used to measure level of percapti during the exposure phase

1 =1did not see any letters in the flashed images

2 = | saw isolated letters in the flashed imageasdminot perceive these as

words or brand names

3 =1 saw rows of letters in the flashed imagesdiditnot perceive these as

words or brand names

4 = | saw words or brand names in the flashed image

Finally, given that the observed effects are exguetd be influenced by the processes of
visual and lexical processing, it was considere@artant to identify cases in which

participants had reading difficulties and/or uneoted visual impairment. The purpose
of this was to facilitate either the removal ofgbecases prior to analysis, or (should a

large number be identified) testing for significalifferences with the rest of the sample.

221



5.4.4.5. Closing instructions

On completion of the experiment, the on-screenrucibns required participants to
remain in their seat and under experimental comatiuntil every participant in the
room had finished. In order to reduce the temptattodisturb others prior to this point,
those who finished relatively quickly were handedadditional, unrelated questionnaire
to fill-out. The completed materials (i.e. consdotm, task booklet and additional
guestionnaires) were collected from each desk kyrédsearcher once all participants
had left the room. On conclusion of the experiménég participants returned to the
lecture theatre where they were provided with adabrief and the opportunity to ask

guestions.

5.4.4.6. Procedural changes in the control conditio

As will be explained in chapter 6 (section 6.8.8g® 287), the purpose of the control
condition in this experiment is to identify the eotial for systematic effects as a result
of the order in which participants were requiredmeke preference and recognition
judgments respectively. Specifically, this relates the possibility of affective
modulation bias (Phaf and Rotteveel, 2005); a phenomenon whesgbwli that have
previously been identified as preferred may themloee likely to be adjudged to have
been presented previously on this basis aloneilii.the absence of genuine, objective
recognition memory for prior exposure). In order iteentify the influence of this

phenomenon, should it occur, a comparative corgroup was undertaken in which
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participants were not required to make any prefs¥gndgments in relation to the target
brand names and the filler items that appearedgalda them in each choice-pair; only
to engage in the recognition task for these stinfudi this end, initial consideration was
given to simply removing the preference judgmensktérom the control condition.
However, this would have the effect of reducing lgwegth of delay between exposure
and test, the type and intensity of activities thatticipants were required to engage in
during this period, and thus the comparability thalus recognition rates between the
two groups. Instead, therefore, the control coaditivas identical to the experimental
condition but for one important alteration; thermanames in the preference judgment
task were replaced with ‘dummy’ stimuli that didtreppear in either the exposure
phase or the subsequent recognition task. Thesel brames were drawn randomly
from those discarded during pretesting (see taldepage 200) and ensured that, whilst
all participants completed an identical experimenpaocedure, the recognition
judgments made in the control group could not fbgsbe subject toaffective
modulation bias (Phaf and Rotteveel, 2005). As a result, a comparibetween
recognition rates in the experimental and contanhditions of this experiment was
planned to assess the degree to which these maydleawn influenced by the intervening

preference task (the results of which are preseamedliscussed in chapter 7, page 343).

5.5. Summary

The purpose of this chapter has been to identéyrésearch questions at the heart of

this study, outline the methodological approach pravide an overview of the key
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aspects of experimental design. To this end, thedtements of sampling, stimulus
selection, apparatus and experimental procedure b@en discussed in some detail The
last of these, however, is subject to a numberngbortant and complex issues,
including:
» Definition and measurement of the dependent vagiabl
* Manipulation and measurement of the key independamables (i.e. the nature
of perception, the type of brand name and the @egfeecognition memory)
* The purpose and design of filler tasks
* The length of delay between exposure and test
» The interdependencies between task duration, th&euof items/trials, length
of delay and experiment length - and their combimepact on reliability and
validity
* Presentation and task order effects, and the useoahterbalancing and
randomisation
» Deception, disguise and the creation of low involeat, low attention

conditions

The key considerations and decisions in relatioallt@f these issues are central to the
reliability and validity of the experimental design this study. They are therefore
discussed in detail during the following chaptéong with the importance, purpose and

process of piloting and pretesting in this study.
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Chapter 6

Critical issues in the research design
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6.1. Introduction

During the latter part of the previous chapterpaarview of the experimental procedure
was followed by the identification of several issukat are of great importance to the
reliability and validity of this study. The purposéthis chapter is to explain and discuss
these issues in detail, highlighting the key coasitions and decisions in each case (as
illustrated in figure 6.1). As a starting point fitnis, it is first necessary to understand
the basis on which the MEE will be identified aihadig the selection and measurement

of the dependent variable in this study.

Figure 6.1: Structure of chapter 6
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. Introduction

J L
Selecting & measuring the dependent variable
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Defining & manipulating the independent varesbl
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1T * Perception
4. The purpose and design of filler tasks * Recognition
T * Recollection

5. Length of tasks, delay and experiment
J L
5. Piloting and pretesting
J L
. Minimising order of presentation effects
4 L
. Deception, disguise and involvement

J L
. Summary & conclusion
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6.2. Selection and measurement of the dependent \etsle

In line with the vast majority of psychological amérketing research into the MEE (see
chapters 2 and 3), the dependent variable in tbyswill be affective responsdo the

target stimuli. As in the original empirical stuohto the non-conscious MEE by Kunst-
Wilson and Zajonc (1980), this will be measuredtbg degree to which preference
frequency for the exposed stimulus differs fromradin a forced-choice test. The key
considerations that underpin these, and indeediegisions regarding the dependent

variable in this study are illustrated in figur@ 6and discussed in detail below.

Figure 6.2: Defining and measuring the dependent vable

[ Type of Responsﬁ

I ]
Affective 1 [ Cognitive

- / - /

[ Brand Choice } [ Inclusionina | ( Brand name Iiking\

consideration set
\ J \ | J

Relative Absolute
(i.e. preference)
I
I ]

[Forced Choice Tes]s [ Self-Report Scalej

[ Chance Baseline} [ Control Group 1
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6.2.1. Defining the dependent variable

As discussed in chapter 2 (page 19), evidence HerMEE has been presented in
relation to both affective and cognitive judgme(fte a review see Bornstein, 1989).
However, the focus of the original empirical stwda# the MEE (Wilson, 1979; Kunst-
Wilson and Zajonc, 1980), the principle means bycilit has been demonstrated since
(see Bornstein, 1989), and arguably the most mertioutcome of mere exposure in a
marketing context is the enhancementafféct. Whilst it was noted in chapter 2 that
such a response is likely to be mediated by cagnifsee section 2.3.1, page 38), it is
this ultimate outcome that has been of the greatdstest to psychologists and
marketing researchers alike over recent decadabBustsated by the literature reviewed
in chapters 2 and 4); and will thus form the basisvhich the MEE is examined in this

study.

In defining the specific nature of the affectivepense under investigation, however, a
number of alternatives may be considered. In th&anéxmarketing literature, for
example, three forms of affective response areesnjcbrand choice (e.g. Lee, 2002),
inclusion in a consideration set (e.g. Shapiro, 99@nd stimulus liking (e.g.
Janiszewski, 1993). In this contexirand choice may be seen to provide a direct
measure of changes in behavioural response asud oésmere exposure, and thus
confer the greatest degree of ecological validityaimarketing context. Alternatively,

inclusion of the brand in a consideration set waudtl only provide a potentially valid
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measure of affective response, but may also sewvéurther reduce the level of
involvement that participants have in the decislarthis respect, Cait al. (2004) argue
that consumer involvement increases as consumenge rtiwough four stages of
decision-making; from developing awareness, tddhmation of consideration and then
choice sets prior to making a final purchase dexisiFrom this perspective, the
requirement to make a decision regarding consideratet membership may be
assumed to occur with a lower level of involvemiran that relating to ultimate brand
choice. In the context of the current study, howgewbe validity of both these
approaches may be seriously limited. For exampie, might question the ecological
validity of asking participants to decide how likeghey are to choose one brand over
another when they are fully aware that they wilverebe required, or given the
opportunity, to make that choice and thus expedethe consequences. Furthermore,
the internal validity of these approaches may hytéd by the nature of the stimuli in
guestion; namely, simple and novel brand namethisnsense, the absence of any other
information or imagery relating to the brand (elge ingredients, size, shape, quality or
price of the chocolate bars in question), and #uof lof opportunity or requirement to
actually consume the product, could result in sggkestions being perceived as
meaningless by participants. More importantly ppshat may be argued that, whilst
both the choice of brand and its inclusion in astderation set may be based primarily
on affect, this may be preceded, accompanied aesded by cognitive judgments (e.g.

perceived quality and value-for-money in consunseeking to maximise utility).
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By contrast, it may be argued that stimulus ‘likiegnstitutes a simple passive feeling
(without the need for further cognition), and tmapresents a particularly valid measure
of affective response. This might explain why ithe& most commonly used dependent
variable in the realms of psychological mere expesesearch (see Bornstein, 1989;
Bornstein and Craver-Lemley, 2004urthermore, and in the context of affect-based
theories of consumer decision-making (see chapt@age 38) it may be argued that
relative liking for a brand asset might be seen as a precursonctasion in a
consideration set and ultimately brand choMéth this in mind, and in line with the
reasoning of Caet al. (2004), one might argue that experiencing a gérsmase of
‘liking’ for the brand stimuli requires even lowkavels of involvement than inclusion in
a consideration set. In the context of this expentntherefore, brand name liking was
considered to be a relatively passive affectivpoase when compared to the more
active decision of choosing whether or not to ideldhe brand in a consideration set,

and thus constitutes the core aspect of the deperdgable.

As a consequence of this, however, a second imgactmsideration arises with regard
to the precise nature of the response that is towsestigated in this study; namely,
whether it relates toelative or absolute liking for the brand name. In this respect, it is
important to acknowledge that the MEE is most likiel play a role in rapid stimulus-
based discrimination under conditions of low aitamtand involvement (see chapter 3,
page 118). On this basis, it was noted in chaptdral the increasing proliferation of
brands, messages and media (Maclmatisal., 1991; Skinner and Stephens 2003),

coupled with a convergence in the perceived qualitthe brands themselves (Heath,
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2004) has created a consumption context in whieh MEE might be expected to
flourish. Specifically, therefore, the marketingsbd MEE is likely to be most
significant in relation to the formation pfeference amongst brands that are otherwise
equally attractive; as (Baker, 1999: 32) observes:
“[The mere exposure effect] may significantly impasrand choice
decisions when brands tie on tangible criteria.{@ugor evaluation, benefit
possession, etc.), or when consumers do not havendtivation, ability or
opportunity to search for more specific informatiahthe time of brand
choice.”
With this in mind, the most ecologically valid maes of the MEE in this study was
deemed to beelative, rather than absolute, liking for the brand stmsul This was
operationalised by pretesting brand names to peduads of target and non-target
stimuli that were equivalent in terms of perceivappropriateness for the product
category and inherent likability (as discussed hiapter 5, page 194). For each trial,
participants were then presented with a productgoay before being asked to select
which of one of two proposed new brand names tikeyl Ithe most. The precise nature
of this task was determined on the basis thabitigds the study in a marketing context,
provides a sound rationale for the use of novel {(nvented) stimuli and ensures that
the experimental task is meaningful to participants a valid response can be made
without the need for further information about thrand. On reflection, however, it is
acknowledged that the degree to which it refledigpecal consumer evaluation may be
open to question. In this respect, it may be arghad participants might assume the
perspective of marketer, rather than consumerr fhdgments therefore reflecting the

choices they would make if they were responsibtenfoming these brands. In response

to this, however, it is important to stress thathepreference judgment was made
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extremely rapidly, under significant time press(re. a few seconds). As such, careful
deliberation of the type a marketing manager mightexpected to engage in was not
possible and participants were reliant on their edrate affective response to complete
the task. Given the rapid and relatively passiveuneaof this response it may be
expected to occur in the same way, and with theesasult, regardless of the way in
which the question is interpreted, and thus form thasis on which either low

involvement decisions are made or further (highoimement) deliberation occurs. For

this reason, it is not considered to be a sigmfi¢ianitation in the current study.

In sum, therefore, the selection of stimulus ‘Ifkims the dependent variable confers the
benefit of maximum passivity in the required resgo(and therefore the lowest level of
required involvement), and is closely in line wttre paradigm within which the vast
majority of psychological mere exposure research been undertaken. Furthermore,
the study ofrelative, rather than absolute, liking for the brand namdeemed to most
closely reflect the type of discriminatory judgmenthat consumers are typically
required to make with regard to brand alternati@sthis basis, the dependent variable
in this study is specifically defined as brand ngmeference; the typical MEE being
revealed by a systematic enhancement of this ferettposed over the non-exposed
stimuli. The precise means by which these prefagngere measured is discussed

below.
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6.2.2. Measuring the dependent variable

Having identified the specific nature of the effdwt is under investigation in this study
(i.e. relative preference for novel brand namesg, iext important question relates to
how this should be measured. In this respect, tWernative approaches may be
consideredratings scales andforced-choice tests. As discussed in Grimes and Kitchen
(2007), however, techniques that rely on the ssrting of conscious perceptions may
not necessarily be appropriate for the measurepofetite non-conscious MEE. Rather,
in the continued absence of reliable, valid anccipral physiological techniques, the
most effective means by which this can be achiesada the indirect measurement of

performance effects in a behavioural or judgmesi.ta

On this basis, forced-choice tests were used tesunedhe frequency with which target
and non-target stimuli were preferred by partictpaithis technique was selected as it
confers a number of important benefits in the cdantd this study. Firstly, forced-

choice tests facilitate the measurement of rapagsipe, low involvement preference
judgments between two stimuli, without the needéti-report conscious perceptions.
Indeed, these tests require participants to discata clearly between target and non-
target stimuli, even if they are not consciouslyaesvof the basis or reason for this
decision. As such, they might be seen to confeigaif&cant degree of ecological

validity as they closely reflect the rapid, passisgémulus-based consumer decision-
making within which the MEE might be expected to dteits most influential (see

chapter 3, page 116). Furthermore, as participargsrequired to make a choice on
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every trial, there is a known chance of the tasgietuli being selected purely by chance
in this task (e.g. p=0.5 in a 2AFC, p=0.25 in a €AFThis allows for measurement of
enhanced preference following mere exposure iriogeldao a chance baseline, and thus
negates the need for a control group (as discussadore detail below). In turn,

therefore, this approach facilitates the use of mlarger sample sizes in each
experimental condition; an important methodologicahsideration in this study (as

noted in chapter 5, page 179).

It should be noted, however, that forced choicdstese subject to a number of
criticisms. Perhaps the most notable of theseh@ncbntext of this study at least) is that
such tests might not provide the sensitivity ne@es$to measure the precise degree to
which enhanced preference occurs as an experineffeat (i.e. whether mere exposure
results in large or small shifts in preference)rdaponse to this, the additional use of a
scale was considered to clarify the extent of reggbpreference in the forced-choice
task. In this respect, a scale such as the orsrahed in figure 6.3 might be expected to
record the degree to which one brand name wasrpzdfever the other in each choice

pair:

Figure 6.3: Example scale for the measurement of pference in each pair
a a a a

1. Much prefer 2. Prefer 3. Marginally Prefer 4. Like both equally
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In the context of stimulus-based consumer decisiaking, however, it may be argued
that the important question is whether the MEE aasdua tendency to choose one brand
over another, regardless of the degree to whicfepece is consciously perceived and
in the absence of the need to verbalise this. Ah,sa scale that distinguishes between
perceived degrees of preference is unnecessarpexrhdps even invalid in the context
of marketing-based mere exposure research. Furthernthe use of a scale with a
neutral point (see point 4 in figure 6.3) may resulthe masking of implicit approach
tendencies by allowing participants to ‘opt out’'roéking a preference judgment in the
absence of a clear, conscious reason for this. Movadly, the validity of any self-
report scales in the measurement of implicit menadigcts (such as the MEE) might be
guestioned on the basis that they reflect onlypticipants’ conscious perceptions of
the degree to which they prefer a particular stusulFurthermore, the use of these
scales increases the level of cognitive engageatdrst and thus reduces the ecological
validity of the test phase in relation to low inveient consumer decision-making.
Indeed, in the context of the misattribution thesrdof mere exposure (Mandleral.,
1987; Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994; seet#a?, page 45) it might be argued
that the use of such scales may in fact eliminagenecessary conditions for the MEE,
by replacing the opportunity for passive, instimetdecision-making — underpinned by
implicit memory and misattribution - with a requiment for more deliberate, thoughtful
reasoning. As such, the measurement of preferendhis study was limited to the
results of two-factor forced choice tests in re@atito each item. Further to this, a

relatively large sample was employed to enhanc@oheer of the statistical tests in this
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study and thus reduce the likelihood of type lloemoccurring as a result of a small

effect size (the possibility of which was discusgsedhapter 2, page 23).

However, whilst the results of forced-choice tgstsvide an indicator of preference, the
important measure in this study is the degree tactwithis is influenced by mere
exposure. As such, a further consideration wittareédgo the dependent variable relates
to the measurement difference between observed preference frequency and thahwhi
might be expected in the absence of prior expodaréhe vast majority of previous
mere exposure research one of two approaches leasused to measure the effect of
the experimental manipulation; comparison withoatrol group or achance baseline
(see Bornstein, 1989; Bornstein and Craver-Len2€p4). The use of a control group
confers the benefit of providing a direct betweeodp comparison to identify
significant differences in the primed versus noimpd conditions. However, this also
requires a doubling of the sample size and thustithe and resources required to
administer the additional data collection, pregaraaind analysis. The use of a chance
baseline, however, does not require additional dallaction but rather the existence of
a known chance value that might be expected toroecthe absence of a priming
effect. In the context of this experiment the clan@lue would be equal to the
proportion of times the target brand name would eéxpected to be preferred if
participants had chosen entirely randomly (i.e¢hmabsence of exposure-induced bias).
As this study utilizes two-factor forced choicetse® measure brand name preference,
random selection would result in the target beielgded 50% of the time by chance

alone. However, this assumes that the two stinmuéach choice pair are equivalent in
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terms their ‘likability’, i.e. that there is nottgrmore inherently likable about one of the
stimuli that would result in participants tendimgdonsistently prefer it. As such, careful
pretesting was necessary to ensure that this veasatbe; as discussed in chapter 5 (see

page 194).

In light of the importance of sample size in enhagdhe reliability of research into
implicit memory (Buchner and Brandt, 2003), a cohgroup approach was deemed to
be problematic for two reasons. Firstly, a furtdession of the sample frame would
have considerably reduced the size of the sampkaah condition. By contrast, the
development of additional control groups for eadndition would have required
doubling the total sample to nearly 500 particisa@iven the detailed nature of this
experiment, the size of the sample frame, and tand resource limitations (e.qg.
research assistants, computer suites, computers,a&sample of such magnitude would
have been impractical. As such, comparison to aaahdaseline was selected as a
means by which to measure the systematic enhantesh@neference frequency as a
result of mere exposure in this study. A criticaplication of this is that the two brand
names from which participants are required to chowmsist be largely equivalent in
terms of their inherent likeability. If this is nothe case then it is possible that any
systematic preference bias could be the resultxtfaeeous factors. However, the
difficulty in achieving this became evident duritigg pretesting of stimuli for use in this
study. Whilst it was possible to identify 15 triamfsequivalent brand names at this stage
(see chapter 5, page 203), groups of four or mavaldvhave greatly reduced the

possible number of trials (and thus the reliabitifyresults). Given the necessity for the
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target brand name to be accompanied by one equotvstienulus in the exposure phase
and another in the test phase, this prohibiteduiee of forced-choice tests containing

more than two factors.

In summary, therefore, the dependent variable is $tudy, and thus the means by
which the MEE will be examined, is the degree taclhithe selection frequency of
previously exposed brand names differs from chanca series of 2-factor forced-
choice tests of preference. In order to test topgsitions and hypotheses at the heart of
this study (see table 5.1, page 176), however, taigable must be measured under
conditions of supraliminal perception, the presemacel absence of both objective
recognition and subjective recollection, and iratielh to real-word versus pseudo-word
stimuli. Taken together, these factors thus cartstithe independent variables in this
study; the definition and manipulation of which Mak discussed in section 6.3. Prior to
this, however, an important final step in refinithgg dependent variable for analysis is

explained in the section below.

6.2.3. Refining the dependent variable for analysis

In line with the original demonstration of the noconscious MEE by Kunst-Wilson and
Zajonc (1980), and numerous experiments subsequéat). Seamoret al. 1983a;
Bonanno and Stillings, 1986; Barchas and Perl&d861 Mandleret al., 1987; Murphy
and Zajonc, 1993), both affect and recognitionraeasured in the current study by way

of target stimulus selection frequency on 2-fafboced-choice tests. On the basis of the
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vast majority of mere exposure research to daienhy be expected to give rise to four

possible outcomes, as illustrated in figure 6.4€%Wel

Figure 6.4: Possible outcomes from 2-factor forcedhoice tests of affect and

recognition

Recognition above chancs
No Yes
No A B
Preference
above chance
Yes C D

With regard to figure 6.4, the absence of any éf&a@ll is reflected in recognition and
preference frequencies that do not differ signiftbafrom the level of chance (A). The
enhancement of explicit (but not implicit) memory illustrated by above chance
recognition in the absence of an effect on prefedB). The fully non-conscious MEE
is typically characterised by enhanced preferemckuconditions of chance recognition
(C), whilst the enhancement of both factors magdiesidered to reflect the MEE in the

presence of recognition (D).

However, whilst not acknowledged in the literatuttes overall logic of this approach
may be questioned on the grounds that it does ai@ tnto account the specific
relationship between preference and memory for @acticipant and stimulus item. In
order to explain this problem it is perhaps usdatulwork through a hypothetical

replication of the original experiment of Kunst-86h and Zajonc (1980), in which 2-

239



factor forced choice tests of recognition and dfege administered following repeated
exposure to the target stimuli. The statisticak@t) results for this imaginary data set

are presented in figure 6.5 below.

Figure 6.5: Worked example to illustrate limitations of measuring the MEE by

comparing mean target preference and recognition gquency

One-Sample Statistics

Std. Error
[+ Mean Std. Deviation Mean
Target_pref_frag 100 F.0000 F.03023 B030z
Target_recog_freq 100 F.0000 F.03023 K030z

One-Sample Test

Test¥alue=#§
95% Confidence Interval of the
Difference
Mean
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Diffarence Lowver Upper
Target_pref_freq ano a4 1.000 anooo -1.14965 1.149645
Target_recog_freg .00o k] 1.000 00000 -1. 1965 1.1965

In this extreme hypothetical example, Kunst-Wilsord Zajonc’s (1980) experiment is
replicated with a sample of 100 participants andrib?s (i.e. 12 target stimuli and thus
12 choice pairs in each of the two tests), withfgtlewing results:
1. Half of the participants (5Q)ecognise all 12 of the target stimuli and the other
half recognisenone of them
2. Half of the participants (5Q)refer all 12 of the target stimuli and the other half
prefer none of them
3. All of the 50 participants who did not recognise #timuli account for all of the

60 who prefer them.
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In the context of figure 6.5, these findings wouddd to the conclusion that both
recognition and preference are exactly equivalenthance and, as such, exposure is
found to have no effect whatsoever (figure 6.4:dyaat A). However, these results
actually reflect the largest possiblelly non-conscious MEE; i.e. that every single
participant who did not recognise the target stusualso preferred it (figure 6.4:
guadrant C). The underlying criticism, therefoethat comparing the mean frequency
rates of preference and recognition in studiefisfrtature may lead to type Il error. As
such, the validity of the forced-choice approachmeasuring the MEE may require
within-subject analysis to reveal the nature and extent of ttagioaship between affect
and recognition. For example, two new dependentbias might be created during
data analysis to reflect the mean frequency witiclwvkhe target stimulus is preferred in
the presence andabsence of recognition respectively. In the illustratiobcve the mean
preference rate under these two conditions woul@%eand 100% respectively; thus

revealing the entirely non-conscious nature ofMiieE in this hypothetical example.

In order to ensure the validity of the forced-tagproach in this study, therefore, and to
facilitate the comparisons required to test prapmsi2 (see table 5.1, page 176), reports
of stimulus preference will be refined into foupa@adent variables; reflecting the rate at
which this occurs for both the target and non-tatgand names in the presence and
absence of recognition respectively. To test pritjpos3, these variables will then be

further refined to reflect preference rates in gresence and absence of confident,

contextualised recollection when this is associatti both accurate and inaccurate
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recognition. Alongside supraliminal perception #esvo aspects of memory (i.e.
objective recognition and subjective recollecti@ffectively constitute the conditions
under which this study seeks to investigate thiiémice of mere exposure on affective
response, and as such the independent variablean&ans by which these are defined,
manipulated and measured constitutes an imporssuei in itself, and is therefore

discussed in the section below.

6.3. Defining and manipulating the independent vaables

In order to test the hypotheses stated at the biegjrof chapter 5 (see table 5.1, page
176), it is necessary to manipulate four indepehdanables within this study:
1. Perception during the exposure phase; i.e. sugraimmather than subliminal
(all hypotheses)
2. Objective recognition memory; i.e. presence veahsence (H2)
3. Subjective recollection during the test phase; pesence versus absence of
clear, confident recollection for prior stimulusp@sure (H3a, and H3b)
4. Stimulus type; i.e. real-word versus pseudo-worantrnames (H4, H5a and

H5b)

The last of these is manipulated entirely by wagxgerimental design; specifically, the
selection of target, filler and distractor brandnes so that half are real words and half
pronounceable non-words (see chapter 5, sectioB,pdge 189). However, in light of

individual differences in perception and memoryligbi(see Miller, 1991; Bors and
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MacLeod, 1996), and small variations in the computardware used by each
participant, the precise manipulation of theseialdes is not possible by way of
experimental design alone; requiring supplementa@gsurement to identify the nature
of these factors in each case. The critical comatites and decisions regarding the
manipulation and measurement of perception, oljectecognition and subjective

recollection are discussed in the subsections below

6.3.1. Manipulating and measuring perception duringexposure

In chapter 2 (pages 29-31) it was acknowledged, thailst subliminal exposure
techniques have been universally employed to edtsinthe influence of explicit
memory in mere exposure research, the effect itseibt necessarily considered to be
subliminal in nature. Rather, the MEE may be exgedb occur whenever explicit
memory for prior exposure is not present at tesgjardless of the nature of perception.
In the absence of direct evidence for this, howewemremains no more than a
proposition; the testing of which constitutes amary of objective of this thesis (see
chapter 5, page 174). To this end, it is therefegeessary to manipulate exposure so
that the target and distractor stimuli qust perceptible to participants (in line with

Zajonc’s original definition of the MEE; see chap2e page 18).

The methods that have been used to manipulate gienceand attention in previous
marketing research constitute a key theme of thealrdiscussion of this literature in
chapter 4. In particular, this review highlightse thumerous and potentially serious

limitations associated with peripherg@resentation in what might be termed the
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incidental (rather tharmere) exposure paradigm (e.g. Janiszewski, 1993; Shap99;
Fanget al. 2007). Furthermore, the lack of availability ofeetyacking technology for
use in this experiment eliminates the opporturotyneasure the exact length of time a
stimulus remains in the periphery of attention &mel extent to which it receives focal
attention. With this in mind, the most effective ane by which to manipulate
perception in this study, and the one that is mostmonly used in psychological mere
exposure research (see Bornstein and Craver-Ler@4), is to closely control the
duration of exposure by combining focal attention with extely fleeting, masked

presentation.

In the context of this study, the necessity for iegjent and minimal supraliminal
perception across the sample ideally requires diatification of a precise exposure
duration that represents the liminal threshold dbrparticipants. This is impossible,
however, in the light of individual differences perceptual ability (see Miller, 1991).
Furthermore, even if it were possible to identifigalden exposure duration’ at which
all stimuli are just perceptible to all participanthe precise execution of this would
require the use of a single computer and specidiftivare (such as Eprime or Matlab).
Given resource, sampling and licensing constragiish an approach would only be
possible with an extremely small sample; a commiomitdtion amongst previous
marketing research (see chapter 4, page 160)Hisastudy seeks to address. The use of
a larger sample in this study, however, is dependerthe use of standard software that
can be run simultaneously on multiple computersndugroup data collection sessions.

Furthermore, whilst it is of course possible tontlly an exposure duration at which all
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participants would perceive the stimuli supraliniyathis would be likely to be
relatively long in the light of variations in peptaal ability and apparatus performance.
To explain; the duration would need to facilitatgsaliminal processing for those at the
lowest extreme of perceptual ability, and to act¢don variations in computer speed
and monitor refresh rates across the sample. As, shis approach may be expected to
give rise toextensive supraliminal perception in a significant numberpafticipants; a
condition that is not necessarily in line with Zagts (1968) original definition of mere
exposure as that whichjigst perceptible. Furthermore, minimal supraliminal perception
also plays an important role in restricting therg@ego which memory is encoded during
exposure, and thus retrieved at test. It is theeedokey method of reducing the extent to
which preference judgments are made under condibbstimulus recollection, without

the need for extensive time delays (as will beudised on page 251).

In light of this, an approach was utilised that bames exposure duration control with
measurement of the subjective perceptual experieh@ach participant. Crucially in
this respect, an extensive pretesting phase wasrtakén to establish an exposure
duration at which the majority (approximately 808b)he sample could be expected to
experience the exposure phase supraliminally (dsbeiexplained on page 273)he
fact that a minority of participants might be exjgec to perceive the stimuli
subliminally confers two potential benefits in tleentext of this study. Firstly, it
indicates that where supraliminal exposure ocduis Jikely to be relatively close to the
liminal threshold. Secondly, should the expecteapprtion of participants perceive the
exposure phase subliminally (approximately 20%yyould provide the opportunity to

validate previous psychological findings of a lar#E under these conditions. Whilst
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this does not constitute a primary objective of shedy, it may nonetheless provide a
useful additional dimension in which to contextsalthe results in relation to previous
evidence for the non-conscious MEE (see chaptgpa@e 21). With this in mind,

therefore, and on the basis of pretesting (see pagg a presentation time of 50ms was
set for each stimulus. Whilst it is acknowledgeat titne actual duration of exposure may
differ slightly (as MS Powerpoint software is noestgned to be accurate to the
millisecond level), it is important to note thatist the outcome, and not the duration

itself, that is important in this study. As suclartcipants were required to report their
subjective experience of perception during the eup® phase; an aspect of

measurement that is discussed in more detail below.

6.3.1.1. Identifying supraliminal versus subliminalperception during exposure

As noted in chapter 5 (page 171), the overarchimgad this study is to investigate the
existence, size and nature of the MEE in a margetomtext, and under conditions of
supraliminal perception. Given the likely individual differerscén perceptual ability
(see Miller, 1991) and minor but potentially infhigal variations in the speed of the
computers used in this study, it is not possiblelémtify a single exposure duration that
ensures perception occurs just above the limiaktiold for all participants. Rather, it
is necessary to supplement an exposure duratiomiremises the extent to which this
occurs in the sample with specific identificatidrtiee cases in which it does not. To this
end, measurement of the subjective experience rcepgon was incorporated into the
experimental design. The key considerations, datésand assumptions in this respect

are summarised in figure 6.6, and discussed in el below.

246



Figure 6.6: Identifying the subliminal versus suprdiminal nature of perception during exposure

[ Stimulus perception}

| |
[ In general across all } [Specifically for each of trT

exposed stimuli exposed stimuli

|
[ ]
[ Self-report scale 1 [Dichotomous question}
I

(4 points) (subliminal v supralimina

[ I I ]
Full Words Letter Strings Isolated letters No letters
(point 4) (point 3) (point 2) (point 1)

Strong supraliminal Moderate supraliminaI\ Weak supraliminal Subliminal perception )
perception perception perception
- J - J
( Supraliminal Supraliminal Supraliminal Subliminal )
perception perception perception perception
- J - J
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With reference to figure 6.6, consideration wastfigiven to when and with what
precision participants should be required to repbsir subjective experience of
perception during the exposure phase. In this ¢spas acknowledged that the most
precise identification of the nature and extenp@fception would require measurement
immediately following the presentation @ch brand name in each of the three
exposure sequences. Such an approach, howeverd giwel rise to an extremely long
and contrived exposure phase, significantly ingrepthe likelihood that the MEE will
be eliminated by boredom and fatigue (Bornsteinal., 1990). Furthermore, the
requirement to regularly and frequently engage valwation during exposure would
severely undermine the passive nature of this phassing the level of attention,
engagement and involvement and thus reducing thdityaof the experiment as a
means by which to study the effects of mere exmosumarketing stimuli. In response
to this, an alternative option was selected whengdgicipants would be required to
report their subjective experience of perceptiorralation to the exposure phase in
general, and at the end of the experiment. It iv@wledged that the validity of this
approach might be confounded to some extent bfattiehat participants may perceive
some stimuli but not others, and that their respoissbased on a memory-based
judgment rather than current sensory experienceb&smnce, however, these potential
limitations were adjudged to be outweighed by theblems described above in the

context of this study (see appendix Il for furthechnical discussion of this issue).

The second key consideration in relation to thipeas of the experimental design

relates to the measurement tool. In this respediclaotomous question was initially
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considered to identify whether or not participagenerally perceived the exposed
stimuli subliminally or supraliminally. During qutdtive discussions in the first phase
of piloting and presting, however, differences welgserved in the meaning that
participants attached to this concept. For examplelst some reported the perception
of isolated letters within words as supralimindgheys regarded the fact that they were
unable to consciously identify the words as a whadean indication of subliminal

perception. In order to address this, and on tistshaf qualitative discussions during
piloting, the scale was extended to incorporateftiie points illustrated in figure 6.6

(page 247). The purpose of this was to facilitatemprecise reporting during data
collection, and to minimise the need for particigato evaluate the degree to which

their experience should be described as sublinonalipraliminal.

At this point, however, it is important to strebsattthe critical underlying aspect of all
hypotheses in this study is the absenceubfiminal perception (see table 5.1, page
176); a condition that is associated with point8 and 4 on the scale in figure 6.6 (page
247). For the purpose of testing these hypothélsesefore, the scale may be collapsed
into two categories during data analysis; subliin{paint 1) and supraliminal (points 2,
3 and 4). Indeed, it might be argued that this ésessary if the approach is to
effectively minimise the limitations it was desighto address. To explain; it may be
tempting to interpret each point on the scale escty relating to devel of perception;
ranging from subliminal through varying degreeswéngth in relation to supraliminal
perception. However, to analyse the data at tiwsl iwould defeat the objective of the

scale and give rise to the same limitation as tindtally associated with the
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dichotomous question; namely a lack of equivaleimceonceptual understanding of
each category amongst participants. As a residtirhportant to stress that the purpose
of the four-point scale was to reduce the needpfmticipants to make a complex
judgment on the meaning pérception, and thus ensure greater equivalence of meaning
across the sample. This is only achieved if théesisathen collapsed into one which
simply distinguishes subliminal from supraliminarpeption, regardless of the degree

to which the latter has been deemed to occur.

As mentioned previously, however, whilst the mafapan of minimal supraliminal

perception constitutes a necessary condition inows right, it also provides one
method by which another important condition is rpatated in this study; recognition
memory. The critical aspects of definition, mangiidn and measurement of this third

and final independent variable are discussed istibsection below.

6.3.2. Manipulating and measuring stimulus recognibn at test

As illustrated in table 5.1 (page 176), the testioig hypotheses in relation to
propositions 2 and 3 requires the creation of tvemory conditions; theresence and
absence of accurate stimulus recognition, and fresence and absence of subjective
recollection (see figure 6.7, below). In a simi&in to the approach described above,
all of these conditions were engineered by a coatlun of experimental design (to
foster the likelihood of the condition occurringtime experiment) and measurement (to

identify the specific cases in which it does appednrave occurred). The key aspects of
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the approach in relation to each pair of conditifires the presence versus absence of

objective recognition and subjective recollectiespectively) are discussed below.

Figure 6.7: Memory conditions under which exposurenduced affect change will

be tested (propositions 2 and 3)

Subjective Recollection

Yes No
Yes 1 3
Accurate
Recognition
No 2 4

6.3.2.1. Manipulating the likelihood of memory forexposure to the target stimuli

In section 6.3.1 (page 243) it was noted that tbe of extremely fleeting stimulus
presentation during the exposure phase may be &xpéx limit the extent to which
explicit memory encoding occurs at the point ofgeetion. In this respect, higher levels
of conscious perception are likely to lead to ggeahcoding of explicit memory for the
stimulus exposures. In other words, the degree hxlwexplicit memory encoding
occurs might be expected to weaken with the exdéstpraliminal perception, and to

be eliminated by subliminal perception. In orderetesure that a sufficient number of
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preference judgments were made in the absencecafae recognition, however, and
in the light of both individual differences in memngaability (see Bors and MacLeod,
1996) and the relatively short delay between exyosnd test (11 mins), it was
necessary to supplement efforts to ensure minino@raiminal perception with

measures to further limit the encoding and retfie¢@&xplicit memory.

Firstly, and with specific regard tencoding during exposure, each stimulus was
accompanied by pre and post-masks designed toof€uprocessing as soon the
stimulus disappeared from the visual field, andstiuevent continued elaboration.
Secondly, each exposure sequence contained l2adfstrstimuli (non-target brand
names) and 12 target brand names. The purposesafdls to restrict attempts to create
and sustain explicit memory for the latter by daudplthe number of items in each
sequence. Further to this, four filler tasks wesed to increase processing demands
with regard to encoding and retrieval in expliciemmory. Two of these tasks were
designed to engage participants in intensive emgodf extraneous stimuli, and were
placed between the three exposure sequences. ltoadb reducing the extent of
encoding, these tasks also served to provide ee$mitn the attentional demands of
each exposure sequence (reducing the likelihoddtmfue). The other two tasks were
located between the final exposure sequence angréfierence judgment task and were
designed to engage participants in intensive retlief these irrelevant stimuli. The
purpose of this was to create a period of delawéen exposure and test during which

memory resources were actively engaged in an esdtantask; thus increasing the
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likelihood of degradation in explicit memory forget stimulus exposure. This outcome
was further facilitated by additional distracticared time delays associated with:
a) the completion of an unrelated questionnaire betwie exposure and test
phases;
b) the completion of two practice preference judgmnigats prior to the task itself;
and
c) reading and comprehension of on-screen instrucfimnall filler and test phase

tasks.

As with perception, however, the capacity for emcgdand retrieval varies between
individuals (see Bors and MacLeod, 1996). As ssdbsequent measurement was then
necessary to identify the specific memory conddgiamder which each preference
judgment was made by each participant. With redgarthe hypotheses stated at the
beginning of the previous chapter (see table 54gep176), this required the
identification of objective recognition memory (H&)d specifically the extent to which
this was based on clear, contextualised recolleatiothe stimulus exposure (H3a and
H3b). The key considerations, decisions and elesnanthe approach in this respect are

illustrated in figure 6.8 and discussed in the sghens below.
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Figure 6.8: Measuring the presence and absence aaognition and recollection
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6.3.2.2 Measuring the presence and absence of stiom recognition and

recollection

As an initial step in the measurement of recognititemory, participants were required
to complete a task consisting of 12 two-factor éarchoice tests, relating to each of the
12 stimulus pairs. At the beginning of this tas&ythvere informed that, for each choice
pair, one of the brand names had been presentdt iexposure phase and asked to
identify which one this was. Participants were nnsted to always make a choice, and
to guess if they could not remember. The main beoké 2-factor forced choice test as
a measure of recognition in mere exposure researdhat it enables (and indeed
encourages) participants to demonstrate the faljeaof recognition memory for the
target, from clear, explicit memory to a vague sewishaving seen it before. It therefore
avoids the need for self-reporting and eliminategeptial inconsistency between
participants as to their perceptions of what caugs ‘memory’. For example, during a
self-report memory task, two people may have arfgehat they have seen the target
before, but are not entirely sure about this. Ohth@se people may have a confident
and assertive disposition that encourages thenugotheir instincts, be bold and clearly
state that they can remember it. The other onelaag a nervous disposition that leads
them to decide not to run the risk of ‘getting itomg’ and to state that they don’t
actually remember seeing either of the two stinpiesented at test. Self-report
measures of memory, and particularly those thatbased on dichotomous questions,

may therefore be confounded by individual differsicamongst participants.
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Furthermore, the processes of implicit memory (dmclv the influential cognition-
based theories of mere exposure are founded; sgrect?, page 46) may be reflected
in a tendency to select the target as having been before (as a result of enhanced
processing fluency) without conscious awarenessthig (Mandler et al., 1987,
Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994). The preseoic¢his may only be revealed,
therefore, when participants are forced to makegrarent guess between two or more

stimuli.

However, whilst the initial forced-choice tests icate the objective accuracy of
recognition memory, it is important to stress tiese results do not necessarily reveal
the extent to which the judgment is based on eitplecollection (Mandler 1980); a
critical variable in the testing of P3 (see tabl&, age 176). In order to distinguish
recollection-based recognition from that which @&séd on a vague sense of familiarity
or guessing it is perhaps useful to draw on Tulgn@@985) distinction between
retrieval-based and familiarity-based recognitieneasentially akin to ‘remembering’
and ‘knowing’. On the basis that it facilitates tldentification of “recollection on one
hand, and the familiarity in the absence of rectibm on the other,” Algarabel and
Pitarque (2007: 478) note that themember-know methodology has been extensively
adopted in memory research. Furthermore, the asthraw attention to the two factors
by which each type of recognition has been disistgad in this literaturegontext and
confidence. The former refers to the extent to which contektietails of the exposure
can be remembered, whilst the latter relates tostligective experience of memory.

The presence of either or both of these factors beagxpected to indicate recognition
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by way of explicit retrieval, rather than familigriin the absence of recollection. With
this in mind, therefores,ecollection is operationally defined in the current study laes t
confident, context-specific, conscious experiencenemory for having seen the target
stimulus during the exposure phase of the expetirtieriine with Lee, 2001b; Wang

and Chang, 2004).

On this basis, participants were first requiredni@ake a memory judgment as to which
of the two brand names was presented during thesexe phase of the experiment.
Following each choice, a measure of confidencéim judgment was applied. To this
end, consideration was first given to the addibd@a dichotomous (yes/no) question to
identify whether or not participants believed eaetognition judgment to be based on
clear, contextualised recollection of the stimutxposure. However, this was rejected
on the basis that it relies heavily on subjectivederstanding of the concept of
recollection amongst participants. In line with the measuremeht perception
(discussed in section 6.3.1.1, above), therefaefidence scales were adopted to allow
participants to report the nature of their memonghwnore precision, and express
varying degrees of certainty/uncertainty with regao each memory judgment (as
recommended by Castelli and Zogmaister, 2000)his respect, a five-point scale was
initially considered (see figure 6.9a, page 259) fejected on the basis that a neutral
point (e.g. neither confident nor unconfident)liggical in the context of this question
(i.e. that a lack of confidence must, by definitiorflect a degree of uncertainty).
Instead, the simple three point-scale illustratefigure 6.9b (page 259) was originally

developed to facilitate a distinction between judgts that were made under conditions
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of certainty, some uncertainty and no degree diaggy at all (i.e. guessing). During
the first phase of piloting, however, differencesparticipant understanding became
apparent with regard to the notion of ‘certaintii. this respect, group discussion
revealed that participants who had a clear seretettiey had seen one of the stimuli
previously, but were not fully confident in theiremory judgment, had expressed this
in different ways. Whilst some decided that thegiete of assuredness constituted
‘certainty’ others adjudged it to reflect ‘some artainty’. As such, an extended four-
point scale (figure 6.9c, page 259) was designédagplied in subsequent phases of the
piloting process (see section 6.7, page 270) tiittde more precise reporting during
data collection.Over the course of these phases, qualitative fekdbalicated that
points 1 and 2 essentially reflect recollectiondabgecognition memory. In this respect,
the degree of uncertainty that underpinned resgoasegoint 2 was revealed to be
extremely small in most cases. By contrast, wigtaht 3 may reflect relatively weak,
but nonetheless conscious, memory for having erteceth the stimulus previously,
pilot participants were usually unable to identif\e exposure phase as the context in
which this occurred with any degree of certaintfteio referring instead to a general
sense of familiarity that suggested to them thatstimulus they selected was probably
the one that was presented previously. As suchisiitiis acknowledged thdioth a
vague sense of familiarity and accurate ‘gues$ed’ dre unaccompanied by any sense
of contextualised memory may or may not reflectliaifpmemaory for prior stimulus
exposure, neither appear to be the product of thgestive sense ofecollection
referred to in P3. By contrast, whilst points 1 alAdprovide a means by which

participants may report their subjective experienEememory (to varying degrees),
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both types of response may be considered to reféatively confident, contextualised
recollection of prior exposure. In this respecgr#iore, it is important to stress that
points 1 and 2 are not necessarily designed tétédeidiscrimination between different
degrees of recollection but rather to remove the need participants to make a
judgment as to the degree of confidence necessathém to report explicit memory.
For the purposes of analysis, therefore, thesebmagollapsed to provide a measure of

subjective recollection.

Figure 6.9: Development of self-report scales fohe identification of recollection

a) Initial five-point semantic differential scale (rgjected prior to piloting)

1 2 3 4 5
Very certain Quite certain Neither eert Quite uncertain Very
uncertain

nor uncertain

b) Original three-point scale (rejected during piloting)

1 2 3
Certain Uncertain uess

¢) Final four-point scale (successfully piloted and adopted in the main experiment)

1 2 3 4
Certain Quite sure Quitesure Guess

In summary, therefore, objectivecognition and subjectiveecollection are measured
by way of an approach that combines forced-chaicdgments with confidence scale

data to optimize the potential benefits of bothf@®anance effects on a memory task
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and self-reporting of the qualitative nature of ttmemory. To explain; whenever
participants choose the target stimulus in a tvatetaforced-choice memory task, this
may or may not be the result of a number of factmrduding explicit recollection, a
vague but conscious sense of familiarity alonejnaplicit approach tendency on the
basis of processing fluency or simply a lucky guésssuch, the additional confidence
rating attached to each choice enables particiganitsdicate the degree to which this
decision was based on a clear, contextualized sehsecollection for the prior
exposures. Furthermore, whilst an absence of gerexplicit memory may be assumed
when participants choose the non-target stimuéi forced-choice test of recognition, it
does not necessarily eliminate the possibility ofalse sense of recollection. The
subjective nature of this raises the possibiliigttih may still hinder the non-conscious
misattribution of processing fluency to affect, ahds the MEE (see Mandlet al.,
1987, and Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994). sAgh, the inclusion of an
additional confidence scale also provides the dppdy to explore the extent to which

this occurs in the current study.

6.4. The purpose and design of filler tasks

As indicated in the previous section, five fillassks were employed during the course

of this experiment. A brief summary of these isvided in table 6.1 below.
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Table 6.1: Summary of the 5 filler tasks used in tis experiment

Filler | Participants requiredto... | Approx duration Location in

Task (inc. instructions) experiment

1 Memorise a list of 10 shapes| 2 mins Between exposure
in one minute sequences 1 & 2

2 Memorise a list of 10 animals| 2 mins Between exposure
in one minute sequences 2 & 3

3 Complete an unrelated 5 mins Between exposure
qguestionnaire and test phases

4 Recall the previous list of 10 | 2 mins Between exposure
shapes in one minute and test phases

5 Recall the previous list of 10 | 2 mins Between exposure
shapes in one minte and test phases

The purpose of the initial encoding tasks (1 and&3 two-fold. Firstly, they were used
to create a consistent time delay between eacthefekposure sequences. In this
respect, the tasks facilitated three exposure segge with a delay of approximately 2
minutes between them. To some extent, this delplicates real world conditions in
which there are often short gaps between stimwpssures (e.g. repeated TV or online
advertisements, billboards/posters displayed aenmts along a route, etc.).
Furthermore, and from a practical perspective,stivi of the exposure sequences
minimises the risk of fatigue, boredom, discomfamt! divided attention. These factors
would be much more likely to occur if participanteere asked to view a single
sequence in which each of the 24 brand names veagmed 3 times. Such a sequence
would require participants to focus and concentatéashing imagery for an unbroken
period of 90 seconds. The filler tasks facilitathé division of this into three short
sequences in which each brand name was presented Barticipants were therefore
required to concentrate their attention on thehflagimagery for just 30 seconds at any

one time, and were then provided with a two-miriloteak’ in which they were actively
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engaged in another task. Secondly, the requiretneattively and intensively engage in
an explicit memory task immediately after each expe sequence was designed to
make it extremely difficult for participants to diven the target brand names (i.e. to
prevent them from elaborating upon and reinfor@rglicit memory for these stimuli).
To further disrupt this process, participants wietd they would be asked to recall the
filler task items later in the experiment. As sutliey were required to maintain their
memory for the encoded shapes and animals whéstuilewed the remaining exposure
sequences and then completed an unrelated questendParticipants were then
required to engage in active and intensive frealre the shapes and animals they had

previously encoded, prior to completing the tesigghof the experiment.

Taken together therefore, these filler tasks fedéd periods of delay in which
conscious, explicit memory resources were intemgiveccupied in extraneous
activities. The overall aim was to reduce the almlity of these resources for the
processing of target stimuli during the exposurd &st phases of the experiment.
Further to this, the tasks were also designed toodoce participants to the
automatically-timed nature of the experiment, amal iotion that they were required to
complete each task within the time limit statedtlom screen. Thus, they were intended
to prepare participants for making rapid, timed isieas in the preference and
recognition tasks that constitute the primary delpah measures in this experiment.
Similarly, the filler tasks were designed to addreee initial nervousness, apprehension
and lack of confidence that was sometimes eviderind the piloting of the experiment
(and indeed prior to the actual experiment itsdlf).this respect it is important to

recognise that experimental conditions can lead feeling amongst participants that
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their knowledge or ability is being tested. The igego ‘pass’ this test, and the
apprehension and fear regarding the unknown nat@rgg, may in turn lead to a
relatively high degree of involvement during thepestment. The natural tendency for
this to occur in the early stages of the experiniemiot necessarily problematic, as the
exposure phase is designed to limit thgportunity, rather than the motivation, for
conscious, elaborative processing. Indeed, a legél lof involvement may actually be
seen as beneficial at this point, as it is likelyehsure that participants follow the on-
screen instructions carefully and focus attentiorthee screen throughout the exposure
sequences. However, in order to replicate the lowlvement conditions under which
the MEE may be most likely to influence real-woclshsumer decisions (see chapter 3,
page 115) it is important that the subsequentpieagse is completed under conditions of
low involvement. In this respect, whilst the timed nature of thef@rence judgments
restricted the opportunity to elaborate at thigetat was also important to ensure that
participants did not feel a heightened sense &f fesar or apprehension during the test
phase. With this in mind, the filler tasks wereidesd to be relatively short and easy to
complete, with a view to minimising boredom andldinig confidence in participants
prior to the test phase. This was especially ingmirtvith regard to the first filler task.
For this reason, the stimuli for this task wereestdd on the basis that they were simple,
regular, familiar shapes that could be depictech begrbally and pictorially. This
enabled participants to use a choice of strategigeemorise the equivalent pictorial
and verbal stimuli in this task. Subsequently, gpietorial cues were removed from the
second filler task to marginally increase the leskedifficulty, and ensure that explicit

memory processing was engaged in relation to theggpe of (lexical) stimuli used in
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the exposure and test phases of the experimentsdlbetion of shapes and animals for
these tasks was made on the basis that they arm@oly used in the branding and
advertising of consumer products, and thus mighgédsn to be relevant by participants

in the context of a study into perception, memarg preference for brand stimuli.

In summary, therefore, the filler tasks in this esment were designed to minimise the
likelihood of participants explicitly recalling theresentation of target brand names; a
possibility that was already restricted by extrgmshort presentation durations, the
presence of 12 distractor stimuli and the maskingil®24 brand names in the exposure
phase. The inclusion of these additional tasks mezessary due to the relatively short
delay between exposure and test; an issue that iself subject to some complex

considerations and, as such, is discussed in netad delow.

6.5. Length of delay between study and test

The length of the delay between exposure and tastrnwt specifically measured, but
piloting of the experiment indicated that it wapagximately 11 minutes on average. In
the context of implicit priming research this isedatively short periodand may be seen
to have some limitations. For example, it is argbgdome researchers that a relatively
long delay between exposure and test (e.g. wedkapi®, 1999; and even years,
Mitchell, 2006) may be expected to result in thetederation (and ultimately
elimination) of explicit but not implicit memory. Asuch, changes in the dependent
variable may be more clearly linked to the lattéeralong delays as this is all that

remains for the exposure phase. However, whildtdridgevels of explicit memory might
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be expected in relation to studies that utilizershielays (i.e. minutes), there are a
number of compelling theoretical and practical ogasfor selecting this approach; not
least of which is the fact that there is still nr@dd consensus as to how long implicit
memory effects may persist (see chapter 2, page=vgn this, it is perhaps prudent to
assume that implicit memory may be relatively stiogd under experimental

conditions at least. Furthermore, it should bessed that the rate of depreciation in
explicit memory is subject to individual differerscésee Bors and MacLeod, 1996), and
that natural degradation is not the only means by wieplicit memory for stimulus

exposures might be diminished or even eliminatedeéd, it may be argued that such
an outcome might be more effectively achieved bywae proactive and controlled

approach in this respect.

With this in mind, a number of steps were takenréduce the extent to which
participants were able to consciously rememberwtifrom the exposure sequences
during the test phase, as discussed in the pregxesbntions. Additionally, and in
relation to experimental control, administering test phase within the same session as
the exposure phase confers a number of other iaonbethodological benefits. For
example, it helps to ensure that the experimentaiditions are largely identical
between the two phases, and between participaatengly, it prevents contamination
of the results by participants discussing the edpoghase, informally ‘testing’ each
other, reminding or informing each other of whitimsili they had seen and speculating
as to the purpose of the experiment. This was dédmde particularly likely in this
study, given that all participants are drawn fronol@se student body and thus have

regular contact outside of the experiment. Finadlgd from a practical perspective,
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arranging for 240 participants to attend tpleases of the experiment on two separate
occasions (days, or even weeks, apart) would ledyliio result in a large non-response
rate and would thus require a much larger sampladtition, co-ordinating resources
such as research assistants, rooms and compui@meo on two separate occasions

would have greatly increased the practical diftiesl of completing the study.

In summary, therefore, a relatively short delay vemdected on the grounds of
theoretical and empirical evidence, alongside #wpiirements of experimental control,
the practical considerations of sampling and thalability of resources. However, the
specific length of this delay was dependent onnidteire and duration of the filler and
experimental tasks, and limitations on the lengththe experiment overall. The
interdependencies between these factors, andvidweaus impacts on the reliability and
validity of the study, are numerous and complexwdsbe discussed in the following

section.

6.6. Number of items/trials and length of tasks, day & the experiment as a whole

The number of items and trials in each task, thatthn of these tasks, the length of
delay between exposure and test, and the experiueation as a whole are connected
by a series of interdependent relationships. Ndy dio these factors influence each
other, they ultimately impact upon the reliabiléyd validity of the results in this
experiment. These interdependencies and the wawich they might influence the
reliability and validity of results are illustratad figure 6.10, and discussed in more

detalil below.
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With regard to figure 6.10, increasing the numMdetrials in the experimental task has,
in itself, been identified as a means by which nbance the reliability of results in
implicit memory research (Buchner and Brandt, 2003)rthermore, expanding the
number of items in théiller tasks increases the explicit memory resourcesireztju

thus reducing those available for encoding, manmgi and retrieving the target stimuli.
In turn, this raises the number of preference juelgim made in the absence of

recollection, resulting in a larger data set faalgsis and enhanced reliability of results.

However, increasing the number of trials, by imgtion, extends the length of time for
which participants are engaged in each task; affatiat may ultimately limit the
reliability and, perhaps also, the validity of rigsuFirstly, given that both the stimuli
and the tasks themselves are designed to be verplesi(rather than complex,
stimulating or challenging), longer tasks may emeathe likelihood of boredom and
fatigue effects (Bornsteimst al., 1990). In the context of this experiment thesey ma
become manifest in lower response rates and higites of incomplete response,
limiting the size of the data set for analysis ahds the reliability of results.
Furthermore, boredom and fatigue may also lead lazla of attention and motivation
for information processing throughout the experitnémsimple terms, this may lead to
misunderstanding of the task instructions and thmigations regarding the validity of
these tasks. More importantly perhaps, such litoiat may also arise if the degree of
attention varies widely between participants in éposure phase in particular. In this
respect, increasing the number of trials in theeeixpental tasks would, by implication,

inflate the number of stimuli (items) in the expasgequences, and thus the length of
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time for which continuous attention is required. wéwver, the extremely rapid

presentation of dozens of flashing white images @hack background is likely to place
a significant degree of visual strain on particigarand so full attention cannot be
expected to be maintained over long periods of.tihe selection of too many trials for
the experimental tasks could therefore result ierlgviong exposure sequences and

variations in the degree to which mere exposurermsdoetween participants.

Finally, increasing the length of the filler andoeximental tasks (to accommodate more
items/trials) may have important implications fdretlength of delay between the
exposure and test phases, and/or the length @xjperiment as a whole. In this respect,
it is important to reiterate that maximising thdagebetween exposure and test is an
important element of the strategy to minimise ectplinemory during the test phase,
and thus enhance the reliability of results. Gitrenneed to limit the overall duration of
the experiment (and thus prevent the boredom anguéa effects discussed above),
therefore, it is also important to recognise theereding the filler tasks (during the
exposure phase) and the experimental tasks (dthmgest phase) would require the
shortening of this delay. In this respect, incnegghe number of items/trials may thus
serve to reduce the reliability of results overdlNith all of this in mind, it was
acknowledged that both reliability and validitythis experiment will be maximized by
the identification of an optimum balance betweea tlumber of items/trials in each
task, the length of each task, the delay betweposxe and test and the length of the

experiment as a whole. To this end, these factae vall considered in during an
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extensive period of piloting and pretesting; thegess and results of which are

discussed in the following section.

6.7. Piloting, pretesting and refining the experimetal procedure

As indicated in previous sections, extensive pilgtand pretesting of the experiment
was undertaken for a number of important reasorisa Ayeneral level, and as the
experiment was designed to run without the needntervention by a researcher, this
was necessary to ensure clarity and equivalenceneéning with regard to all
instructions and the validity of self-report sca{esgarding perception and recognition
confidence). Further to this, however, careful folg was also required in relation to
task timings, the number of items/trials and theatdan of each task. Taken together,
these factors have implications for the lengthhef €xposure and test phases, and thus
the length of the experiment overall (see sectidh) page 266); all of which were
monitored to ensure the experiment did not becowasly long. This was determined
by pilot participant reports regarding their subipe experience of the experiment (and
in particular feelings of boredom, fatigue or frasibn) and the practical considerations
of running two data collection sessions within a4wour period. In addition, and as
indicated previously in this chapter, two importagiements of the experimental
procedure were also pretested:

1. The likely impact of stimulus presentation duratmm the nature of perception

in the exposure phase (see page 243)
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2. The likely impact of the entire experimental design recognition for the

stimulus exposures (see page 250)

The purpose of this section, therefore, is to drpldne process by which the
experimental procedure was piloted, pretested afided prior to the main experiment.
As a starting point, it should be noted that thisswundertaken in five phases to
facilitate incremental changes to the experimed&dign where necessary. In each
phase the full experiment was completed by 10 wiffe participants prior to a
qualitative discussion of their subjective expeteduring the experiment. As such, the
piloting and pretesting phase was undertaken witha of 50 participants, all of whom
were members of the target population and nonehafmvsubsequently participated in
the main study. The key elements of the experinhethgign in each phase, and
indicative results regarding the nature of percgpand recognition, are illustrated in

table 6.2 and discussed further in the subsechelttswv.
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Table 6.2: Summary of experimental designs during phases of pretesting

Design element Phase Phase | Phase | Phase | Phase
1 2 3 4 5
No. of pretest participants (n) 10 10 10 1( 10
Timings for each stimulus exposure:
Blank screen 1s 1s 1s 1s 1s
Pre-mask 100ms | 100ms| 100ms | 100ms| 100ms
Brand name 20ms | 30ms | 40ms | 50ms | 60ms
Post-mask 100ms | 100ms| 100ms| 100ms| 100ms
Total 1.22s | 1.23s | 1.24s | 1.25s | 1.26s
No. of items in exposure sequence:
Target brand names 8 12 12 12 12
Non-target brand names (Distractors 8 12 12 12 12
Total 16 24 24 24 24
Length of each exposure sequence 19/52s 24.6s <2D.780s 30s
Timings for encoding filler tasks 90s 90s 605 60s Os 6
Timings for retrieval filler tasks 90s 90s 603 60s 60s
Items for each filler task 15 12 10 10 10
Additional filler task included? No No No Yes| Yed
Timings for preference task:
Question screen 3s 5s 5s 5s 5s
Product category screens 3s 3s 3s 3s 3s
Brand name choice screens 3s 3s 5s 5s 5s
Times-up, next choice screens 3s 3s 3s 3s 3s
Trials for preference practice task 2 2 2 2 2
Length of preference practice task 21s 23s 2[7s 27s27s
Trials for preference judgment task 8 10 12 1P 12
Length of preference judgment task 755 95%s 137s s 137137s
Quantitative Indicators
Mean recognition frequency:
Filler task (shapes) 11.5 9.5 8.2 8.1 7.9
Filler task (animals) 10.6 9.1 7.6 8.3 7.7
Target brand names 54 5.9 6.7 6.4 6.8
Mean recognition rate (%):
Filler task (shapes) 77 79 82 81 79
Filler task (animals) 71 76 76 83 77
Target brand names 68 59 56 53 57
Supraliminal perception frequency 4/10*  6/1D 8/10 /107 | 8/10

*Perception was measured using a dichotomous yeglrestion in the first phase, during which
qualitative group discussion indicated that thisymrasult in an underestimation of supraliminal
perception. In this respect, some participantsrasesuthat they must recognise a complete word to be
able to report supraliminal perception, whilst atheeemed this to have occurred if they simply saw
some of the letters within the word. Measuremernthf variable was therefore undertaken by way of a
four-point scale in all subsequent phases (as euldn section 6.3.1.1, page 246).
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6.7.1. Exposure duration and the nature of percepdin

As discussed previously in this chapter, stimulisskng and exposure duration are
central factors in the manipulation of both peraaptand recognition memory in this
experiment. With this in mind, careful pretestingsvundertaken in relation to the
automated presentation timings for each elemetiteoéxposure sequences. To this end,
initial exposure to the brand names was set at 20inthe basis of previous findings of
frequent subliminal perception below this pointe(sS€heesman and Merikle, 1984;
Greene and Oliva, 2009). This was then increasetObys in each subsequent phase of
pretesting. Whilst these incremental increases weteexpected to result in a linear
reduction in the rate of subliminal perception, theention was to identify a point at
which the great majority (approximately 80%) of thain sample could be expected to
perceive the exposure sequences supraliminallyg djpproximate rate was apparent in
relation to three consecutive exposure duratioes 40ms, 50ms and 60ms). The mid-
point of these exposure durations (i.e. 50ms) Wwasefore selected for use in this study
on the basis that supraliminal processing mighitlsti expected to occur at roughly the
same rate should variations in computer hardwansecghe actual exposure duration to

fluctuate slightly in either direction.

Additionally, it should be noted that other presgion factors (i.e. the blank screen,
pre-mask and post-mask) were presented for longeatidns to facilitate a situation
where the brand names were perceived to be embaddediynamic background, rather

than simply one of a series of flashing images.sTihakes for a more comfortable
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visual experience and focuses attention on thedbreame exposures as the central
element of this. Furthermore, the presentationgifoe the masking and interim screens
were maintained throughout the pretest phase teigea stable ‘background’ against
which to assess changes in perception as a rekbitand name exposure duration

alone.

6.7.2. Length of exposure sequences, experimentatks and filler tasks

Variations in the exposure duration (as discus®ede) do of course have some small
effect on the length of each exposure sequencalbvand thus the amount of time for
which participants are required to pay continuadtsnéion to the screen. However, the
fact that these differences are measured in nuthisds means their impact is negligible.
Rather, the main influence on the length of eaghosure sequence is the number of
target and distractor items (i.e. brand nameshuded within it. With this in mind, it is
important to recognise that, given the visual stemd relatively unstimulating nature of
the task, participants can only be expected tofplyycontinuous attention to the screen
for a relatively short period of time. As such, tmany brand name presentations might
result in overly long exposure sequences and thargations in attention between

participants.

As noted previously, however, maximising the numtfebrand names (and thus trials

in the test phase) is potentially an importantda@ enhancing the reliability of mere

exposure research (Buchner and Brandt, 2003). Wvighin mind, one objective of the
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piloting and pretesting stage was to identify th@iroum number of items in the

exposure sequences and, by implication, trialgHerexperimental tasks. To this end,
the exposure phase initially contained 16 brandesathalf of which were targets and
half distractors) and thus 8 paired-choice trialeach task of the test phase. At this
point it is perhaps useful to reiterate that amewvember of target and distractor stimuli
were included in the exposure phase to facilithee ¢ounterbalancing of the target
stimuli in the test phase, and thus identify andresis relative fluency effects that were
not linked to mere exposure. However, whilst théatreely high brand name

recollection rates observed at this first stageretesting may or may not reflect an
insufficient number of stimuli, subsequent quaatfeedback indicated the potential
for more brand names to be added. In this resgectjcipants reported that each
exposure sequence seemed to be over very quicllyhamh they experienced no feeling
of discomfort, boredom or fatigue throughout thepemment. In response, initial

consideration was given to doubling the numbeterhs (and thus trials) by including a
second triad of brand names in each product categaroption that was discounted on
the basis that an insufficient number of approprtaand name triads were available for
selection. In this respect, the maximum number r@iht name triads that could be
included in the experiment without unbalancing riéygresentation of product categories
and, more importantly, stimulus type was 12 (ada®pd in chapter 5, pages 202-205).
As such, all of these were included in the secohdse of pretesting (facilitating

exposure sequences of 24 brand names and pairesk¢asks containing 12 trials) and
maintained throughout subsequent phases of pregesiiverall, this seemed to cause

few problems to pilot participants although it slibde noted that during group
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discussions across the four phases, two partigpagorted some minor discomfort
during the exposure sequences. In phase 3, onleesé tparticipants also reported a
degree of frustration during the third exposureusege and boredom towards the end

of the experiment, although this was not widelyeignced in the group.

The expansion of the experiment to 24 brand namekd exposure phase and, as a
result, 12 choice trials in each task of the tdsige was initially determined by the
limited number of appropriate brand name triadsitified during stimulus pretesting.
During the process of piloting and pretesting, hesveit was subsequently found to
reflect the maximum number of items for another ami@nt reason. Specifically, this
number of brand name stimuli (and thus paired-@dtiials) resulted in some pretest
participants taking up to 25 minutes to complete &xperiment. In addition to the
increased potential for boredom and fatigue beybisdpoint, it was acknowledged that
extending the overall duration of the experimentldeliminate the opportunity for two
data collection sessions within the allocated twarthperiod (see chapter 5, page 181).
Whilst further stimulus pretesting, and the ideoéifion of more potential brand name
triads, could therefore have been undertaken tease the number of items/trials in the
study, it was deemed to be unnecessary and peevapscounterproductive in light of

the extent to which this would increase the lerajtthe experiment.

In line with the experimental tasks, however, italso important to acknowledge that

the length of the filler tasks are also influentgdwo factors; the number of items and

the length of time participants are given to conglée task. The second of these was
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automated to enhance the intensity of the task {aumnslthe focus of attentive resources)
and control the pace (and thus the overall lengththe experiment (as discussed in
section 6.6, page 266). Settings in relation td lmbtthese factors were therefore piloted
to optimise the effectiveness of the tasks in reduexplicit memory for the target
brand names, whilst preventing boredom and fatigiigin the experiment as a whole.
To this end, participants in the initial phase oétpsting were required to encode or
retrieve 15 items during a period of 90s for eatthe four memory-based filler tasks.
Whilst this appeared to fully engage explicit meyn(with no participants successfully
recalling all 15 items on the two tests), two intpat limitations were revealed during
the subsequent group discussion. Firstly, somecjhts were daunted by having to
memorise 15 items early in the experiment, and dresther 15 items before they had
chance to complete the memory retrieval test ferfilst set. They found it quite taxing
and frustrating. Indeed, in response to this, cn@igipant reported that he had decided
to focus on just 10 of the items, ignoring the otheand was thus able to “switch off
for the last 20 seconds or so” (Anon). Secondlyg @m a similar note, two participants
expressed the opinion that 90 seconds might fkeldilong time for these relatively
unstimulating tasks and, although they themselvas$ hot experienced this, other
participants may become bored. As a result, the beunof items for each of the
memory-based filler tasks was reduced to 12 instmond pretest phase, although the
90-second time limit was maintained. The rationtde this was to explore the
possibility that a more realistic challenge woutdjyage participants more effectively for
this amount of time. However, the qualitative fegdbat this point was very similar to

that of the first phase, especially in relatiorthe 90-second time period. Using a more
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inductive approach, therefore, the design for phlasee was inspired by the participant
in phase one who had sought to memorise 10 itemspproximately one minute.
Subsequently, both recognition rates and qualgadiscussion indicated that this was
an appropriate design, and it was therefore maietathroughout the following two

phases (with no further problems identified by jggrants).

However, as a by-product of reducing the numbdillef items (and thus the length of
these tasks), the periods of time between the #xpesure sequences, and the length of
delay between the last of these and the begintitigedest phase, were reduced. Whilst
the former does not necessarily constitute a pnoblas a sufficient ‘break’ from
exposure was still apparent), the latter might éensto reduce the time period during
which explicit memory for the both the filler tagiems and, more importantly, the
target brand names might degrade prior to the péstse. Although this was not
apparent in the quantitative indicators action waleen to ensure that, rather than
reducing the length of the experiment, the timdrggazmade in the completion of filler
tasks were used to extend this interim period ddydeTo this end, an additional filler
task was placed in between the final exposure seguand the first retrieval filler task,
in the form of a simple questionnaire about an lated topic. This required some
reflection on personal experience, was limitedato sides of a single page of A4 paper
and took approximately 5 minutes to complete. Bigdnts in the final two phases of
pretesting reported that it was neither taxing frostrating, and indeed provide a
welcome “time out” from the intensity of the comeubased tasks. As such, it served

to provide:
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a) a further active period of delay between the enggaind retrieval of filler task
items, enhancing the difficulty of these tasks athdlvoiding the need for longer
lists of items and longer task durations;

b) an extended period of delay between the exposuce tast phase of the
experiment, increasing the likelihood of expliciemory decay for the target
brand names (if indeed this had been encoded dthim@xposure sequences);
and

c) a break from the intensive, automated nature of eékperiment and, in

particular, from staring at the computer screen.

6.7.3. Automated timings for the preference judgmetrtask

All of the screens in the preference judgment taskte automatically timed for a

number of reasons. The first, and most importahthese was to limit the degree of
involvement in each choice decision via the usé@mé pressure (as will be discussed
on page 291). In line with Chung and Szymanski 79%e time limit for each

judgment was set at 3-seconds during the firstghases of pretesting. However, over
the course of the group discussions it became appdnat participants had barely
processed the on-screen information before it vea® @nd they were being introduced
to the next trial. As such, some participants reggbthat they tended to make rapid
choices based on recent memory of the brand namesad just disappeared from the
screen; a situation that could give rise to twabpgms in the main experiment. Firstly,

the intensity of such a task could lead to paréinip falling behind, experiencing
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frustration and failing to complete it fully. Seaty, given that the mere exposure effect
refers specifically to stimulus-based responsego(ita 1968; see Butler and Berry,
2004), the influence of memory-based judgmentsdpotentially be seen to invalidate
the results of this study. As such, the time limés increased to 5-seconds for the final

three phases of pretesting and no further probtettss nature were reported.

In addition to those relating to brand choice,dlthe other screens in this task were
automatically presented for 3-seconds in the fisdse of pretesting. The purpose of
this was to ensure that the experiment progresséatively quickly (to prevent
boredom) and at a uniform pace for all participdtdsenhance control over the length
of the experiment). In addition, the standardigatball screen timings was intended to
acclimatise participants to short, automated scex@osures (and thus the need to make
rapid judgments) as quickly and effectively as gaes However, whilst this duration
was appropriate for the product category and imtesgcreens (which stated that the time
was up for the previous choice and the next sgraduct category/choice pair screens
were imminent), it was found to be potentially t@pid for the initial question screen.
In this respect, a small number of participanttfirst phase of pretesting felt that the
guestion in the practice preference task had desmed from the screen too quickly.
Although they confirmed that they had indeed reladl anderstood the question by the
time they made their first preference judgmenthi@ main task, these participants (for
whom English was not their first language) exprdssame discomfort about this aspect
of the experiment. As such, presentation of thestioie screen in both the practice and

main task was extended to 4-seconds in subseqtesey of pretesting and no further
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problems of this nature were reported. Finally, eise of a two-trial practice task was
consistently reported to be both sufficient an@eff/e in introducing and acclimatising

participants to the nature and conditions of tis&.ta

6.7.4. Finalising the experimental procedure

In light of the process of piloting and pretestidgscribed in this section (and
summarised in table 6.2, page 272), the experirhdatagn adopted during phase 4 was
selected for use in the main experiment. The mad@isons for this are that, during this
phase:

* The mean recognition rate for brand names (0.53) refatively close to chance
(0.5), indicating that a significant number of gneince judgments in the main
experiment could be expected to occur in the pessand absence of accurate
recognition.

» Supraliminal perception was evident for the mayoat the group in this (7/10)
and the two neighbouring phases (both 8/10); piogica ‘buffer against
significantly different rates of perception occogi as a result of slight
differences in the speed at which each computeratge during the main
experiment, and potentially facilitating the compan of subliminal and
supraliminal mere exposure effects.

* Mean recognition rates for the filler tasks werensiderably below 100%,
indicating that they were not so easy as to beesastally completed without the

intensive engagement of explicit memory.
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» Each task and the experiment as a whole appearde tof a duration that
facilitated the use of all 12 triads of equivalestimuli that were generated
during pretesting, and the practical execution wb tgroup data collection
phases within the necessary time period.

» Participants completed the experiment fully andegelly without feelings of

boredom, fatigue, confusion, frustration or discortf

In addition to the specific elements of researcéigtediscussed so far in this chapter,
however, it is important to note that two furthepgedural issues are critical to the
effectiveness of the experiment. These relate ¢oidentification and minimization of
presentation order effects, and the use of dec#gdigguise; each of which will be

discussed in the remainder of this chapter.

6.8. Minimising order of presentation effects: Randmisation, counterbalancing

and controls

In this experiment, it was considered important ré@zognise (and minimise) the
potential for ordering effects in both the exposarel test phases. The first of these
relates to the presentation order of the 24 bramdes (12 targets + 12 distractors)
during each of the three exposure sequences. Toadeelates to the order in which
the brand choice pairs are presented in the preferand recognition tasks, and in

which the two tasks themselves are undertaken pokential problems associated with
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ordering effects in each of these aspects - andaii@nale for decisions taken in this

respect - are discussed in the subsections below.

6.8.1. Order of brand name presentation in the exmgure sequences

Given that the exposure phase involved three ptasen sequences of 24 brand names
(12 targets + 12 distractors), it was importaniniaimise the risk of systematic bias as
a result of the order in which the stimuli were geneted. For example, a standardised
presentation order may result in consistently ckegulicit memory for certain brand

names, but not others, as result of the primacyeoency of their appearance in the
sequence (Wedel and Pieters, 2000). To minimise gteps were taken to randomize
the order in which the 24 brand names were predeinteeach exposure sequence.
Ideally in this respect, specialist software (sashHVatLab or Eprime) would be used to
randomly generate new presentation orders for paditipant in both the exposure and
test phases. Unfortunately, as noted previouslyp@ye 244), licensing and sampling
limitations prevented the use of these applicatioriee current study. In the absence of
this option, therefore, an alternative approach a@spted that combines a degree of
randomization with subsequent measurement to igeatidence of systematic bias.

Specifically, three sequences of the 24 brand nanees randomly generated using

web-based computer software. These were built th® exposure phase of the

experiment in the same way for all participants.sfish, whilst each participant was

exposed to the same three exposure sequencesyfaaelse displayed the brand names

in a different, randomly selected order.
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It is acknowledged that that this may constituteethodological limitation regarding
the within-subject analysis in this experiment.this sense, it may be argued that the
fact that each participant was initially exposedthie same three sequences of brand
namescould give rise to primacy or recency effects on rectigni(see Bower, 2005).
Whilst the implication of this may simply be toealthe frequency (and thus perhaps the
reliability) with which the MEE might be testedtime presence and absence of memory
in this study, it should nonetheless be acknowlddge a potentially extraneous
influence. However, it should be noted that nonetld 24 brand names was
systematically presented towards the beginning mt ef all three sequences, and
presentation position tended to vary considerabtynfiost items. Furthermore, a by-
item analysis provides no evidence to suggest thajet recognition rates were
influenced by early or late presentation in theaste phase as a whole (see appendix
Il for results and further discussion). As sudhsiargued that the use of the same three
randomly selected exposure sequences should nobisdered to be a significant

methodological limitation in this study

Additionally, it should be noted that, in addititmthe practical benefits afforded by this
approach (e.g. the facilitation of large-scale diemeous data collection using standard
computer software, and thus a much larger sampég, st also adds greater validity to
the between-group analyses in this study. In tépect, it may be argued that the fact

participants in the experimental and control candg have been exposed to exactly the

284



same stimuli, in exactly the same order, enharfeesdmparability of recognition rates

between these two groups.

6.8.2. Presentation order of brand choice pairs ipreference and recognition tasks

In addition to the exposure sequences, it is aclkenyed that presentation order effects
in the two test phase tasks (i.e. preference andgrétion) may also give rise to
systematic bias in the results of this experim@&iten the use of 2-factor forced-choice
tasks (featuring a target and novel filler brandheg systematic bias could arise as a
result of:

a) the order in which the 12 trials (i.e. the 12 brammme choice pairs) were
presented in each task (e.g. as a result of inagassk competence or
boredom/fatigue); and/or

b) the left/right visual presentation of the brand earm each choice pair (e.g. as a
result of hemispheric processing specialisatiom #mus enhanced processing

fluency for verbal stimuli in the right visual fel see Hellige, 1990).

To eliminate the influence of the latter, the kit visual presentation of the brand
names in each choice pair was fully counterbalarmm@dss the sample. The nature of
the former, however, and thus the action requioethinimize its influence, is similar to
that relating to presentation order effects in #&xposure phase (see section 6.8.1,
above). In this respect, and in the absence ofiastcsoftware (e.g. Eprime), fully

randomized sequencing of the 12 choice pairs wdwdge required the manual
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production of 240 different versions of the expenmwithin MS Powerpoint (i.e. one
file for each participant, each containing randogdyerated choice-pair ordering in the
test phase). Given the time and resource constramund this study, however, a more
practical solution was developed on the basis diggaandomization. Specifically, 20
different versions of the experiment were manuatipstructed in MS Powerpoint for
use in the experimental condition. In each, theashpairs in the preference judgment
and recognition task were presented in a differeafjdomly determined order
(generated by web-based software). Furthermoré, dfahese presentation orders were
unique to that particular version of the experimé&ach version was then loaded on to
4 of the 80 computers that were used for data dadle in this condition. As every
computer was used twice in this condition, eactsigarwas therefore completed by 8
of the 160 participants. Similatlyn the control condition, the 20 versions - modifie
only in the sense that the stimuli in the prefeeepmgment task were replaced with
entirely novel, ‘dummy’ brand names (see chaptepagje 222-223) - were preloaded
onto 2 of the 40 machines that were used for daliaation in this group. Again, as
every computer was used twice in this conditiorheaarsion was thus completed by 4
of the 80 control participants. Whilst it is ackdedged that this approach does not
entirely eliminate the possibility of systemati@abias a result of the order in which
brand choice pairs are presented at test, it mafjdsmtly be expected to minimise this
to the point at which it is extremely unlikely teest a significant influence, if indeed it
occurs at all. In this respect, the results of h%t of the sample could be influenced by
a single presentation order; the effect of whiclikisly to have a negligible impact on

mean rates of preference and recognition acrossatingle as a whole.
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6.8.3. Identifying and accounting for task order dects

Although it is rarely acknowledged in empirical dies of the MEE, the potential for
bias as a result of task order constitutes an itappmethodological issue. The vast
majority of mere exposure research is charactetyeal test phase in which participants
report two judgments; one in relation to affect éimel other to stimulus recognition. As
such, there are three possible approaches to degiog of tasks in the test phase, all of
which confer benefits and limitations:

1. Recognition task first for all participants

2. Preference task first for all participants

3. Counterbalancing (i.e. recognition task first foalfhthe participants and

preference task first for the other half)

Firstly, it may be argued that consistently placthg recognition task before that of
preference judgment provides a valid manipulatibec& of the memory conditions

under which affective evaluations are then made (t. ensures a valid measure of
recognition immediately prior to the preferencegomnt task). However, it should be
acknowledged that it may also invalidate the subsetjpreference judgment as an
indicator of the MEE; confounding the link betweemhanced preference (or not) and
mere exposure by adding an intervening exposuvehioh participants are required to

process the target stimuli attentively, activelyl ataborately. In general terms, it may
therefore be argued that this approach makes ibssiple to distinguish between the

effects of mere exposure and those of the processing that takes place gluhe
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recognition task. More specifically, however, it ynaot be possible to identify the
nature and direction of the task order effect is #tenario. For example, if the MEE is
explained by the misattribution of perceptual flogmo whatever is suggested as “the
most parsimonious and reasonable explanation ofetipgerience” (Bornstein and
D’Agostino, 1994: 106-107), then it might be exmgekto result in a familiarity-bias on
the initial test of recognition memory. There acetheoretical grounds to assume that
once fluency has been attributed to the familiapityhe stimulus, it might then be re-
attributed to another factor (e.g. preference). @yntrast, however, the theory of
hedonic fluency (Winkielman and Cacioppo, 2001)onporates the notion that the
experience of recognition is inherently positivegxhapter 2, page 39). As such, it is
not inconceivable that the act of making a recagmijudgment (whether this is correct
or not) may in itself enhance the likelihood ofeaffbias for the same stimulus in a

subsequent preference judgment task.

This limitation could be eliminated by placing th@eference taslirst for all

participants. Such an approach would confer theomapt benefit of ensuring a valid
dependent measure; i.e. a valid indication of pesfee immediately after mere
exposure to the target stimuli. However, in studibereby the objective is to measure
affect in the absence and/or presence of recognititis approach is subject to a similar
limitation as that detailed above. In short, camesidy placing the recognition task
second may invalidate this as a manipulation checthe memory conditions under
which affective response occurs. The basis for tbiscern is the recent finding that

subjective recognition may be artificially enhandsda prior statement of preference
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for the stimulus &ffective modulation bias, Phaf and Rotteveel, 2005). As a result, the
requirement for participants to consistently makefgrence judgments prior to those of
recognition could result in a false memory effeatsing the possibility of type Il error

in relation to the non-conscious nature of the MEE.

In summary, therefore, only the results of whichietesk is placed first may be
confidently considered to reflect the influencenoére exposure. The essence of the
problem is that an observed effect in the secoskl n@ay refleceither the influence of
exposure, task order or a combination of the twdight of this, a case might be made
for counterbalancing the order of the two task$iwithe sample. Whilst this would not
necessarily eliminate the limitations identifiecbab, comparative analysis may at least
facilitate the identification of task order effeckéowever, the validity of this approach
may be challenged on the basis that the requirerteerfirst make a recognition
judgment might be expected to either limit or erdeathe likelihood of a subsequent
affect-bias for the selected stimulus (as explasiealve). Furthermore, it is conceivable
that these two effects might occur simultaneousthiw the sample, thus masking the

true extent of each.

In developing a more effective solution to this eodrum, therefore, it is important to
begin from a clear, basic understanding of how ewxpntal evidence for the mere
exposure effect may be elicited. In this respaqtpsrt for the MEE would be provided
by enhanced preference for the target stimuli theeithe presence or absence of

recognition memory for previous mere exposwatethe point at which the preference
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judgment is made. The final part of this statement is particulariyjportant and
highlights the fact that affect is the dependemtaide, whilst the extent and nature of
recognition constitutes a manipulation check tadagk the memory conditions under
which this occurs. With this in mind, it may be aed that the key factor in the
selection of task order should be the maintenaheevalid measure dadffect following
the exposure phase, and the absence of intervettiegfive processing of the target or
distractor stimuli. Furthermore, whilst the poseibéffects of previously stated
recognition on preference are potentially complexi di-directional (as explained
above), that of previously stated preference orogeition is uni-directional (i.e.
positive; Phaf and Rotteveel, 2005). Criticallywswer, this enhanced memory is not
presentt the time the preference judgment is made, occurring only subsequently on the
basis of responses to the previous task. Given ithshould be possible to assess the
likelihood of an effect arising from an initial peeence judgment on the results of a
subsequent recognition task by way of a controligria which the former is effectively
removed; i.e. both the target and non-target stithalt appear in the recognition task
are replaced by ‘dummy’ stimuli in the intervenipigeference judgment task that do not
appear anywhere else in the experiment. Specifictlis would be indicated by a
significant difference in target recognition rateetween the control and experimental
conditions. Whilst neither this approach, nor thiatounterbalancing, can eliminate the
influence of task order effects, it is nonethelesportant to identify and account for
these should they occur. The consistent elicitatidbnaffective response prior to

recognition judgments, coupled with the use of@gaition-only control group would
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appear to provide the most effective means by wtuato this, and will thus be adopted

during the empirical phase of this thesis.

6.9. Deception, disguise & the creation of low inleement, low attention conditions

As discussed in chapter 3 (section 3.5, page 1i&)influence of the MEE in a
marketing context might be expected to be maximizgdand may even be dependent
upon) conditions of lowaudience and actor involvement (Greenwald and Leavitt,
1984); the first of which relates specifically ma attention during exposure to brand
stimuli, whilst the second refers to the degreeslaborative cognition and behaviour
during brand choice. To the extent that these acessary conditions for the marketing-
based MEE, their creation in the context of experital research may therefore be
extremely important. However, it is notoriously foifilt to engineer experimental
conditions of low involvement in an experimentétisg; the contrived nature of which
may be expected to lead to interest, intrigue, etgxand/or fear, and thus artificially
high levels of involvementNonetheless, efforts to minimise this should ctuist an

important aspect of marketing-based mere expossearch.

In order to understand the specific means by withchmight be achieved, it is perhaps
useful to acknowledge that involvement is medidigdhe opportunity, ability and/or
motivation to elaborate (see Maclnnis and Jaworski, 1989. media and consumption
environment that is characterised by fragmentattutfer, noise and a proliferation of
similar brands (Maclnnigt al., 1991; Ha and Litman, 1997; Skinner and Stephens,

2003), the absence of high involvement consumeawebr may be the result of any or
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all of these factors. In experimental researchiefloee, measures may be taken with a
view to artificially controlling these factors, litlng the extent of conscious, elaborative
processing and thus replicating conditions of lowergion, engagement and
involvement in the real world environment (see Mai$ and Jaworski, 1989). For
example, a relatively common technique to minimeaadience involvement (i.e.
attention and elaboration during exposure) is tsitmm a ‘decoy task’ as the main
purpose of the study, and therefore the main fdousattentive processing (e.g.
Janiszewski, 1993; Shapiro, 1999; Fasigal., 2007). The target stimuli are then
presented outside of this task and, it is presumpecteived to be irrelevant and thus not
worthy of attention and elaboration (Janiszewsk88). Specifically, the use of
deception and disguise in this peripherali(@dental) exposure paradigm is designed
to reducethe motivation of respondents to engage in conscious, elaborptveessing
and thus reduce the level of audience involvementurn, it is expected that this will
limit the extent to which participants seek to mes®the target stimuli and thus their

ability to use explicit retrieval during the testgse.

In the context of this thesis, however, the inctdeexposure paradigm may be subject
to an important limitation in that it does not nesarily distinguish between the effects
of mere exposure and classical conditioning (as discussed in chapter 2, page 56).
Alternatively, therefore, the use of a highly catied exposure phase may be used to
physically limit theopportunity for attentive processing, and thus the extent kv
target stimuli are elaborated upon and encodedphogt memory. As such, it provides
a controlled means by which to create low audigngelvement without the need for

additional stimuli. Furthermore, whilst restrictitige motivation to engage in attentive,
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elaborative processing necessarily requires thetideception (i.e. a ‘decoy’ task), the
same is not true of methods that limit tgoortunity or ability to elaborate. This is an
important point in the context of ethical conceragarding the use of deception and
disguise in psychology and consumer researchyuatgih that has led to calls for this to
be limited where possible, and only used when tieer® alternative way of obtaining

the same data in a non-deceptive way (see Smithiriel and Klein, 2009).

With all of this in mind, the condition of lowudience involvement was engineered by
the requirement for participants to passively obsesequences of extremely fleeting,
masked exposures of the target stimuli amidst @tteal of distractors. In this way the
opportunity for attentive, elaborative processing was limitulj] the need for deception
minimized. Instead, a brief, but rather vague, amgtion was given at the outset,
indicating that the purpose of this study was teestigate “issues of perception,
memory and affective response in relation to bratichuli.” However, in order to
ensure the questions were meaningful in the cordexhe study, a small element of
disguise was necessary in the question relatedeference judgment. Specifically, this
stated that the two stimuli in each choice pairevproposed new brand names for a
new product to be launched in a particular categbiys is not true, but was necessary
to place the preference task in a meaningful cansexd thus help participants to

imagine choosing, buying or consuming each brarttie@gpecified product.

Further to this, a number of other steps were talemestrict the level ofactor

involvement in the test phase of this study. Rirstlatively inexpensive products were
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selected to provide a context for the brand nanefepence decision (see chapter 5,
page 192). The purpose of this was to reduce peooespof irrevocability and perceived
financial risk in an imagined brand choice situatiovo of the major drivers of high
involvement behaviour (see Laurent and KapfereB519Secondly, steps were taken to
further reduce the@pportunity for elaboration during the preferenadgment task in
particular (in line with the recommendations of Aews, 1988). To this end,
participants were instructed to make their choiess quickly as possible and a
maximum time limit of 5 seconds per choice was tbinto the MS powerpoint
presentation. This is a similar approach to thatdug the study by Chung and
Szymanski (1997), in which participants were lirdite 3 seconds in the choice task.
The slightly longer duration in the current experimhwas deemed necessary as the
choice pairs were automatically presented in quokcession and, as explained in
section 6.7.3 (page 279), some pilot participangsegenced difficulties in making
stimulus-based decisions within the 3-second tiimét.| Finally, dependent measures
were selected that would negate the need for verbabspective responses from
participants in relation to the target stimuli. Sfieally, these were limited to
performance effects in the first instance; namély frequency with which the target
brand name was preferred over a novel filler braache. The only time introspection
was required on the part of respondents was intioal¢o the confidence scale for each
choice in the final recognition task. At this stadg@wever, greater opportunity for
elaboration is necessary, and indeed desirablesstablish the presence of varying
degrees of recognition memory for the target stinfubt just that which is top-of-

mind). As such, no time limits were placed on theices made in this respect, and
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introspection was encouraged to establish how denfithe participants were of their

memory judgments.

6.10. Summary and conclusion

In conclusion, therefore, this chapter has soughprovide a comprehensive and
detailed discussion of the wide range of issuessiderations and decisions that are
central to the reliability and validity of the expmental procedure in this study.
Primarily these relate to two critical elementstiloé research design; measuring the
MEE and the manipulation of key independent vaesbThe depth of the discussion in
this respect reflects the complexity of the mergosxre phenomenon and the
challenges associated with its empirical examimaths such, the careful identification
and consideration of each of the issues raiselisnchapter is of critical importance to
the overall aims of the thesis; namely, the provisiof a theoretically and
methodologically robust examination of the MEE imarketing context. In this respect,
it is hoped that the chapter provides a clear agtdiled explanation of the research
design outlined previously (in chapter 5), andrargj foundation on which to accept
the validity and reliability of empirical result§hese results are presented and analysed
in the following chapter, prior to a detailed dission of the conclusions, implications,

limitations and contributions of the thesis in ctesp 8 and 9.
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Part I

Results, Conclusions and Discussion




Chapter 7

Data analysis and results
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7.1. Introduction

As stated at the beginning of chapter 5, the pynadjective of the empirical work in
this thesis is to test four propositions by wayaokeries of related hypotheses; as
illustrated in table 7.1 (page 300). In light oétbxperimental design (explained in part
II), and in particular the measurement approachptadly the initial purpose of this
chapter is to explain the development of these thgses and present the results of
statistical testing in each case. However, in lighthe theoretical and methodological
challenges highlighted previously in this thesis,fusther process of hypothesis
development and testing will then be undertakenagsess the possibility of two
alternative explanations of the observed effects:

1. The influence of a false familiarity effect (Whétlea, 1993; see chapter 2, page

57)
2. The influence of a task order effect (Phaf and &attl, 2005; see chapter 6,

page 287)
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Figure 7.1: Structure of chapter 7

1. Introduction

igs

2. Describing the sample

iy

3. Manipulation checks

i

4. Hypothesis testing

» Occurrence, size & direction (P1)
* Influence of recognition (P2)

* Influence of recollection (P3)

e Influence of stimulus type (P4)

5. Addressing alternative explanations
u * Falsefamiliarity effect

* Affective modulation bias

6. Conclusion

The structure of this chapter is summarised inrégd.1l, above. On this basis, the
analysis contained within is intended to providgear indication of the extent to which
each of the four propositions in table 7.1 is sufsgab (or not), and thus constitute a
robust examination of the existence, size and aattithe marketing-based MEE. The
primary purpose of this chapter, therefore, is tespnt and interpret the results of
statistical testing and thus provide a foundatmmréflection, discussion and conclusion
in the following chapter. Prior to this, howeverseries of descriptive analyses and
manipulation checks are undertaken to clarify thetext for hypothesis testing in this

study.
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Table 7.1: Primary prop

ositions and related hypothees for empirical testing

Propositions

Related Hypotheses

P1: Mere exposure* to a
marketing stimulus will
influence affective
response to that stimulus
when it is subsequently
encountered

Hla. Following supraliminal mere exposure, the nteaget
preference rate for target brand names will beifsigimtly higher
than that which may be expected to occur by chaoice;

H1b. Following supraliminal mere exposure, the maaget
preference rate for target brand names will beifsigmtly |ower
than that which may be expected to occur by chance

P2: The size of the
marketing-based mere
exposure effect will be
hindered by the presence
of accurate recognition
memory for marketing
stimulus exposure

H2. Following supraliminal mere exposure, the dedoewhich
the mean preference selection rate for target bnantes differs
from chance will be significantly lower in the peege of stimulus
recognition than in the absence of this

P3: The size of the
marketing-based mere
exposure effect will be
hindered by a subjective
sense of confident,
contextualized
recollection for prior
exposure to the marketing
stimulus; regardless of
recognition accuracy

H3a. Following supraliminal mere exposure, the dedo which
the meartarget preference rate differs from chance will be
significantly lower wheraccurate recognition judgments are
accompanied by high levels of confidence (i.e.aefsure) than
when they are not (i.e. unsure/guesmd

H3b. Following supraliminal mere exposure, the dego which
) the meamon-target preference rate differs from chance will be
significantly lower whennaccurate recognition judgments are
accompanied by high levels of false confidence €egtain/sure)
than when they are not (i.e. unsure/guess).

P4: The marketing-based
mere exposure effect will
be significantly larger for
real-word brand names
than it will for pseudo-
word brand names

H4. Under conditions of supraliminal mere exposthre,degree tq
which the mean target preference rate differs fcbiamce will be
significantly larger for real-word brand names tipseudo-word
brand names

H5a. In the presence of stimulus recognition, thgrele to which
the mean target preference rate is higher thancehaitl be
significantly larger for real-word brand names tipgeudo-word
brand namesnd

H5b. In the absence of stimulus recognition, thgrele to which
the mean target preference rate is lower than ehaticbe
significantly larger for real-word brand names tipseudo-word
brand names

*The operational definition of mere exposure in this study is brief, repeated exposure to a

stimulusinisolation at a level that isjust perceptible (see chapter 2, page 66)
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7.2. Describing the Sample

As a context in which to interpret the results wbsequent analyses in this chapter, it is
perhaps useful to begin by describing the sampiethis respect, profile data was
collected with regard to the age and gender ofgiaaints, along with their nationality,
first language and whether or not they were bilaigWhilst there is no evidence in the
literature that the MEE is influenced by personidlecences (Bornstein and Craver-
Lemley, 2004), it is not inconceivable that varyidggrees of prior experience with
word and letter forms might confound the effects exfposure-induced processing
fluency within the experiment; a central factorthe influential misattribution theories
of this phenomenon (see chapter 2, page 45). &ls, &un exploration of the degree to
which the results are comparable across differatibnalities and languages may be
required in the context of this study. In order assess the need (and indeed the
potential) for such analysis, however, it is fingtcessary to profile the sample in these
terms. The results of descriptive analysis in tieispect are presented in appendix |I.
However, the key findings in this respect may bectsely summarised as follows:
» The vast majority of participants (approx. 90%) aged between 18 and 24
» There are slightly more female participants thatemaith approximately a 55-
45% split in the experimental group and a 60-40% ispthe control group
* The majority of participants in the experimentabyp are from the UK and
Ireland (69%), with other European countries (9%l éhose of the Far East

(14%) accounting for most of the remaining paracis.
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» The nationality profile is similar in the controtayip, but for an increase in the
proportion of European participants (18%) at th@emse of those who are
specifically from the UK and Ireland (61%)

* English is the first language of the majority ofrtmapants (70% in the
experimental group and 61% in the control), andidhsis of the alphabet used

by around 80% of the sample.

In summary, therefore, it is apparent that the migjof the participants in this study
speak English as their first language (usually tu ldasis of them being native to the
UK and Ireland), and that the first language ofeaan larger majority (approximately
80%) is based on the English alphabet. Whilst iy lm&a possible to compare the results
of native and non-native English speakers, theeeftine frequency of participants
whose first language is not based on the Englipihadlet (n=17) is too small for
statistical testing (i.en>30; see Diamantopoulos and Schlegelmilch, 2080Dnilarly,
the vast majority of respondents are of a similge §18-24); negating the need (and
indeed the potential) for statistical comparisontlws basis. Furthermore, it is perhaps
useful to note at this point that all of the resytesented subsequently in this chapter
were analysed by both gender and English as a lérgjuage, with no significant
between-group differences apparent at any pointsued, the value of the descriptive
data discussed in this section is limited to primgdbackground context in which to

interpret the findings from this study.
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7.3. Manipulation checks: Perception, recognition rad recollection

As explained in chapter 6 (section 6.3, page 2#2)conditions under which this study
aims to investigate preference bias as a resufhere exposure are characterised by
supraliminal perception during exposure and thegmee and/or absence of memory for
this at test. As such, the experiment was desidgoef@cilitate the manipulation and
measurement of perception, objective recognitiod anbjective recollection (see
chapter 6). Prior to an analysis of the mere expmosifect, therefore, it is perhaps
useful to identify the extent to which preferenadgments were made under conditions
of supraliminal (versus subliminal) perception, atite absence/presence of both
accurate recognition and a subjective sense olleetion for the stimulus exposures.
To this end, the results of descriptive analysessmesented in figures 7.2 to 7.7, below.
At this point it is perhaps useful to note thabtighout the analysis and discussion in
this chapter previously exposed stimuli are refémee as ‘target’ brand names, whilst
the filler stimuli that appear during the test phamsly are referred to as ‘non-target’
brand names. As such, the rates at which previaagbpsed stimuli are preferred and
recognised are consistently referred to as thegétapreference rate’ and ‘target

recognition rate’ respectively.
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Figure 7.2: Frequency of subliminal and supralimin& perception in the sample
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Figure 7.3: Distribution of target recognition rates
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Figure 7.4: Distribution of target recognition rates under conditions of recollection
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Figure 7.5: Distribution of target recognition rates under conditions of non-

recollection
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Figure 7.6: Comparing mean target recognition rateso chance baseline (50%)
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Experimental Control
Group
One-Sample Statistics
Group N | Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
Experimental Target recognition rate 154] 0.544 0.178 0.014
Control Target recognition rate 72] 0.541 0.175 0.021
One-Sample Test
Test Value = 0.5
95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
Group t df | Sig. (2-tailed) | Mean Difference Lower Upper

Experimental Target recognition rate 3.064| 153 0.003 0.044) 0.016 0.072
Control Target recognition rate 1.968] 71 0.053 0.041 -0.001 0.082
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Figure 7.7: Comparing mean target recognition rateso chance baseline (50%)

under conditions of ‘recollection’ and ‘non-recollection’
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One-Sample Statistics

Group N | Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean

Experimental Target recognition rate (recollection) 131] 0.648 0.272 0.024
Target recognition rate (non-recollection) 145] 0.495 0.218 0.018

Control Target recognition rate (recollection) 59] 0.609 0.285 0.037]
Target recognition rate (non-recollection) 69] 0.484 0.227 0.027

One-Sample Test

Test Value = 0.5
[ 95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
Group t df | Sig. (2-tailed) | Mean Difference | Lower Upper
Experimental Target recognition rate (recollection) 6.239] 130 0.000 0.14ﬂ 0.101 0.195'
Target recognition rate (non-recollection) -0.286| 144 0.775 -0.005) -0.041 0.031
Control Target recognition rate (recollection) 2.935| 58 0.005 0.109 0.035-| 0.183
Target recognition rate (non-recollection) -0.600| 68 0.550 -0.016 -0.071] 0.038

With reference to the figures above, the majorityparticipants reported that they
experienced the exposure phase under conditiosispoéliminal perception (77% in the
experimental group and 82% in the control). As sulte 36 participants (23%) in the
experimental group reported subliminal perceptionrind) the exposure phase;
facilitating a statistical comparison between preffiee bias in the presence and absence
of conscious perception, and thus the validatiopref/ious psychological research into
the non-conscious MEE (see chapter 2, page 21hofed in chapter 5 (page 178), this
comparison also provides a useful means by whidimkathe observed effects directly

to the exposure phase and thus distinguish the Ki&f the false familiarity effect
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(Whittlesea, 1993). Secondly, accurate recognitbthe target stimuli is marginally,
though significantly, above the level of chancebwth the experimental (M=0.544,
t=3.064, p<0.01) and control group (M=0.541, t=8,96=0.05; see figure 7.6). As
illustrated in figure 7.7, however, this appearsb® mediated by confidence in the
memory judgment; i.e. the degree to which the juelgimis based on certain or sure
recollection of stimulus exposures. In this resptéet key findings may be summarised
as follows:

» Under conditions of recollection (i.e. when papamts are certain or at least
quite sure of their memory judgment), accurate gaitmn of the target stimuli
is significantly above chance.

» Under conditions of non-recollection (i.e. whentjggpants are quite unsure or

simply guessing) accurate recognition of the tasgjetuli is at chance.

Given that a significant recognition bias for tlaeget stimuli is only apparent under
conditions of confident recollection, it may berfa assume that explicit memory (and
thus the moderation of the MEE) is limited to thaendition; i.e. that accurate
recognition judgments in the absence of confidestoliection are the result of
guessing. Whilst this may be true in some caseseber, it is not necessarily so for all.
Indeed it should be acknowledged that correct neitiog judgments may be based on a
genuine sense of familiarity with the stimulus agesult of prior exposure; the
implications of which for the MEE are as yet unclésee chapter 2, page 29). As such,
it is considered prudent in this study to examime dutcome of preference judgments

that are specifically made in the presence andnalesef accurate recognition (P2) and a
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subjective sense of recollection (P3) respectivBtythis end, hypotheses are developed
and tested in the next section, following thosé &na related to the occurrence, size and

direction of the MEE regardless of memory for peaposure (P1).

7.4. Hypothesis testing: Analysing the occurrencajze, direction and nature of the

marketing-based MEE

As previously stated in chapter 5 (page 174), thengry objective of the empirical

research in this thesis is to examine the four gsgjns in table 7.1 (page 300) as a
means by which to investigate the existence, sizection and nature of the MEE in a
marketing context. In the following four subsectprherefore, and in light of the

experimental design outlined in part Il, a seriéhypotheses will be formulated and
tested with a view to assessing each of these pitopes. This analysis begins with an
examination of the first proposition and thus tleewrence, size and direction of the

MEE regardless of memory for prior exposure.

7.4.1. Testing the occurrence, size and directiori the MEE (P1)

The primary purpose of this section is to examireedxtent to which the results of this
study provide support for the first of the four positions for testing in this thesis, as

stated below:

P1:Mere exposure to a marketing stimulus will sigrafidy influence affective

response to that stimulus when it is subsequentipentered
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It is important to acknowledge that this propositdnes not draw a distinction between
the MEE in the presence and absence of recognition,does it incorporate any

assumptions regarding the direction of the respbree In this respect, it should be
recalled that, whilst the vast majority of mere exyre research supports the positive
enhancement of affect in adults (see Bornstein9)9ere are a small number of
exceptions; one of which is published in the markgliterature (Lee 1994; see chapter
4, page 142). As such, it is considered pruderieso this proposition by way of two

alternative hypotheses, as stated below:

Hla. Following supraliminal mere exposure, the migaget preference rate for
target brand names will be significantiigher than that which may be expected

to occur by chancey

H1b. Following supraliminal mere exposure, the mesaget preference rate for
target brand names will be significantwer than that which may be expected

to occur by chance

P1 may be deemed to be validated by evidence iposupf either of these hypotheses,
while the direction of the MEE may be clearly digfilished by support for one over the
other. The results of analysis in this respectpresented in figure 7.8, and discussed

below.
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Figure 7.8: Mean target preference rate compared teahance baseline (50%)

One-Sample Statistics
N | Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean

Target preference rate 154 0.475 0.148 0.012

One-Sample Test

Test Value = 0.5

95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

t df | Sig. (2-tailed) | Mean Difference Lower ] Upper

Target preference rate -2.128| 153 0.035 -0.025 -0.049| -0.002

As llustrated in figure 7.8, under conditions afpsaliminal perception during the
exposure phase, the mean rate of preference isficagrly lower than chance
(M=0.475, t=-2.128, p<0.05); providing support fdtb, and thus P1. Furthermore, this
validation of H1b (rather than H1a) indicates thhespnce of a reverse MEE in this
study; a finding that is somewhat rare in previmese exposure research (see chapter
2, page 20). Although the size of this effect irfr= 0.2), it should be acknowledged
that it may be moderated by the presence of merfarthe exposed stimuli (see
chapter 2, page 29). Given that accurate targetgretton occurs above the rate of
chance in the sample (M=0.544, t=3.064, p<0.01)night therefore be expected to
have a limiting influence on the size of the obsdneffect. In order to test this,
however, and specifically to validate the assunmgtiof P2, it is necessary to examine
target preference in the presence and absencecofniéion respectively; as will be

outlined in the following section.

7.4.2. Testing the moderating influence of objecterrecognition on the MEE (P2)

The degree to which the MEE is moderated by red¢mgnimemory is an important

issue in its own right as it has implications fomh when and to what extent the MEE is
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likely to occur in a marketing context. As acknosided above, however, it may also be
of importance in explaining the relatively limitstze of the effect observed in support
of H1b. In order to fully test P1, therefore, itnecessary to consider this alongside the

second proposition stated in the introduction te thapter:

P2: The size of the marketing-based mere expodteet evill be hindered by

the presence of recognition memory for marketingudus exposure

Within the extant psychology literature, it is poged that recognition of a stimulus as
having been previously exposed gives rise to an MiaEis approximately half the size
of that found in the absence of stimulus recogni{gee Bornstein, 1989; Bornstein and
Craver-Lemley, 2004). However, it is important &terate that empirical evidence for
this is generally provided by studies that elimenahe possibility of stimulus
recognition via subliminal stimulus exposures (skapter 2, page 29). One of the
primary aims of this study is to validate the preifon that an absence of recognition
memory alone will moderate the size of the MEEgkgmining this phenomenon under
conditions of supraliminal exposure. In the contefxthe experimental research in this
thesis, therefore, support for P2 may be providedvidence that preference frequency
for the target stimuli differs from chance to ansigantly greater degree in the absence,
rather than the presence, of stimulus recognitdfith this in mind, the second

hypothesis for testing in this study is statedadi®ws:
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H2. Following supraliminal mere exposure, the degte which the mean
preference selection rate for target brand namtsrslifrom chance will be
significantly lower in the presence of stimulusagueition than in the absence of

this

In order to test this hypothesis, the rate of peafee for target brand names in both the
absence and presence of accurate recognition W@gatad for each participant. To the
extent that the mean target preference rate iseabowelow chance in each memory

condition, one of two possible effects may emeagd|lustrated in figure 7.9.

Figure 7.9: Four possible preference effects as asult of mere exposure

Target Stimulus Recognition
No Yes
Effect 1a Effect 2a
>chance
Target Classic MEE Classic MEE
Stimulus
Preference
Effect 1b Effect 2b
<chance
Reverse MEE Reverse MEE

With regard to figure 7.9, the MEE is referred ® ‘alassic’ when it relates to the
enhancement of preference for the exposed (tasgmetuli (effect 1), and ‘reverse’

when it relates to a novelty-bias for the unexpdgeah-target) stimuli (effect 2). In this
study, the classic (positive) MEE that is commooihserved in adults would therefore

be revealed by a mean rate of preference for tigettatimuli that is above the level of
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chance (50%) in the presence and/or absence ofnitiom. Similarly, a reverse MEE
(i.e. an exposure-induced novelty bias as commob$erved in children; see chapter 2,
page 20) would be evidenced by a mean rate ofttanrgéerence that is significantly
below this chance baseline. As such, it may beeatghat the analytical approach in
this section not only facilitates testing of theséence of the MEE in the presence and
absence of recognition (H2), but also provides amseby which to identify the
direction of observed effects in each memory caoowlitAs such, it perhaps provides a
more appropriate means by which to test Hla and (déé page 309). The results of

data analysis in this respect are thus presentigure 7.10, and discussed below.

Figure 7.10: Mean preference rates in the absencaa presence of recognition

compared to chance baseline (50%)

Preference under conditions of inaccurate recogniti on Preference under conditions of accurate recognition

1.0

1.0
0.9

0.9
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0.8
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0.45

0.5
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0.3
0.2

04l 0.39

0.3

0.2

0.1 0.1

0.0

1a. Target stimuli

Mean preference rate

1b. Non-target stimuli

0.0

2a. Target stimuli

2b. Non-target stimuli

Mean preference rate

One-Sample Statistics

N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
la. Target preference rate in the absence of recognition 153 0.386 0.267 0.022
1b. Non-target preference rate in the absence of recognition 153 0.614 0.267 0.022
2a. Target preference rate in the presence of recognition 154 0.553 0.224 0.018
2b. Non-target preference rate in the presence of recognition 154 0.447 0.224 0.018

One-Sample Test

Test Value = 0.5
95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
Group t | df | Sig. (2-tailed) | Mean Difference Lower | Upper
Experimental 1la. Target preference rate in the absence of recognition -5.272| 152 0.000 -0.114 -0‘1% -0.071]
Experimental 1b. Non-target preference rate in the absence of recognition 5.296| 152 0.000 0.114] 0.072 0.157
ExZenmental 2a. Target preference rate in the presence of recognition 2.95§| 153] 0.004] 0.053| 0.018] 0.089)
Experimental 2b. Non-target preference rate in the presence of recognition -2.914] 153 0.004 -0.053 -0‘08_§| -0.017]
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Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences

95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean Lower Upper t | df | Sig. (2-tailed)
Pair 1 |1a. Target preference rate in the absence of recognition - -0.167| 0.376 0.030 -0.228 -0.107) -5.504| 152 0.000]
2a. Target preference rate in the presence of recognition

Pair 2 |1b. Non-target preference rate in the absence of recognition - 0.167| 0.376 0.030 0.107| 0.227| 5.496| 152 0.000]
2b. Non-target preference rate in the presence of recognition

With respect to figure 7.10, it might firstly bes#yved that the t-statistics for effects 2a
and 2b are not an exact mirror image of those fimcts 1a and 1b respectively. This
may appear to be contrary to expectations, givah éach selection of a stimulus as
preferred is made at the expense of the alternatireilus in the choice pair. The slight
differences, however, are simply the result of ding error in the calculation of the
mean preference rate for each participant to twonuE places. They are extremely
slight and have a negligible impact on the sigaifice of test results throughout the
analysis in this chapter. With regard to the aboesults, therefore, the mean target
preference rate igbove chance in the presence of accurate recognitionO(8563,
t=2.953, p<0.01), anbelow chance in the absence of this (M=0.386, t=-5.p96.01);
resulting in a significant difference in the targeteference bias observed under
conditions of recognition and non-recognition (MA®7, t=-5.504, p<0.01).
Furthermore, and in line with previous studies ®# MEE (see Bornstein, 1989), the
observed preference bias is twice as large in ltiserece of recognition (r=0.4) than in

the presence of such memory (r=0.2)

These findings are of both interest and importamtéwo counts. Firstly, they may be
seen to provide support for P2 in this study; iatlig that, under conditions of
supraliminal mere exposure, recognition memory dodeed moderate thsze of the

subsequent affect bias. With reference to the d&oun in chapter 2 (section 2.2.3.3.1,

page 29), therefore, it may be implied that theultespresented above suggest that
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findings of a larger non-conscious MEE in the p®joby literature are not necessarily
a function of the universal use of subliminal expes and validate previous
assumptions that recognition moderates the sifeed¥EE. In which case, they may be
more appropriately explained by implicit misatttilom, unencumbered by conscious
memory (Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994), eatthan a reduction in boredom
and fatigue during the experiment (Bornstetnal., 1990; see chapter 2, page 31).
Secondly, somewhat surprisingly and perhaps mogoitantly, the results indicate
that, whilst stimulus recognition may moderate #iee of the MEE, it might also
mediate thelirection in which it occurs. Furthermore, the simultaneoosurrence of a
preference bias in two opposing directions providepport for both Hland Hl1b;
rather than simply the latter, as implied by théadaresented in the previous section.
Indeed, this result may be important from a methagloal perspective as it
demonstrates the potential invalidity of mere expesresearch that does not
specifically account for the relationship betweenognition and affect in the creation

of the MEE.

It is acknowledged that the validity of the statigk results above may be undermined to
some extent by the fact that the frequency distiobs are somewhat removed from
normal; particularly with regard to effects 1la drd(see appendix Il). In the interests of
consistency, however, and given that the one-satripls is considered to be relatively
robust in such circumstances (Field, 2005), thjgr@gch may still be considered to be
an important means by which to test the hypothesdating to P1 and P2. Nevertheless,

it is perhaps prudent to supplement the above teesuith those of non-parametric
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testing to assess the degree to which confidentlgsions may be drawn in this
respect. To this end, and following the removatades in which target preference is at
exactly the level of chance, one-sample chi-sqaasetysis may be undertaken to assess
the frequency with which target preference diffleesn this baseline in each direction
(supplementing the one-sample t-test results abdvsegondly, a Wilcoxon Signed
Ranks test might be used as a non-parametric atieento the paired-sample t-test
applied previously. The results of these analyses pmesented in figure 7.11 and

discussed below.

Figure 7.11: Comparing the distribution of prefererce rates for target and non-
target stimuli to a chance baseline in the absenesd presence of recognition (One

Sample Chi-Square)

la. Distribution of target preference in the absence of r ecognition (=chance removed)

Observed N Expected N Residual
Above chance (>50%) 38 67.5 -29.5
Below chance (<50%) 97 67.5 29.5
Total 135

1b. Distribution of non-target preference in the absenc e of recognition (=chance removed)

Observed N Expected N Residual
Above chance (>50%) 98 67.5 30.5
Below chance (<50%) 37 67.5 -30.5
Total 135

2a. Distribution of target preference in the presence of recognition (=chance removed)

Observed N Expected N Residual
Above chance (>50%) 80 67.5 12.5
Below chance (<50%) 55 67.5 -12.5
Total 135
2b. Distribution of non-target preference in the presence of recognition (=chance removed)
Observed N Expected N Residual
Above chance (>50%) 55 67.5 -12.5
Below chance (<50%) 80 67.5 12.5
Total 135
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Test Statistics

1a. Distribution of target
preference in the absence of

1b. Distribution of non-target
preference in the absence of

2a. Distribution of target
preference in the presence of

2b. Distribution of non-target
preference in the presence of

recognition (=chance removed) recognition (=chance removed) recognition (=chance removed) recognition (=chance removed)

Chi-Square 25.785] 27.563 4.630 4.630
df 1 1 1 1
Asymp. Sig. 0.000 0.000 0.031 0.031

With reference to figure 7.11, the results indicateignificant target preference bias in
the presence of recognition (2a; Chi-square=4.680,05) and a significant non-target
preference bias in the absence of recognition Clh:square=27.563, p<0.01). Given
that the pattern and extent of these results igstimentical to those of the one-sample
t-tests in figure 7.10, it may be argued that theigit of evidence supports the
conclusion that the direction of the MEE is medidbg recognition memory. However,

in light of the possibility that accurate, objeetivecognition in this study may be

underpinned by the presence of subjective recadle¢see page 307), it is conceivable
that it is this latter variable that exerts theical mediating influence on the direction of
the MEE. If this were the case, the same pattemesilts may be expected to occur in
the presence and absence of the subjective exper@nmemory, even when this is
inaccurate; i.e. when incorrect recognition judgetseare made on the basis of
confident, false recollection. Indeed, this is grstdated in the third proposition to be
tested in this study, the results of which are gmésd and discussed in the following

section.

317



7.4.3. Testing the moderating influence of subjeate recollection on the MEE (P3)

At this point, it is important to reiterate thaketienhanced rate of target recognition in
this study may in itself be mediated by the extenwhich participants are sure of their
memory judgment. As illustrated in figure 7.7 (p&§6), accurate recognition occurs at
a frequency that is above the level of chance anlyer conditions of clear, confident
recollection for the stimulus exposures (M=0.648.239, p<0.01). In cases where
participants report a lack of confident recolleoti@bjective recognition rates for the
target stimuli do not differ from chance (M=0.495;0.286, p=0.775). With this in

mind, this part of the analysis is designed to epelthe possibility that exposure-
induced preference bias will in fact be hinderedblgjective recollection (regardless of
accuracy), rather than objective recognition of tdwget stimuli (Vanhuele, 1995; see
chapter 4, page 157). This is encapsulated inhing proposition to be tested in this

study, as stated below:

P3: The size of the marketing-based mere exposteet avill be hindered by a
subjective sense of confident, contextualized tectbbn for prior exposure;

regardless of recognition accuracy

In line with Lee (2001b) and Wang and Chang (200dgpllection is operationally
defined in this study as clear, confident, contakéed memory for the stimulus
exposures and measured by the degree to whicltiparits are sure of their selection

during each paired-choice test of recognition (t&af, page 257). Importantly, it is the
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subjective experience of memory that is identifi@sl the inhibitory factor in this
proposition, rather than the accuracy of the retmgnjudgment. As such, it may be
validated by evidence that the experience of rectbn (be it genuine or false)
moderates the preference biases that were preyialserved in the presence and
absence of accurate recognition (see section pdde 310). This is encapsulated in the

two-part hypothesis below:

H3a. Following supraliminal mere exposure, the degto which the mean
target preference rate differs from chance will be sigaifitly smaller when
accurate recognition judgments are accompanied by highl¢ewé confidence

(i.e. certain/sure) than when they are not (i.sune/guessand

H3b. Following supraliminal mere exposure, the dego which the meamon-
target preference rate differs from chance will be sigafitly smaller when
inaccurate recognition judgments are accompanied by high ldevd false

confidence (i.e. certain/sure) than when they atdire. unsure/guess).

Evidence for the moderating role of subjective Hection, regardless of objective
recognition, would be provided in the event thath of the above hypotheses are
supported in this study. In this respect, the tesofl statistical testing are presented in

figures 7.12 to 7.14, and discussed below.
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Figure 7.12: Comparing mean preference rates to clmeze baseline (50%) in the

absence and presence of recognition under conditisrof ‘recollection’

Preference under conditions of inaccurate recogniti ~ on Preference under conditions of accurate recognition
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1a. Mean target preference rate 1b. Mean non-target preference rate 2a. Mean target preference rate 2b. Mean non-target preference rate
Recollection Recollection
One-Sample Statistics
N Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
la. Target preference rate in the absence of recognition 100 0.368 0.372 0.037
1b. Non-target preference rate in the absence of recognition 100 0.632 0.372 0.037
2a. Target preference rate in the presence of recognition 126 0.582 0.332 0.030
2b. Non-target preference rate in the presence of recognition 126 0.418 0.332 0.030
One-Sample Test
Test Value = 0.5
95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
t df | Sig. (2-tailed) | Mean Difference Lower Upper

la. Target preference rate in the absence of recognition -3.542| 99 0.001] -0.132] -0.205] -0.058
1b. Non-target preference rate in the absence of recognition 3.542| 99 0.001, 0.132 0.058 0.205)
2a. Target preference rate in the presence of recognition 2.776] 125 0.006 0.082] 0.024] 0.141]
2b. Non-target preference rate in the presence of recognition -2.767| 125 0.007 -0.082] -0.140] -0.023|

Figure 7.13: Comparing mean preference rates to clmege baseline (50%) in the

absence and presence of recognition under conditisrof ‘non-recollection’

Preference under Conditions of Inaccurate Recogniti on Preference under Conditions of Accurate Recognition
1.0 1.0
0.9 0.9
0.8 08
0.7 067 0.7
0.6 06 B
£ 05 205 s
0.4 0:58 0.4
0.3 03
0.2 0.2
0.1 01
0.0 0.0 T
1a. Mean target preference rate 1b. Mean non-target preference rate 2a. Mean target preference rate 2b. Mean non-target preference rate
Non-recollection Non-recollection
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One-Sample Statistics

N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
la. Target preference rate in the absence of recognition 139 0.381 0.297 0.025
1b. Non-target preference rate in the absence of recognition 139 0.619 0.297 0.025
2a. Target preference rate in the presence of recognition 138 0.548 0.298 0.025
2b. Non-target preference rate in the presence of recognition 138 0.452 0.298 0.025

One-Sample Test

Test Value = 0.5
95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
t df | Sig. (2-tailed) | Mean Difference Lower Upper
la. Target preference rate in the absence of recognition -4.726| 138 0.000]| -0.119| -0.169| -0.069|
1b. Non-target preference rate in the absence of recognition 4.726] 138 0.000, 0.119 0.069 0.169
2a. Target preference rate in the presence of recognition 1.889] 137 0.061] 0.048] -0.002] 0.098
2b. Non-target preference rate in the presence of recognition -1.880] 137 0.062 -0.048| -0.098| 0.002)

Figure 7.14: Comparing mean preference rates in thabsence and presence of

recognition under conditions of recollection versusion-recollection

Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences
95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean Lower Upper t df | Sig. (2-tailed)
|Pair 1 [1a. Target stimuli preference rate in the absence of recognition (recollection) - 0.002] 0.487| 0.052] ~0.102 0.107| 0.047| 85 0.963|
1a. Target stimuli preference rate in the absence of recognition (non-recollection)
Pair 2 |1b. Non-target stimuli preference rate in the absence of recognition (recollection) - -0.002] 0.487| 0.052] -0.107] 0.102| -0.047| 85| 0.963]
1b. Non-target stimuli preference rate in the absence of recognition (non-recollection)
Pair 3 |2a. Target stimuli preference rate in the presence of recognition (recollection) - 0.030] 0. 4£| 0.041] -0.052] 0.112| 0.730] 109| 0.467|
2a. Target stimuli preference rate in the presence of recognition (non-recollection)
Pair 4 |2b. Non-target stimuli preference rate in the presence of recognition (recollection) -
2b. Non-target stimuli preference rate in the presence of recognition (non-recollection) -0.030] 0. ALA 0.041] -0.112] 0.052| -0.728] 109 0.468]

As illustrated in figure 7.14 (above), the abseoceresence of recollection does not
appear to give rise to significant differencesither the classic MEE that occurs in the
presence of accurate recognition (2a: M=0.03, 8@.p=0.467), nor the reverse MEE
that is apparent in the absence of this (1b: M88,0=-0.047, p=0.963). However, it is
perhaps important to note that, whilst the latseat statistically significant effect in both
the presence and absence of (false) recollectienfarmer is only so when participants
experience a confident sense of (accurate) retwolfe¢see figures 7.12 and 7.13,
above). To clarify; whilst evidence of a signifitaarget preference bias (2a) is clearly
evident in the presence of recollection it is legglent (and not statistically significant)
in the absence of this. Although the mean targetepence rates are not dramatically

different in this respect, recollection-based ddéfeces in the MEE in the presence of
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accurate recognition (2a) but not the absenceisf(ftb), coupled with the previously
observed directional difference in these two effgskee page 313-314), may indicate
that the two effects are qualitatively differenfp@ssibility that will be discussed further

in the following section and subsequent chapters.

Once again, however, the fact that the frequentmeghe observed effects are not
normally distributed (see appendix II) may requinat the t-test results above are
supplemented by those of non-parametric analysibné with the approach adopted in
section 7.4.2, therefore, cases in which targdepeace is at exactly the level of chance
were removed prior to one-sample chi-square arsmiysieach condition. Finally, the

paired sample t-test (figure 7.14), was replacedabyilcoxon Signed Rank test to

examine the extent to which significant differenege apparent under conditions of
‘certain/sure recollection’ and ‘unsure/guessirggpectively. The results of these non-

parametric analyses are presented in figures hdYd6, and discussed below.
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Figure 7.15: Comparing the distribution of prefererce rates for target and non-

target stimuli to a chance baseline in the absenead presence of recognition

a) Under conditions of recollection

la. Distribution of target preference in the absence of r ecognition (=chance removed)

Observed N Expected N Residual

Above chance (>50%) 26 41.5 -15.5

Below chance (<50%) 57 41.5 155

Total 83

1b. Distribution of non-target preference in the absenc e of recognition (=chance removed)

Observed N Expected N Residual

Above chance (>50%) 57 41.5 155

Below chance (<50%) 26 41.5 -15.5

Total 83

2a. Distribution of target preference in the presence of recognition (=chance removed)

Observed N Expected N Residual

Above chance (>50%) 66 51.5 14.5

Below chance (<50%) 37 51.5 -14.5

Total 103

2h. Distribution of non-target preference in the presence of recognition (=chance removed)

Observed N Expected N Residual

Above chance (>50%) 37 51.5 -14.5

Below chance (<50%) 66 51.5 14.5

Total 103

Test Statistics

1a. Distribution of target
preference in the absence of
recognition (=chance removed)

1b. Distribution of non-target
preference in the absence of
recognition (=chance removed)

2a. Distribution of target
preference in the presence of
recognition (=chance removed)

2b. Distribution of non-target
preference in the presence of
recognition (=chance removed)

Chi-Square

11.578

11.578

8.165

8.165

df

1

1

1]

Asymp. Sig.

0.001

0.001

0.004

0.004
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b) Under conditions of non-recollection

la. Distribution of target preference in the absence of r ecognition (=chance removed)

Observed N Expected N Residual
Above chance (>50%) 31 53.5 -22.5
Below chance (<50%) 76 53.5 22.5
Total 107

1b. Distribution of non-target preference in the absenc e of recognition (=chance removed)

Observed N Expected N Residual
Above chance (>50%) 76 53.5 22.5
Below chance (<50%) 31 53.5 -22.5
Total 107
2a. Distribution of target preference in the presence of recognition (=chance removed)
Observed N Expected N Residual
Above chance (>50%) 66 58.5 7.5
Below chance (<50%) 51 58.5 -7.5
Total 117

2h. Distribution of non-target preference in the presence of recognition (=chance removed)

Observed N Expected N Residual
Above chance (>50%) 51 58.5 -7.5
Below chance (<50%) 66 58.5 7.5
Total 117
Test Statistics
1a. Distribution of target 1b. Distribution of non-target 2a. Distribution of target 2b. Distribution of non-target
preference in the absence of preference in the absence of preference in the presence of preference in the presence of
recognition (=chance removed) recognition (=chance removed) recognition (=chance removed) recognition (=chance removed)
Chi-Square 18.925 18.925 1.923 1.923
df 1 1 1 1
Asymp. Sig. 0.000] 0.000 0.166 0.166

Figure 7.16: Comparing target and non-target prefeence rates in the absence and

presence of recognition under conditions of recolt#ion versus unsure recollection

Test Statistics

1a. Distribution of target
preference in the absence of
recognition (=chance removed)

1b. Distribution of non-target
preference in the absence of
recognition (=chance removed)

2a. Distribution of target
preference in the presence of
recognition (=chance removed)

2b. Distribution of non-target
preference in the presence of
recognition (=chance removed)

z

-1.342

-1.342]

-1.414

-1.414]

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)

0.180

0.180

0.157

0.157
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In short, the results presented above are diractipe with those of parametric testing.
In this respect, they provide confirmation that tien-target preference bias in the
absence of recognition (1b) does not differ underddions of recollection and non-

recollection (Z=-1.342, p=0.180). This effect igrsficant when the memory illusion is

based on a false sense of recollection (Chi-squar&¥8, p<0.01) and when it is not
(Chi-square=18.925, p<0.01). On the assumption thatobserved preference bias
reflects a reverse MEE in the absence of recognitteerefore, it may be concluded that
this particular effect is not moderated by a serfsgibjective recollection; i.e. that H3b
is not supported in this study. However, whilst pineference-bias for target stimuli (2a)
is statistically significant when accurate recoigmitis based on confident recollection
(Chi-square=8.165, p<0.01), this is not the casenwh is not (Chi-square=1.923,
p=0.166). Not only do the results fail to suppoBakitherefore, but it might be argued
that the classic, positive MEE that is observethepresence of recognition may in fact
be enhanced by subjective recollection. Whilst this interptesa should perhaps be

treated with caution, particularly in the absentstatistically significant paired-sample
differences (Z=-0.784, p=0.433), it could be seenrdise the possibility that the
preference effects observed in the absence andrmue®f objective recognition reflect
two different phenomena; a reverse implicit MEEtti& not moderated by false
recollection, and a classic, explicit MEE that iis,fact, enhanced by this subjective

experience.

As a final caveat, however, it should be noted thatsubstantive size of each effect

does not appear to be significantly moderated bystibjective experience of memory.
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In this respect, the size of the classic MEE in phesence of accurate recognition is
identical (r=0.2) under conditions of both recadlies and non-recollection, whilst that
of the reverse MEE in the absence of recognitiorly marginally reduced by a
confident, though false, sense of contextualisethang (from r=0.4 to r=0.3). On this
basis, therefore, it is perhaps prudent to concltidg neither H3a nor H3b are
unequivocally supported by the results presentethis section, and thus P3 is not
validated. However, the proposition that the effeobserved in the absence and
presence of recognition reflect two qualitativelffetent forms of the MEE is revived

in the following section; and on the basis of mulgarer empirical evidence.

7.4.4. Examining the mediating influence of brand ame type on the MEE (P4)

The results presented to this point would appeardvide support for the existence of
the MEE in a marketing context (P1), and the maddegainfluence of recognition
memory (P2) but with one important (and surprisiggalification; that this factor may
also mediate thdirection of the effect. Specifically, the classic, positeehancement
of affective response that is commonly found inlesdig only evident in the presence of
accurate recognition, whilst a largeeverse MEE is apparent in the absence of such
memory. Furthermore, whilst robust statistical evice for the influence of subjective
recollection remains elusive in this study, it baen tentatively suggested that, far from
having a moderating influence, it may in faohance the classic, positive MEE when it
is associated with accurate recognition (and havweewtral impact on the reverse

implicit MEE when it reflects false memory).
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As noted in part Il, however, it should be acknalgied that the nature of the selected
stimuli (i.e. brand names) may also exert a meatjatnfluence on the results of this
study. In this respect, whilst the use of both-keatd and pseudo-word brand names
contributes to the ecological validity and geneadility of the findings it also gives

rise to potential variations in the size of the MEpecifically, this relates to the fact
that real-word stimuli have previously tended toduce larger experimental MEEs
than nonsense words and ideograms (Bornstein, #9page 25). Given that brand
names are often composed of either commonly ocmyurreal words or invented

pseudo-words (i.e. pronounceable non-words), it thayefore be proposed that:

P4. The marketing-based mere exposure effect wilkignificantly larger for

real-word brand names than it will for pseudo-wbrdnd names

In the context of this study, it might be expectibat this proposition would be
supported if the degree to which the mean targefepence rate differs from chance is
significantly larger for real-word brand names tigseudo-word brand names. In this

respect the following hypothesis might be formulate

H4. Under conditions of supraliminal mere exposuihe, degree to which the

mean target preference rate differs from chanckheilsignificantly larger for

real-word brand names than pseudo-word brand names
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Figure 7.17: Comparing mean target preference ratet the chance baseline (50%)

for real-word and pseudo-word brand names

Target preference by stimulus type
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Real-word stimuli Pseudo-word stimuli
Mean target preference rate
One-Sample Statistics
N | Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
Target preference rate (real-word stimuli) 154 0.510 0.207 0.017
Target preference rate (pseudo-word stimuli) 154| 0.439 0.201 0.016
One-Sample Test
Test Value = 0.5
95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
t df | Sig. (2-tailed) | Mean Difference Lower Upper

Target preference rate (real-word stimuli) 0.583| 153 0.561 0.010 -0.023 0.043
Target preference rate (pseudo-word stimuli) -3.749] 153 0.000 -0.061 -0.093 -0.029

As illustrated in figure 7.17 (above), the non-&rgreference bias that was previously
found in the sample as a whole (M=0.475, t=-2.18).05: see page 310), is only in
fact evident in relation to those choice-pairs aonhg pseudo-word brand names
(M=0.439, t=-3.749, p<0.01). By contrast, the resuyertaining to real-word brand
names do not differ significantly from chance (M&ID, t=0.583, p=0.561). The
absence of any preference bias in relation to weatt stimuli (r=0.0), alongside a

moderate reverse MEE for pseudo-word stimuli (rr@@y thus be seen to contradict
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the predictions made in H4. However, at this pding important to reiterate that the
direction of the MEE has previously been found & diametrically opposed in the
presence and absence of recognition in this steeky page 313-314); a factor that may
confound the results of the simple analysis abdveorder to account for this, it is
therefore necessary to examine the influence ofudtis type in each of these memory

conditions in turn, and thus to divide the hypoith@bove into two parts:

H5a. In the presence of stimulus recognition, tegree to which the mean
target preference rate is higher than chance wilsignificantly larger for real-

word brand names than pseudo-word brand naaneis;

H5b. In the absence of stimulus recognition, thgrele to which the mean target
preference rate is lower than chance will be sigaiitly larger for real-word

brand names than pseudo-word brand names

On this basis, it may be argued that that P4 waeldully validated by evidence in
support of both elements of the above hypothesighis end, the data set was split by
stimulus type prior to a replication of the anadysindertaken in section 7.4.2; the

results of which are presented in figures 7.18.20,7and discussed below.
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Figure 7.18: Comparing mean preference rates for @-word brand names to the

chance baseline (50%) in the absence and presendéeexognition

Preference under Conditions of Inaccurate Recogniti ~ on
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1a. Mean target preference rate 1b. Mean non-target preference rate

Real-word stimuli
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Preference under Conditions of Accurate Recognition

0.39

2a. Mean target preference rate 2b. Mean non-target preference rate

Real-word stimuli

One-Sample Statistics

N Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
la. Target preference rate in the absence of recognition 141 0.380 0.340 0.029
1b. Non-target preference rate in the absence of recognition 141 0.620 0.340 0.029
2a. Target preference rate in the presence of recognition 151 0.612 0.300 0.024
2b. Non-target preference rate in the presence of recognition 151 0.388 0.300 0.024

One-Sample Test

Test Value = 0.5

95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
t df | Sig. (2-tailed) | Mean Difference Lower Upper
la. Target preference rate in the absence of recognition -4.185| 140 0.000 -0.120 -0.177 -0.063
1b. Non-target preference rate in the absence of recognition 4.185| 140 0.000 0.120 0.063 0.177
2a. Target preference rate in the presence of recognition 4.569] 150 0.000 0.112 0.063 0.160
2b. Non-target preference rate in the presence of recognition -4.569| 150 0.000 -0.112 -0.160 -0.063

Figure 7.19: Comparing mean preference rates for gaido-word brand names to

the chance baseline (50%) in the absence and preserof recognition

Preference under conditions of inaccurate recogniti on

1.0
0.9

0.8

07 0.63
06

04 0.37

0.3
0.2

0.1

0.0
la. Mean target preference rate 1b. Mean non-target preference rate

Pseudo-word stimuli

%

1.0
0.9
0.8
0.7
0.6
0.5
0.4
0.3
0.2
0.1
0.0

Preference under conditions of accurate recognition

0.51 0.49

2a. Mean target preference rate 2b. Mean non-target preference rate
Pseudo-word stimuli

330



One-Sample Statistics

N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
la. Target preference rate in the absence of recognition 150 0.371 0.318 0.026
1b. Non-target preference rate in the absence of recognition 150 0.629 0.318 0.026
2a. Target preference rate in the presence of recognition 153 0.508 0.312 0.025
2b. Non-target preference rate in the presence of recognition 153 0.492 0.312 0.025

One-Sample Test

Test Value = 0.5
95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
t df | Sig. (2-tailed) | Mean Difference Lower Upper
la. Target preference rate in the absence of recognition -4.979| 149 0.000]| -0.129| -0.181] -0.078|
1b. Non-target preference rate in the absence of recognition 4.979| 149 0.000, 0.129 0.078 0.181]
2a. Target preference rate in the presence of recognition 0.301] 152 0.764 0.008| -0.042 0.057]
2b. Non-target preference rate in the presence of recognition -0.301] 152 0.764 -0.008| -0.057| 0.042)

Figure 7.20: Comparing mean preference rates for @-word and pseudo-word

brand names in the absence and presence of recogoit

Paired Samples Test
Paired Differences
95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean Lower Upper t | df | Sig. (2-tailed)
Pair 1 |1a. Target stimuli preference rate in the absence of recognition (real-word stimuli) - 0.031f 0.420| 0.036 -0.040| 0.101] 0.854| 137| 0.395|
1la. Target stimuli preference rate in the absence of recognition (pseudo-word stimuli
Pair 2 | 1b. Non-target stimuli preference rate in the absence of recognition (real-word stimuli) - -0.031f 0.420| 0.036 -0.101 0.040] -0.854| 137| 0.395|
1b. Non-target stimuli preference rate in the absence of recognition (pseudo-word stimuli
Pair 3 |2a. Target stimuli preference rate in the presence of recognition (real-word stimuli) - 0.105 0.405) 0.033 0.039) 0.170| 3.160| 149 0.002]
2a. Target stimuli preference rate in the presence of recognition (pseudo-word stimuli
Pair 4 |2b. Non-target stimuli preference rate in the presence of recognition (real-word stimuli) - -0.105| 0.405| 0.033 -0.170 -0.039| -3.160| 149 0.002]
2b. Non-target stimuli preference rate in the presence of recognition (pseudo-word stimuli)

As illustrated in the figures above, an almost ta@h non-target preference bias is
evident in the absence of recognition (1b) for bothal-word (M=0.620, t=4.185,
p<0.01) and pseudo-word brand names (M=0.629, #84,8<0.01), with no significant
differences apparent between the two types of &tifqi=-0.031, t=-0.854, p=0.395). In
this respect both real-word (r=0.3) and pseudo-woxl.4) brand names appear to give
rise to a moderate reverse MEE. By contrast, howyekie target preference bias that
was previously observed in the presence of reciogn{Ra) is only in fact apparent for
real-word brand names (M=0.612, t=4.569, p<0.01th @ mean target preference rate
that is very close to chance for pseudo-word siirfiME0.508, t=0.301, p=0.764). In

the presence of memory, therefore, a similarly matgeclassic MEE (r=0.3) is evident
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with respect to real-word brand names, but notéhtbeit constitute pseudo-words

(r=0.0)

Taken together, therefore, the results may be se@novide support for H5a but not
H5b. While this is not sufficient to validate PZ4rpaps, it revives the possibility that
the two effects may be influenced differently, d@hds reflect two qualitatively different
forms of the MEE. In contrast to the somewhat wealkications of this that were
acknowledged in the previous section, however, rdsilts above provide a much
stronger empirical foundation for this claim. Sgieaily, they provide a more robust
indication that the classic, positive MEE that iserved in the presence of recognition
is mediated by stimulus type, whilst the reverseBMiBat occurs in the absence of
objective memory is not. Before this conclusion ¢enconfidently drawn, however,
and in light of the fact that the frequencies facle effect are not normally distributed
(see appendix Il), it is once again prudent to cahdurther non-parametric analysis.
To this end, and in line with the approach adopkedughout this chapter, one-sample
chi-square and Wilcoxon signed-rank tests aresetli the results of which are

presented in figures 7.21 and 7.22, and discussiesvb
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Figure 7.21: Comparing the distribution of target and non-target preference rates

for to a chance baseline in the absence and presemaf recognition

a) Real-word brand names only

1a. Distribution of target preference in the absence of r ecognition (=chance removed)

Observed N Expected N Residual
Above chance (>50%) 41 59 -18
Below chance (<50%) 77 59 18
Total 118

1b. Distribution of non-target preference in the absenc e of recognition (=chance removed)

Observed N Expected N Residual
Above chance (>50%) 77 59 18
Below chance (<50%) 41 59 -18
Total 118

2a. Distribution of target preference in the presence of recognition (=chance removed)

Observed N Expected N Residual
Above chance (>50%) 86 61.5 24.5
Below chance (<50%) 37 61.5 -24.5
Total 123
2h. Distribution of non-target preference in the presence of recognition (=chance removed)
Observed N Expected N Residual
Above chance (>50%) 37 61.5 -24.5
Below chance (<50%) 86 61.5 24.5
Total 123

Test Statistics

1a. Distribution of target
preference in the absence of
recognition (=chance removed)

1b. Distribution of non-target
preference in the absence of
recognition (=chance removed)

2a. Distribution of target
preference in the presence of
recognition (=chance removed)

2b. Distribution of non-target
preference in the presence of
recognition (=chance removed)

Chi-Square

10.983

10.983

19.520

19.520

df

1 1

1

Asymp. Sig.

0.001 0.001

0.000

0.000

333




b) Pseudo-word brand names only

la. Distribution of target preference in the absence of r

ecognition (=chance removed)

Observed N Expected N Residual
Above chance (>50%) 30 58.5 -28.5
Below chance (<50%) 87 58.5 28.5
Total 117

1b. Distribution of non-target preference in the absenc

e of recognition (=chance removed)

Observed N Expected N Residual
Above chance (>50%) 87 58.5 28.5
Below chance (<50%) 30 58.5 -28.5
Total 117
2a. Distribution of target preference in the presence of recognition (=chance removed)
Observed N Expected N Residual
Above chance (>50%) 66 63 3
Below chance (<50%) 60 63 -3
Total 126

2h. Distribution of non-target preference in the presen

ce of recognition (=chance removed)

Observed N Expected N Residual
Above chance (>50%) 60 63 -3
Below chance (<50%) 66 63 3
Total 126
Test Statistics
1a. Distribution of target 1b. Distribution of non-target 2a. Distribution of target 2b. Distribution of non-target
preference in the absence of preference in the absence of preference in the presence of preference in the presence of
recognition (=chance removed) recognition (=chance removed) recognition (=chance removed) recognition (=chance removed)
Chi-Square 27.769 27.769 0.286 0.286
df 1 1 1 1
Asymp. Sig. 0.000] 0.000 0.593 0.593

Figure 7.22: Comparing preference rates for real-wal versus pseudo-word brand

names in the absence and presence of recognition i{gdxon)

Test Statistics

1a. Distribution of target
preference in the absence of
recognition (=chance removed)

1b. Distribution of non-target
preference in the absence of
recognition (=chance removed)

2a. Distribution of target
preference in the presence of
recognition (=chance removed)

2b. Distribution of non-target
preference in the presence of
recognition (=chance removed)

z

-1.300]

-1.300]

-2.160]

-2.160|

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)

0.194

0.194

0.031

0.031
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In line with those of parametric testing (see fapi7.18 to 7.20), the above results
confirm that the significant non-target prefereriias observed in the absence of
recognition (1b) is robust across stimulus typeilsttthe target preference bias in the
presence of recognition (2a) is not. Specificathys latter effect (2a) is once again
apparent only in relation to real-word stimuli (&gjuare=19.520, p<0.01), occurring
close to the level of chance for pseudo-word breerdes (Chi-square=0.286, p=0.593).
As a result, significant differences are apparerthe target preference bias (2a) that is

evident in relation to each type of stimulus (Z2&0, p<0.05).

Given the consistent pattern of the results in giiase of the analysis, the weight of
evidence would seem to clearly indicate that, whésget preference in the presence of
recognition (2a) is likely to be mediated by stimsiltype, the reverse MEE that is
apparent in the absence of recognition (1b) is Inagimple terms, therefore, it might be
concluded that whilst P4 is only partially validdte this study, support for H5a but not
H5b may provide evidence that the preference biabsgrved in the presence and
absence of recognition respectively reflect twolitatavely different forms of the mere
exposure phenomenon; a classic, positive MEE ghahderpinned by explicit memory,
and a reverse MEE that is the product of impligibgessing aloneAt this point,
however, it is important to acknowledge the potdrfor two alternative interpretations
of the results presented to this point in the olapthe first of these stems from the
theoretical challenge presented by fhkse familiarity effect (Whittlesea, 1993), as
discussed in chapter 2 (section 2.4.2, page 58 .s€hond relates to the methodological

issue of task order effects and, in particular,gbssibility ofaffective modulation bias
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(Phaf and Rotteveel, 2005; see chapter 6, 286h Bbthese alternative explanations

are discussed and tested in section 7.5.

7.5. Acknowledging and addressing alternative intgretations

Throughout this chapter, evidence for the MEE heenldetermined on the basis of the
degree to which a systematic and significant pegfee bias for either the target or non-
target stimuli is apparent in the absence and poesef recognition. In each condition,
two possible effects were identified; a classicsife MEE and a reverse MEE (as
illustrated in figure 7.23a). However, it is impamt to acknowledge that, in light of the
fact that 2-factor forced choice tests were usecetord recognition judgments in this
study, an inaccurate selection in this respect médicate either a simple absence of
memory for the target stimulus exposure, or thesgmee of false memory for the non-
target stimulus. Throughout, the former interpietahas been adopted; leading to the
conclusion that a non-target preference bias -thod a reverse MEE - is apparent in
the absence of accurate recognition of the tatgatb (see section 7.4.2., page 310). If
inaccurate recognition judgments are assumed kectdalse memory, however, it may
be argued that the results essentially reflect efepence bias for stimuli that are
subjectively ‘recognised’, regardless of the accuraf this memory judgment; i.e. that
the preference-bias is a by-product of thlee familiarity effect (Whittlesea, 1993; see
chapter 2, page 57) rather than the MEE (see figug3b). Additionally, it is
acknowledged thathe correlation between stimulus preference andgmition - and

the fact that preference judgments were always nimgie— also gives rise to the
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possibility that the latter is simply a function tbfe former; i.e. that the results reflect

affective modulation bias (Phaf and Rotteveel, 2005ee chapter 6, page 287) rather

than mere exposure. Both of these alternative egfilans must be examined before the

results of this study can be confidently acceptedwddence of a classic and reverse

MEE that is mediated by stimulus recognition. Thepose of the following two

sections, therefore, is to present and discussethéts of additional analysis in relation

to each of these challenges in turn.

Figure 7.23a: Possible preference effects in the ggence and absence of target

stimulus recognition (original assumption)

Target Stimulus Recognition
No Yes
Target >Chance la 2a
Stimulus Classic MEE Classic MEE
Preference
<Chance 1b 2b
Reverse MEE Reverse MEE

Figure 7.23b: Possible preference effects in the @sence of target and non-target

recognition (alternative assumptions)

Stimulus Recoghnition
Non-Target Target

Target >Chance la 2a

Stimulus Classic MEE Classic MEE
Preference

<Chance 1b 2b

Reverse MEBr Classic Reverse MEE
FFE
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7.5.1. Non-target preference in the absence of acate stimulus recognition: A

product of mere exposure or false familiarity?

As noted in the introduction above, the first chiafle to the validity of the results as
evidence for the MEE stems from the fact that aténrate selection on paired-choice
tests of recognition may reflect either an absesfceemory, or the presence of false
memory for the non-target stimulus. Furthermore, Iitter may constitute a cognitive
illusion as a result of one stimulus being easqurbcess than the other; a phenomenon
that is termed thdalse familiarity effect (Whittlesea, 1993; see chapter 2, page 57).
However, this misattribution of processing fluerioyanother quality of the stimulus is
the very same mechanism that is identified in asgughe most prominent theory of
mere exposure (Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 198é chapter 2, page 45). Whilst
the notion that processing fluency may be misatted to either familiarity, preference
or a whole host of other cognitive and affectivepanses is not in dispute (see chapter
2,. page 45), the key point of difference betwdenfalse familiarity effect (FFE) and
the MEE is the source of the processing fluencyaathge; in the former it is the
inherent characteristics of the stimulus (in thespnt) whilst in the latter it is mere
exposure (in the past). With this in mind, it may &rgued that the finding of a non-
target preference bias in the presence of falsegreton for these same, non-target
stimuli indicates that it is a by-product of theE:H.e. that the relative processing
fluency that underpins false recognition, and igrely unrelated to prior exposure, also

gives rise to a preference bias via the mechanismigattribution. Indeed, this claim
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may be extended to the preference-bias that iseddéor target stimuli in the presence
of accurate recognition. Specifically, in the alzserof direct evidence that mere
exposure is the source of the processing fluenalléads to accurate recognition (and
the accompanying preference bias), it is possiide both responses are based on the
relative perceptual characteristics of the stimtliest; i.e. that all familiarity is, in fact,
false familiarity in this study. As such, the first important isso@ddress is whether the

results of this study do indeed reflect the MEBeathan the FFE.

The scope for this particular criticism may to soméent be traced to a limitation
regarding the pretesting of stimuli in this stulilyhilst the two stimuli in each choice
pair were carefully pretested and selected to ensguivalence ihikability, the issue of
relative processing fluency was not addressed igt point. It is acknowledged,
therefore, that further pretesting of each pair(affectively equivalent and neutral)
stimuli could have been undertaken to identify tihegree to which systematic
preference-bias may be expected to occur in eachwmgaout the influence of a prior
exposure phase. In the absence of this, it isralsognised that a further phase of data
collection might have been employed to assess digeed to which each choice-pair
may have given rise to non-exposure induced pneterdias in the main experiment.
Should this have been found to be the case inioelabd a particular choice-pair, the
analysis detailed in this chapter could then beeaiggdd with this trial removed (see
appendix Il for further technical discussion insthiespect). In the context of this
specific study, however, it is important to strebat this issue may be addressed

analytically, without the need for further data leotion. In this respect, the key
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guestion is whether or not the observed preferbmecan be shown to be sensitive to
relevant changes in the nature of the exposureeplas avenue of analysis that is
facilitated by individual differences in perceptuability and experience within the

sample.

In explanation of the analytical approach takedistinguish the MEE from the FEE in
this study, it is first important to reiterate tletidence for the moderating influence of
stimulus recognition on the size of the MEE is irdd from experiments in which
subliminal exposure has been used to eliminateptssibility of this (see chapter 2,
page 29). In particular, these previous investoyetidemonstrate a consistently larger
MEE under conditions of subliminal perception; ancome that was initially explained
with reference to a possible reduction in the elgpee of boredom and fatigue (see
Bornstein, 1989). More recently, it has been suggeshat the larger effect sizes
observed in these studies reflect the extremelgceffe elimination of recognition
memory in studies that utilise subliminal mere epe (e.g. Bornstein and
D’Agostino, 1992, 1994; see chapter 2, page 3Q)raposition that receives support
from the current findings (see section 7.4.2, p&16). Whichever mechanism is
responsible for findings of the consistently lar§#EE under conditions of subliminal
exposure, however, the fact remains that it is aagteristic that is not, by definition,
shared by the FFE (for which no previous expossreequired); and thus presents a
means by which to distinguish between the two &ffacthe current study. Specifically,

the non-target preference bias that is evidenhé absence of recognition might be
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confidently adjudged to reflect the MEE if it igysificantly larger under conditions of

subliminal perception, as encapsulated in the Votlg hypothesis:

H6. In the absence of stimulus recognition, the sizthe non-target preference
bias will be significantly larger under conditionsf subliminal versus

supraliminal perception during exposure

As a caveat to this approach, however, it shouttigpes be acknowledged that, in light
of the absence of conscious perception (and thpsicexmemory encoding) in the
subliminal condition, a similar comparison of the=ference-bias that occurs in the
presence of accurate, objective memory is illogidabeed, the finding that the
moderate target preference bias in this latter itmd (r=0.3) is not, as might be
expected, entirely eliminated under conditions udjlsninal perception (r=0.1) is most
likely due to the fact perception was measuredhatphase rather than item-level. As
such, it is conceivable that some cases of ‘subkiperception’ might be contaminated
by a small number of items that were in fact peweisupraliminally; a potential
limitation that was acknowledged in chapter 6 (p2d4&) and is discussed in more
detail in appendix Ill. However, it must be consete extremely unlikely that the FFE
would explain this particular form of preferencadibut not that which occurs in the
absence of accurate recognition memory. Should H4 be stiepotherefore, it may be
confidently assumed that the findings reflect th&BVrather than the FFE in both
memory conditions. To this end, the results ofigtiatl testing are presented in figures

7.24 and 7.25, and discussed below.
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Figure 7.24: Comparing preference bias in the absee of recognition under

conditions of subliminal and supraliminal perceptian

Preference under conditions of subliminal perceptio ~ n Preference under conditions supraliminal perception

1.0 1.0

0.9 0.9

0.8 4 081

0.7 1 0.66 0.7 550
0.6 — 0.6

K05 K05 0.20

0.4 0.34 0.4+

0.3 — 0.3

0.2 — 0.2+

0.1+ 0.1

0.0 0.0

la. Mean target preference rate 1b. Mean non-target preference rate 1a. Mean target preference rate 1b. Mean non-target preference
Inaccurate recognition Inaccurate recognition

One-Sample Statistics

Perception Type N Mean | Std. Deviation [ Std. Error Mean

Subliminal perception la. Target preference rate in the absence of recognition 36 0.342 0.230 0.038!
1b. Non-target preference rate in the absence of recognition 36 0.658 0.230 0.038

Supraliminal perception |la. Target preference rate in the absence of recognition 117 0.400 0.277 0.026
1b. Non-target preference rate in the absence of recognition 117 0.601 0.277 0.026

One-Sample Test

Test Value = 0.5
[ 95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
Perception Type t df | Sig. (2-tailed) | Mean Difference | Lower | Upper
Subliminal perception _|1a. Target preference rate in the absence of recognition -4.121] 35| 0.000] —0.1ﬂ -0.236] -0.080)
1b. Non-target preference rate in the absence of recognition 4.121] 35 0.000, 0.158 0.080 0.236]
Supraliminal perception |1a. Target preference rate in the absence of recognition -3.916| 116 0.000 -0.100; -0.151 -0.050]
1b. Non-target preference rate in the absence of recognition 3.942| 116 0.000 0.101] 0.050] 0.152]

Figure 7.25: Comparing mean preference rates in thabsence/presence of

recognition under conditions of subliminal versus gpraliminal perception

Group Statistics |

Perception Type N Mean . Deviat{ Std. Error Mean_l

la. Target stimuli preference rate in the absence of recognition Subliminal perception 36| 0.342| 0.230 0.038!
Supraliminal perception 117 0.400| 0.277 0,02(i|

1b. Non-target stimuli preference rate in the absence of recognition Subliminal perception 36| 0.658] 0.230 0.038!
Supraliminal perception 117 0.601| 0.277 0.026|

Tndependent Samples Test ]

Levene's Test for Equaliy of Variances Ctest for Equality of Means
5% Confidence Interval of the Difference
sig. ce | Std. Eror Differer
1a. Target stimuli preference rate in the absence of recognition TEqual variances assumed 1824 05e}
[Equal variances not assumed 058
[1b. Non-target stimul preference rate in the absence of recognition __|Equal variances assumed 1 ﬁ' 057]
|Equal variances not assumed 057]

As illustrated in the figures above, a significarin-target preference bias (1b) is

observed in both the subliminal (M=0.658,t=4.12¥0/91) and supraliminal group
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(M=0.601, t=3.942, p<0.01), with no significant fdifences apparent in a simple
between-group comparison (M=0.057, t=1.118, p=0.26%owever, the relevant
statistic that is specifically referred to in H4tle substantiveize of this effect. In this
respect, and in line with Bornstein’s (1989) serhimeta-analysis of mere exposure
research, the effect is twice as large under camditof subliminal (r=0.6) rather than
supraliminal perception (r=0.3). On this basis, Wéuld appear to be supported;
providing a clear indication that the results pnéed in previous sections of this chapter
reflect the MEE (rather than the FFE). Before #osclusion can be drawn, however,
one further alternative explanation must also bedrout; namely, the possibility that
the results reflecaffective modulation bias (Phaf and Rotteveel, 2005) as a result of

task order.

7.5.2. Non-target preference bias in the absence afcurate stimulus recognition:

A product of task order rather than mere exposure?

In light of the correlation between preference amcbgnition bias for both the target
and non-target stimuli in this study, the posdipibf affective modulation bias (Phaf
and Rotteveel, 2005) cannot be ignored. To redais, phenomenon refers to the
enhanced likelihood of subjective recognition fostanulus that has previously been
identified as preferred (see chapter 6, page 288).tMs in mind, it may be argued that
the sensitivity of the observed effects to charigebe nature of exposure (see section
7.5.1.) provides evidence of a direct link in théspect; diminishing the validity of an

alternative explanation based on task order inteéke phase alone. In order to confirm
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this, however, a planned comparison between retiogmates in the experimental and
control conditions may be used to assess the mimgrafluence of the intervening
preference task. Indeed, the control group washksti@d specifically to identify the
likelihood of task order effects, and in particulae possibility of affective modulation
bias (see chapter 6, page 288). To this end, dopadicipants were required to
complete the full experiment, with both the targetl non-target brand names replaced
by equivalent ‘dummy’ stimuli in the preference g@mient task. As a result, the
recognition rates observed in each condition magdrepared to isolate the influence
of an intervening requirement to make preferenaguents regarding these same
stimuli in the main experiment. In this respectask order effect would be indicated by

support for the following hypothesis:

H7. Recognition rates for the target and non-targemuli will differ

significantly between the control and experimegtalups.

As previously indicated (see figure 7.6, page 3@6yever, the mean recognition rate
(M=0.54) was found to be almost identical in botte texperimental and control
condition; confirmation of which is provided by tfiading of no significant between
group differences in this respect (M=0.003, t=0,1820.895). Given that H7 is not
supported, therefore, and in light of the evidefmce direct link between the size of the
observed effects and the nature of the exposursepfs®e section 7.5.1, page 338), it
may be confidently assumed that neither task onderthe FFE is responsible for the

preference effects observed in this study; andttteat do in fact reflect the MEE. In the
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final section of this chapter a summary of the ifmgd is thus provided, prior to a
detailed discussion of conclusions and implicatiinschapter 8), and an overview of

the main contributions and limitations of the wankhis thesis (chapter 9).

7.6. Conclusion

In summary, the findings of this study indicatettimeere exposure to novel brand names
results in:
1. A classic, positive preference-bias for previowstposed stimuli that is:
a) dependent on tharesence of recognition memory;
b) severely restricted, and most likely eliminated,sofpliminal perception during
exposure;
c) potentially enhanced by confident, contextualisedoliection of previous
exposure; and
d) evident only in relation to real-word (as opposegseudo-word) brand names.
2. A novelty preference-bias for unexposed stimudt fls:
a) dependent on thabsence of recognition memory;
b) enhanced by subliminal perception during exposure;
c) not influenced by the degree to which false rectib® occurs; and

d) not mediated by the real-word versus pseudo-worgr@af brand names.

Whilst it is acknowledged that both of these elegtay, on the face of it, appear to

reflect an identical preference-bias on the basisubjective recognition (i.e. that
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participants tend to prefer stimuli they deem to reeognised (regardless of the
accuracy of this judgment), the fact that theyiaflrenced differently by factors such
as perception, brand name type and perhaps rettofigndicate that they are, in fact,
two qualitatively different types of effect. Thesgy be defined as thexplicit and
implicit MEE respectively; the second of which occurs inerse during this study,
whilst the first reflects the classic, positivelignce of mere exposure on affective
response (see chapter 2, page 20). This conclasidrits implications for theory and
practice will be discussed in detail during thédwling chapter. In drawing this chapter
to a close, however, it is perhaps important tocéigally summarise the extent to
which the above findings support the four propostsi that provide the impetus for this
study. To recap, these are stated as follows:

P1: Mere exposure to a marketing stimulus will Bigantly influence affective

response to that stimulus when it is subsequentipentered

P2: The size of the marketing-based mere expodteet evill be hindered by

the presence of recognition memory for marketing@us exposure

P3: The size of the marketing-based mere exposteet avill be hindered by a

subjective sense of confident, contextualized tectbn for prior exposure to

the marketing stimulus; regardless of recognitiocugacy

P4: The marketing-based mere exposure effect wilkignificantly larger for

real-word brand names than it will for pseudo-wrdnd names

On the basis of the results presented in this ehaptmay be argued that both

propositions 1 and 2 are supported; although a moteresting, important and

346



unexpected finding with regard to the latter ist tlewognition also appears to mediate
the direction of the MEE. In this respect, the classic, positMEE that has been
commonly observed in adults (see chapter 2, pageas20nly found to occur in the
presence of accurate stimulus recognition in thidys whilst a largereverse MEE is
evident under conditions of inaccurate stimulusgaition. By contrast, proposition 3
is not validated by the results of this study. kedlewhilst little clear evidence is found
for the influence of subjective recollection, thare some (relatively weak) indications
that this factor may, if anythingnhance the MEE when it is associated with accurate
objective recognition. Finally, proposition 4 reees only partial support in this study.
In this respect, the reverse MEE that is apparetite absence of recognition does not
appear to be influenced by brand name type, wiiéstlassic form of this effect (that is
evident in the presence of recognition) is sigaffitonly in relation to real-word brand
names. This finding is potentially of great intéras it raises the possibility that, not
only does the direction of the exposure-inducedepeace bias differ in the absence
and presence of recognition, but that this reflegtsqualitatively different forms of the
MEE; arising on the basis of explicit and impliciemory respectively. This conclusion
may have significant implications for theory andagiice in the domains of both
psychology and marketing, and will thus be discdssedetail during the following

chapter.
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Chapter 8

Conclusions, discussion and implications
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8.1. Introduction

As stated at the outset, the overall aim of thesitis to provide a robust investigation
of the existence, size, direction and nature ofMiE in a marketing context. To this
end, a comprehensive theoretical foundation wasiged by a critique of the extant
literature in the disciplines of both psychologydanarketing (Part I). On this basis, a
series of propositions were developed and testesldyyof experimentation (as outlined
in part I1); the results of which are presentethia previous chapter. In order to begin to
bring the thesis to a conclusion, therefore, thep@se of this penultimate chapter is to
summarise the conclusions that may be drawn and this implications of these for
theory and practice. In this respect, theoreticgdlications are considered in relation to
both the psychology and marketing literature, ptiora detailed discussion of the
practical implications for marketers, advertiserg&l @onsumers. As a foundation for
this, however, and as illustrated in figure 8.%, thapter begins with a discussion of the
overarching conclusions of the current study iratreh to the empirical findings of

previous marketing research.
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Figure 8.1: Structure of chapter 8

1. Introduction
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2. Conclusions
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3. Discussion in the context of previous marketiegparch
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4. Theoretical implications
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5. Practical implications

e For consumers

il e For marketers & advertisers

6. Summary & conclusion

8.1. Conclusions

In contrast to Obermiller's (1985) original attemimt extend psychological mere
exposure research in the marketing domain, anthéenwith the majority of marketing
studies since, this thesis proffers evidence far MEE in a marketing context.
However, the overarching finding of the currentdstus that the effect appears to be
qualitatively different in the presence and absesfaecognition memory. Specifically,
the results indicate that the classic, positivéugrice of mere exposure on affective
judgments is facilitated by objective recognitiamhilst the absence of this memory

condition gives rise to a preference bias for noseuli (i.e. a reverse MEE).
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Furthermore, the former is enhanced by the useoofnton, real-word brand names
(and perhaps clear, confident, contextualized lecibn of prior exposure). By
contrast, the latter is enhanced by subliminal gggtion but remains unaffected by both
the subjective sense of (false) memory and thd ye¥aus pseudo-word) nature of the
stimulus. Taken together, the observed differemtédle direction of the effect and the
extent to which it is mediated by stimulus typed@erhaps subjective recollection)
imply that the MEE occurs on the basis of differemgntal processes in the presence
and absence of recognition. As such, the findingghes study give rise to the
conclusion that the marketing-based MEE may occwone of two forms; and thus to

the proposal of a dual-processing model (as itstt figure 8.2).

Figure 8.2: Dual-processing model of the marketindpased mere exposure effect

Explicit MEE

Explicit memory Recognition of
representation ofly| prior exposure
stimulus form

A

Mere Feature

Exposure Analysis
v
Implicit memory Perceptual

representation ofty| fluency without
stimulus form recognition

Familiarity-based
affective bias

lllusory affective
bias

Implicit MEE
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On the face of it, the two forms of the MEE reprdsd in the model above may be
referred to as theonscious andnon-conscious MEE respectively. However, in light of
the earlier discussion of the non-conscious nabfitbis phenomenon (Chapter 2, page
21), this would not be entirely appropriate. Toagcit was acknowledged in chapter 2
that, whilst the MEE has previously been found & rhagnified in the absence of
recognition (or more specifically conscious pergapt of prior stimulus exposure, it
remains apparent to a lesser degree in the presérsteeh memory (and may even be
enhanced by it; Lee, 2001b; Wang and Chang, 2®0a\ever, Bornstein and Craver-
Lemley (2004: 230) stress that the MEE should ruweless be considered a non-
conscious phenomenon on the basis that:
‘even in situations where participants are awarehafing been exposed to
stimuli, they rarely attribute their liking for dimulus to repeated exposure,
instead believing that some property of the stimutuparticularly attractive or
interesting.”
With this in mind, it is perhaps more accuratedbel the two forms of effect as the
explicit andimplicit MEE respectively. These terms reflect the distmental processes
by which each occurs whilst accommodating the matiat both might be considered to
be ‘non-conscious’ to some degree. In this respshtist the implicit MEE occurs
entirely below the threshold of consciousnessgeifplicit MEE may also be considered
non-conscious by virtue of the fact that, while emers are aware of having been
exposed to the relevant marketing stimuli, theyratnecessarily aware of the impact
that exposure alone exerts in the formation of egbent affective response (Bornstein

and Craver-Lemley, 2004). With this in mind, thenclisions outlined above, and in
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particular the proposed dual-processing model (&dgti2, page 351), are discussed in

the context of previous marketing-related researthMEE in the following section.

8.3. Discussion in the context of previous marketgqresearch

As noted in chapter 4 (page 138-139), the possilofi dual forms of the MEE that are
underpinned by separate memory processes is impligtie work of Shapiro and
Krishnan (2001). Whilst the notion of dual-processing model of mere exposur@s
illustrated in figure8.2, page 351) is not raised by Shapiro and Krishi2®01), nor
indeed by any other authors in the mere expostaiure, it may be argued that is not
inconceivable on the basis of their results; paldidy in light of the findings in the
current study. Specifically, these indicate thatekplicit MEE constitutes a familiarity-
bias on the basis of explicit memory for having ®mdered the stimuli previously,
whilst theimplicit MEE reflects a subconscious novelty-bias that arisesmamemory

for the stimulus exposure is entirely implicit.

In part, therefore, the current findings may bensgebe in line with those that (albeit
often inadvertently) provide evidence of a claspasitive marketing-based MEE in the
presence of recognition (e.g. Vanhuele, 1995; Chamg Szymanski, 1997; Baker,
1999; Olson and Thjomoe, 2003; Lee, 2002; Tevra., 2007: see chapter 4, page 130).
Specifically, however, the empirical results instithesis imply that those of earlier
studies reflect theexplicit MEE, rather than its implicit equivalent. However, the

proposition of Vanhuele (1995) that such resules ar indication that the MEE is not
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moderated by recognition memory per se, but bywhath is based onecollection in
particular, is not supported in this study. Indeédnything, the current results suggest
that the explicit MEE may in fact mhanced by clear, contextualized memory of prior
stimulus exposure. Whilst this finding might bersée contradict that of Matthest al.
(2007; see page 158), it is line with a small boflgmerging work in the psychology
literature (e.g. Lee, 2001b; Wang and Chang, 2004),lends support to Anaetlal.’s
(1988: 390) conclusion that “the [MEE] increaseshwthe accuracy of recognition”;
although it should be stressed that a further icagibn of the current study is that this
assertion may be accurate only in relation toestpbicit form of the MEE. Furthermore,
and as a caveat to this qualification, it shouldhpps be noted that, whilst the
enhancement of the exposure-induced preferenceirbidism et al., (2007) may not
necessarily be the result of subliminal percep{auring 100ms as opposed to 250ms
exposures), the fact that this occurs following iagtriction of perception and attention
may be problematic for the conclusion of Anastcil. (1988) and, indeed, the current
thesis. However, given the questions raised intioglato the ecological and internal
validity of Tom et al.’s (2007) work (see chapter 4, page 140), and tiserace of
replication at this point, the degree to whichases a challenge to the conclusions of
this study are as yet unclear. In this respecthéurresearch may be necessary to
investigate the impact of small increments in dpportunity for attentive processing
during stimulus presentations that are nonethgletperceptible; i.e. within the mere

exposure paradigm (Zajonc, 1968).
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In addition to validating previous indications ofrerketing-based MEE in the presence
of recognition, the empirical results in this tlsegirovide further evidence for the
somewhat remarkable finding ofraverse non-consciou$MEE in adults (Lee, 1994);
extending this from abstract, high-density matritesnore typical marketing stimuli
(i.e. brand names). However, the positive impIMEE for low-density matrices that
was also found by Lee (1994) is not replicatedelation to brand names in the current
study. With this in mind, a caveat might be addethe conclusions of this thesis to the
effect that the reverdenplicit MEE may be limited to the type of stimuli employec(i.
brand names in this study and high-density matiitcége, 1994). Further research may
thus be important to ascertain the degree to wiishfinding is robust across different
types of marketing stimuli (e.g. brand logos, plgoaphs, advertising imagery, cartoon

drawings, etc.); as will be highlighted in the &lling chapter (page 426).

Finally, it is important to consider the fact thiae findings regarding thienplicit MEE

in this study are not necessarily in line with ples evidence for this in previous
marketing research. For example, Janiszewski's JL9thding of an equivalent,
positive MEE in both the absence and presence odgrétion is only partially
supported in the current study. Specifically, thhefgrence-bias that was previously
evident for exposed stimuli in the absence of rattam is contradicted by current
findings of areverse implicit MEE (i.e. an exposure-induced noveltyd)ian a sense,
this discrepancy may be seen to undermine the anguihat the direction of the
implicit MEE is stimulus specific, with both studiemploying brand names as the

target stimuli. However, it should be stressed thatiszewski's (1993) work is not
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specifically developed within the confines of therm exposure paradigm; employing,
as it does, techniques of incidental (or peripheeabosure, and contextualizing the
target stimulus within a meaningful scene (i.eomplete advertisement). As discussed
in chapter 4 (page 164), such conditions facilitatplicit associative priming and give
rise to the possibility (and, it may be argued,rettee likelihood) that the previously
observed preference-bias is the product of classicaditioning rather than mere

exposure alone.

Similarly, the observation of an implicit noveltyab in this thesis would appear to be
contrary to the findings of Shapiro (1999); in whi@ positive, non-conscious
familiarity-bias towards previously exposed stimglievident. However, it should be
reiterated that this earlier study specifically sweas the effects oincidental (or
peripheral) exposure on the inclusion of products in a carsiion set. Whilst the
robustness of Shapiro’s work is not in questioryefore, a number of proposals might
be made to explain the differences between thangsdof this and the current study.
Firstly, and in line with the observation made @tation to Janiszewski (1993) above,
the discrepancy in results may highlight an impartistinction between the effects of
mere and incidental/peripheral exposure. This issue was discussed at some lémgth
chapter 4 (page 162-166) and relates specificallthé possibility that the latter may
give rise to either the MEBr classical conditioning. Alternatively, for exampiemay
be argued that the difference in the findings eftivo studies may be due to either the
nature of the response (i.e. affective ‘liking’ s&s the relatively cognitive task of
consideration set formation), the decision (i.escdminatory choice between two

alternatives versus the construction of a set @h@édtives) or the stimuli in question
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(i.e. brand names versus product categories). B#solof all of these possibilities may
constitute an interesting and important direction future marketing research in this
field; as will be discussed in the following chap(section 9.4.3, page 432). Prior to
this, however, the remainder of this chapter i®giwover to a review of key aspects of
psychological and marketing theory (discussed it pain light of the empirical

findings presented in this thesis.

8.4. Theoretical implications

In drawing conclusions from the findings outlinedthe previous chapter, the focus of
this section is to discuss how the literature neei@ in part | may be re-interpreted and
understood as a result of the subsequent empivicak. Specifically, the main
conceptual implications of this thesis are reldtethe relevance, nature and importance
of the MEE in the context of marketing theory; datled discussion of which will be
provided in the second part of this section. Howewgven that the experimental
approach adopted in this study is closely aligreth&t which universally characterises
psychological research in this field (see chaptérsand 6), it is important to
acknowledge that the findings may also have impbos for purely scientific
understanding and explanation of the MEE. As stioh,section begins with a broad
discussion of the conclusions that may be drawmelation to the psychology literature

reviewed in chapter 2.
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8.4.1. Implications for psychological theory

In simple terms, the empirical work in this thesidds weight to the burgeoning
evidence for the occurrence of a systematic affegtesponse bias on the basis of mere
exposure alone; i.e. exposure that “just makesgikien stimulus accessible to the
individual’s perception” (Zajonc, 1968:1). Regasiief the direction of this effect, it is
nonetheless observed in both the presence andaabeémecognition; lending further
support to the conclusion that “the exposure-affetationship is a robust, reliable
phenomenon” (Bornstein, 1989: 278). Furthermore,riiatively moderate size of the
exposure-induced preference bias in this study tla@dact that it doubles in size in the
absence of accurate recognition, is generallynie With the meta-analytical findings of
Bornstein (1989; see chapter 2, page 29). In anfdito this, however, the current
findings make an important distinction betweenMtE and the false familiarity effect
(Whittlesea, 1993; see chapter 2, page 57). Inrdsipect, themplicit MEE is found to
be unaffected by confident (mistaken) recollectitart magnified by changes in the
nature of exposure; increasing considerably undaerditions of subliminal versus
supraliminal perception. These findings thus prevaupport for the non-conscious
MEE in the face of questions as to whether thenftyebased affective response by
which this has been traditionally evidenced couildfact be due to the inherent

characteristics of the stimulus (see chapter 2¢ 539.

Perhaps a more important outcome of the empireseéarch in this study, however, is

the contribution it makes to the debate over whethrevious observations of an
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enhanced MEE in the absence of recognition (seadein, 1989) is specifically due to
subliminal perception during exposure or the wider notionexplicit memory failure at
test (see chapter 2, page .ZB) recap; it was previously acknowledged that, sttihe
latter is assumed in the influential misattributitimories of mere exposure (see
Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994; Bornstein aDdhver-Lemley, 2004), the
empirical work on which it is based is charactetibg the ubiquitous use of subliminal
exposure to eliminate the possibility of subsequenbgnition (see Bornstein, 1989).
As such, the possibility that thewplicit MEE is dependent on subliminal perception
could not be ruled out and, by implication, nor Idothe proposition that the relative
size of this effect is explained by the fact thatts exposure greatly reduces the
likelihood of boredom and fatigue; two factors thatve since been found to limit the
MEE (Bornsteinet al., 1990). With regard to this issue, however, theent findings
indicate that, whilst subliminal perception is atmalarly effective means by which to
eliminate the possibility of subsequent explicitmaey, it is indeed the absence of such
memory that underpins theplicit MEE. In this respect, the positive preference-bias
observed in the presence of stimulus recognitios ¥oaind to be reversed in the
absence of this, even under conditions of suprafimperception during exposure. In
line with previous psychological findings, howevtre size of thismplicit preference-
bias (r=0.4) is twice as large as its explicit deupart (r=0.2), and doubles in size under

conditions of subliminal (r=0.6) versus supralintiagposure (r=0.3).

Inherent in this explanation, however, is the fhett one of the major findings of the

current study is the opposingjrection of exposure-induced affective bias in the
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presence and absence of objective recognition mentorthis respect, the positive
enhancement of affect under conditions of stimwégognition is in line with previous
psychological findings. To recap; it was acknowled in chapter 2 (page 29) that not
only is stimulus recognition possible under comdit of fleeting yet perceptible
exposure, but the vast majority of psychologicalesrch has demonstrated exposure-
induced changes in affective response under just sanditions. Within this literature,
however, thesame (positive) effect would appear to be even greatethe relatively
small number of studies that have successfullyielited the moderating influence of
conscious memory (see Bornstein, 1989; BornstainGraver-Lemley, 2004); a finding
that is not supported in the current study. Ratkiee, empirical work in this thesis
indicates that, whilst the observed preference isiasdeed twice as large in the absence
of recognition (r=0.4) than in the presence of {.2), the classic, positive MEE that

is evident in the latter condition iisversed in the former.

This finding is surprising in the sense that ibrse of the few times that a reverse non-
conscious MEE has been found in adults (alongsidendall et al., 1973; Heyduk,
1975; Lee, 1994). In the context of these earbedies, however, it may give rise to the
conclusion that, with regard to marketing commutiicaat least, the MEE can take one
of two forms; each underpinned by the processesxplicit and implicit memory
respectively. This is evidenced by the fact thaytlare moderated and mediated by
different variables. In line with Bornstein (198%r example, the size of the explicit
MEE is found to be enhanced by the use of commoaotyrring, real-word stimuli in

the current study (with some indication that thensanay be true in relation to clear,
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confident recollection). By contrast, and contreoyhe suggestions of Vanhuele (1995)
and Shapiro (1999) respectively, the (reverse) iociitpMEE was not found to be
influenced by either false recollection or priomiéarity with the (real-word) stimuli.
With regard to the first of these factors in pariée, it would appear that it is the lack of
objective recognition in all forms that facilitatéfse implicit MEE; i.e. the complete
absence of recognition, even if this constitutething more than a vague sense of
familiarity. When it reflects accurate objective may, even the weakest sense of
familiarity may give rise to the conscious, po®tiMEE, although there is some
suggestion that this may be further enhanced kar,cé®nfident recollection; a finding

that is line with those of Lee (2001b) and Wang @hdng (2004).

A potentially important implication of this conclos, therefore, is that it provides a
basis on which to reconcile the seemingly conttadycfindings of an enhanced MEE
under conditions of subliminal perception (Bornstei989; Bornstein and D’Agostino,
1992) and, latterly, a positive correlation betwesetposure-induced affect and the
subjective experience of recollection (Lee, 200ffgng and Chang, 2004). In this
respect, it may be argued that, whilst the fornadlects the current finding that the
implicit MEE is larger that its explicitounterpart, the latter illustrates how txglicit

MEE can in itself be enhanced; i.e. by confidencteecognition memory or the clarity

and strength with which subjective recollectioexperienced.

On a broader note, therefore, the conclusions isf ttiesis are potentially of great
significance in the continuing quest for a gendniory of mere exposure. In chapter 2

(page 36) it was acknowledged that, after nearly fdecades of research, a unified
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theory of this phenomenon remains elusive andsiabsence, the field is characterised
by a number of conflicting accounts. In light oétburrent findings it might be argued
that a resolution to this debate may be foundmetsingle theory of mere exposure, but
in a dual-processing model that acknowledges the rwates by which the effects of
mere exposure may occur (see figure 8.2, page Bbifis respect, the explicit MEE
might be explained by theories suchaasusal (Berlyne, 1970)uncertainty reduction
(Sawyer, 1981) and evehedonic fluency (Winkielman and Cacioppo, 2001). As
explained in chapter 2 (section 2.3, page 36)pfathese accounts are founded on the
notion that mere exposure gives rise to a conscsamse of recognition for having
encountered the stimulus previously; a state ttegt tinen result in positive affect on the
basis of reduced physiological arousal (Berlyn&,0)9greater certainty (Sawyer, 1981)
or the inherently positive feeling of accurate ggputon (Winkielman and Cacioppo,
2001). By definition, however, the assumption ofmilgarity as a process factor
undermines the value of these theories in explgitieimplicit MEE (i.e. that which
arises in the absence of conscious recognition mgmbowever, whilst this second
form of the effect occurs in reverse in the curretudy, it may nonetheless be
adequately explained by the theoriesnoh-specific activation (Mandleret al., 1987)
andperceptual fluency/attribution (Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994: see chapter
2, page 45). In this respect, the processes direanalysis and implicit memory may
be seen to give rise to a novelty-bias by way dfattiibution; i.e. negative affective
responses (such as feelings that the exposed staneutelatively boring, simplistic or
common) are mistakenly adopted as “the most parsons and reasonable explanation

of the experience [of processing fluency]” (Bormstand D’Agostino, 1994: 106-107).
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Whilst the direction of the implicit MEE is therefodifferent to that which has been
found in the majority of previous research, it magnetheless be explained as a
‘cognitive illusion’ in the absence of explicit meny for the source of processing

fluency (Bornstein and Craver-Lemley, 2004).

Figure 8.3: Dual-processing model of the mere expae effect

Familiarity-based

Explicit MEE affective bias
....................................................... .>
Explicit memory Recognition of .
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v
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_______________________________________________________ .’
Implicit MEE lllusory affective

bias

In summary, therefore, it is proposed that the mt@Emg-based model (illustrated in
figure 8.2, page 351) may be broadened to represgaheric dual-processing model of
mere exposure that incorporates botheglicit andimplicit form of this phenomenon

(see figure 8.3). The former is enhanced by supradil perception, the encoding (and
subsequent retrieval) of prior stimulus exposurg] ¢hus by a degree of attention,

elaboration and ease of processing (e.g. by the afisstimuli that are already
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perceptually familiar or inherently more fluent).rhay therefore be explained by the
theories ofarousal (Berlyne, 1970)uncertainty reduction (Sawyer, 1981) ohedonic
fluency (Cacioppo and Winkielman, 2001). The latter isampthned by the processes of
implicit memory and is thus enhanced by conditisnsh as subliminal perception,
preattention (i.e. an absence of conscious ati@ntiveak explicit encoding and
retrieval (i.e. forgetting) and the use of entirglgvel (i.e. perceptually unfamiliar)
stimuli. This form of the MEE is compatible withetbtheories ofion-specific activation
(Mandleret al., 1987) andperceptual fluency/attribution (Bornstein and D’Agostino,
1992, 1994). With regard to figure 8.3, howevershbuld be acknowledged that the
guestion of whether cognitive judgments (beyondéhof familiarity) are influenced by
the explicit MEE was not addressed during this staehd thus may be an interesting
direction for future research. However, it is p@hamportant to note that such
outcomes may not be accommodated by the theoriearanfisal (Berlyne, 1970),
uncertainty reduction (Sawyer, 1981) anbedonic fluency (Cacioppo and Winkielman,
2001). In each case, the focus is on the procdabse¢gyive rise taaffective response
following mere exposure, and there would appedretmo reason to assume that any of
these are necessarily associated with changegymtn@ judgments (e.g. of brightness

or darkness; Mandlet al., 1987).

Given the gravity of the conclusions outlined imstbhapter, however, the necessity of
further research to replicate the current findiags validate the proposed models (i.e
figure 8.2, page 351, figure 8.3, page 363) musadleowledged. In this respect, the

limitations of the work contained within this thesand recommendations regarding the
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objectives, scope and nature of further researdh,be discussed in the following
chapter. Prior to this, however, the remainder to§ tchapter is given over to a
discussion of the implications of the current cosmns for marketing theory and

practice.

8.4.2. Implications for conceptualising the MEE inmarketing theory

In the first part of this thesis it was acknowleddlat, in the context of a contemporary
marketing environment that is characterised bypiadiferation of brands, media and
messages, and thus low levels of attention anducoasinvolvement (Ha and Litman,
1997; Maclnniset al., 1991; Skinner and Stephens, 2Q008pst marketing messages
receive little or no active processing (Shagmtral., 1997). As a result, it was noted that
traditional stepwise models of consumer decisiokingaand advertising effects would
appear to be of little relevance in the absenceattdntion, elaboration and logical
reasoning (see chapter 3, page 70). By contradtparthe assumption that the MEE is
underpinned by rapid, automatic, non-conscious ggsiag, it was argued that this
phenomenon provides a relevant paradigm within viicunderstand the influence of
marketing communication under just such conditiBernstein and Craver-Lemley,

2004).

In the broadest of senses, therefore, it may beleded that this basic proposition is
supported by the current findings. In simple termsre exposure to novel brand stimuli
alone appears to result in a systematic preferdnas when these stimuli are

subsequently encountered. Furthermore, such eféegtsoccur (and are in fact more
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pronounced) in the absence of explicit memory fevipus stimulus exposure. Indeed,
even when such memory is apparent, it may be eggdtiat consumers will not be
consciously aware of the influence that exposumnealexerts on the formation of
subsequent response (Bornstein and Craver-Lemi®g)2although it might be noted
that, in the absence of specific empirical eviderthis remains an assumption and a
potentially interesting avenue for further researGiiven the expected prevalence of
mere exposure to marketing communication in thetesoporary consumption
environment, therefore, it may be argued that atetstanding of the MEE may thus be
important to developing a genuine understanding “lebw advertising affects
consumers, how it works, in order to formulate mefiective advertising strategies”

(Vakratsas and Ambler, 1999: 26).

In the extant marketing literature, however, antgdéy on the basis of abstract
psychological experimentation, there would appear be an almost universal
assumption that the relationship between mere expasnd affect is always positive.
The current findings run contrary to this assump@od thus, whilst providing support
for the notion that mere exposure to marketing w@iirmay influence subsequent
consumer attitudes and choice behaviour, they raag Bignificant implications for the
way in which the MEE should be conceptualized inrkeing theory; as will be

discussed in detail during this section.

To this end, it is perhaps useful to re-iterate, tilathe context of marketing theory, the
MEE is most relevant to the specific field of com&r information processing; a

boundary-spanning discipline at the interface betweconsumer behaviour and

366



marketing communication (see chapter 3, page #tledd, it was from this perspective
that the perceived role and nature of the MEE wégally discussed in chapter 3.
Specifically, this review incorporated three impoit streams of the extant literature;
involvement theory, non-cognitive and non-conscigossumer processing. On this
basis, it was argued that the MEE should be coneéipéd by marketers as a product of
non-conscious cognitive processing under conditi@fisvery low attention and
involvement, and a model was developed to illusttae creation and influence of this
phenomenon in a marketing context (see figure 348 116). During the course of
this section, however, it will be argued that th&rent findings have significant
implications for how the MEE might be conceptualise the context of marketing
theory; and in particular that which relates to alwement, elaboration and non-
conscious consumer processing. To this end, therd¢tieal basis for the MEE from
each of these theoretical perspectives is revisitedthe following subsections;
culminating in the proposal of a revised model thatis argued, more accurately

illustrates the creation and influence of this ghraenon in a marketing context.

8.4.2.1. Revisiting the MEE in the context of invelement theory

During chapter 3 (section 3.2, page 73), it wasuedgthat the MEE provides a
paradigm within which to explore, understand arftb@nce communication effects at
the very lowest levels of involvement; as definadhree ‘integrative models’ (Petty
and Cacioppo, 1981; Greeewald and Leavitt, 1984;liMas and Jaworski, 1989). With
regard to the first of these — the Elaboration lil@d Model (Petty and Cacioppo,

1981; see figure 8.4, below) - it was noted that gbtential influence oéntirely non-
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conscious processes in consumer information progesss not necessarily
acknowledged. Rather the conceptsl@# involvement and theperipheral route to
attitude change imply a degree of conscious, attentive processimjthus a likelihood
of explicit memory for the stimulus exposure. Aeault, it was acknowledged that it is
perhaps unsurprising that the MEE is not directfieired to in Petty and Cacioppo’s
(1981) work. However, the results of the currentgtindicate that, whilst it is true to
say that the ELM does not accommodate ithglicit MEE, theexplicit form of this
effect would appear to sit comfortably within tlewl involvement, peripheral route to
attitude change in this model. In this respectnight be considered to be akin to a
familiarity-heuristic by which low involvement comsers might move rapidly and

passively towards preference formation.

Figure 8.4: Routes to attitude formation and consurar decision-making: The ELM

A 4

Cognitive/emotional
response to message

Central rout } Message argument processirg

High elaboration
likelihood

Motivation, ability &
—»|  opportunity to process
message

Low elaboration
likelihood

Periphere route } Peripheral cue process

A 4

Attitude
formation/change
A

Moderate
elaboration
likelihood

Message &
cue exposure

Cognitive/emotional
response to cues

A 4

(Source: Shimp, 1997)

Further to the discussion of the ELM in chaptehdyever, it was acknowledged that

the first (and perhaps only) attempt to explicitigorporate the phenomenon of mere
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exposure into an integrative model of (specificallgience) involvement, processing
and attitude change is that of Greenwald and Le§884; see figure 8.5, below).
During the discussion of this model, however, itswedaimed that the authors’
categorization of the MEE as the result of focaérative processing alone, may not
necessarily be accurate. Rather, it was arguedthigainon-conscious nature of the
processes that are presumed to underpin the MEEBsmstein and Craver-Lemley,
2004) require that this phenomenon also be chairaeteas a function of the first
(preattentive) level of processing. Indeed, it weded that Greenwald and Leavitt
(1984) did in fact acknowledge this possibility lited a lack of empirical evidence for

such a conclusion at the time of publication.

In light of the empirical work in this thesis, tHisoader conceptualisation of the MEE
in the context of Greenwald and Leavitt's (1984)delovould appear to be supported.
Specifically, the findings indicate that thaplicit andexplicit forms of the MEE may
exert an influence at the first and second levélaudlience involvement respectively.
Importantly, however, it should be recognised that direction of the MEE might be
different in each case; with the positive affecdsapparent under conditions fo€al
attention (as proposed by Geeenwald and Leavitt, 1984) goanied by a negative
affect-bias at the level gireattention. As such, it may be concluded that the results of
the current study suggest that the open questioitis reggard to the effects of
preattentive processing in the model above mayepkaced with reference to sensory
trace formation (as a cognitive effect) and a tewgletowardsnegative affective

response (i.e. mere exposure — disliking). Howevehould perhaps be acknowledged
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that further research may be necessary to valitieteurrent findings, and in particular
to determine whether the implicit form of the mdikg-based MEEonsistently results

in negative affective bias (as will be discussedhapter 9, page 424).

Figure 8.5: Immediate & enduring effects associatedwith the 4 levels of

involvement
Preattention Focal attention Comprehension Elaboration | Audience
involvement
Sensory buffering Perceptual & Syntactic Conceptual Information
& feature analysis [®| semantic processing[®| analysis ™| analysis processing
stages
- — - - : Immediate
Analysig, activation and production of codrequired by nexlevel of processin effects
None? Sensory trace (image) Propositional Conceptual )
formation trace formation trace Enduring
formation cognitive
effects
None? Affective conditioning Message-based Cognitive ]
Mere exposure - liking| | persuasion response- Enduring
based attitudinal
persuasion effects

Source: Greenwald and Leavitt (1984)

In addition to the work of Greenwald and Leavit®84), and despite incorporating little
more than a passing reference to the phenomenore exposure, it was previously
acknowledged that the MEE might be accommodatehinviacinnis and Jaworski's

(1989) ‘integrated model of information processiram advertisements’ (see chapter 3,
pages 83). In particular, it was argued that thituemce of mere exposure could
conceivably be conceptualized as a means by whigkrasing influences consumer

attitudes at the first two levels of processindhis model (see figure 8.6, below). In a
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broad sense, the findings of the current study dalpear to support this proposition,
whilst at the same time giving rise to an importguéalification. Specifically, it should
be stressed that, whilst mere exposure may indesdafffective response to advertising
stimuli at the first two levels of processing, tieection of this may in fact beegative

at the very lowest of these (depending on the @etgrevhich feature analysis results in

encoding and subsequent stimulus recognition).

Figure 8.6: The six levels of consumer processinflacinnis and Jaworski, 1989)

Antecedents Processing
Motivation to Attention Capacity Level of Representative
process processing operations

Very low Secondary task only|  Very low 1 Featurelgsia
Low Divided Low 2 Basic categorization
Low -moderate | Ad only Low -moderate 3 Meaning asialy
Moderate Ad only Moderate 4 Information integration
High Ad only High 5 Role-taking
Highest Ad only Highest 6 Constructive processes

(Source: Extracted from Maclnnis and Jaworski, 19&®le 1)

Finally, it was previously noted that the notion pkattentive audience involvement
(Greenwald and Leavitt, 1984; Maclnnis and JaworgRiB9) appears to provide the
foundation for the ‘low involvement processing theéf Heath (2001, 2004). Inherent
in this, however, is the assumption that the autmmnianplicit processing of advertising
stimuli will systematically result ipositive affective response. As such, it was proposed
(on page 85) that the author's work essentially sttutes a domain-specific
conceptualisation of the non-conscious MEE. Witls th mind, it may be argued that,
of all the involvement-based theories discussethapter 3 (section 3.2.1, page 76), the
conclusions of this thesis are perhaps most pradtienfor that of Heath (2001, 2004).

Specifically, the current findings challenge theswamption that implicit processing
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systematically produces a classic, positive, namscmus MEE in the context of
marketing communication. Indeed, the results of teiudy indicate that whilst a
positive preference-bias may indeed arise undeditons of mere exposure, it is
dependent on a degree of conscious attention amgonye Furthermore, this effect is
not only eliminated in the absence of objectivenstus recognition, but replaced by an
implicit novelty-bias for previously unseen stimulis such, the attitudinal outcome of
‘low attention advertising’ may therefore be diarneatly opposed to that proposed by
Heath (2004); i.e. preattentive processing of margestimuli alone may in fact result

in a relatively higher degree of liking falternative stimuli.

However, while the current findings re-assert thievance of the MEE as a paradigm
within which to understand the effects of advenmtsiat low levels ofaudience
involvement, they do not necessarily support thigonadhat lowactor involvement will
be consistently conducive to this phenomenon (&hgng and Szymanski, 1997; Baker,
1999; Fanget al., 2007). Whilst this may be true in relation to timaplicit MEE,
particularly if it is assumed to occur on the badithe passive, automatic misattribution
of implicit memory for prior exposure at the pooftdecision-making (Mandleat al.,
1987; Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994), it ch@®t necessarily be the case with
regard to theexplicit MEE. Although in the majority of situations it is pegs fair to
assume that simply recognising the stimulus wilt be sufficient to reduce the
perceptions of risk that are associated with higlolvement decisions, there are certain
conditions in which this might not be the case. &mample, if the explicit MEE can be

explained by theories adrousal (Berlyne, 1970)and uncertainty reduction (Sawyer,
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1981) it may be argued that it is, in fact, reléventhose situations in which highly
involved consumers perceive a degree of risk they tannot reduce with recourse to
meaningful information. In such cases, consumerg beexpected to attach greater
meaning to peripheral cues in the formation otwdes (Bither and Obermiller, 1985);
such as the simple fact that they remember haveen st before. Indeed, it was
previously noted that Baker (1999) proffered evieto suggest that the MEE might
act as a ‘tie-breaker’ in highly involved choicestween equally attractive brands (see
chapter 4, page 131). Furthermore, given that Iyighvolved consumers may be
expected to exhibit greater motivation and/or &bilo engage in active retrieval, there
is an enhanced likelihood of clear, contextualisezinory for prior exposure and thus

positive preference bias via the explicit form loé MEE.

Figure 8.7: lllustrating the proposed influence ofactor involvement on the likely

occurrence of the explicit and implicit MEE, in theabsence otentral cues

) Explicit MEE
Likely occurrenc

of the MEE

Implicit MEE

Level of actor involvement

NB: This diagram is a figurative illustration ofethielationship in question rather than a precieedl)
model. Indeed, the extent and nature of this pregaslationship remains to be tested and may datesti
a relevant and important direction for future resbhdas will be discussed in chapter 9, page 425).
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In light of this, one of the key implications foranketers may be that the decision-
making situations in which each form of the effesctnost relevant are quite different.
Specifically, whilst the explicit MEE might redutiee sense of risk and uncertainty that
is experienced at relatively high levels of actoralvement (particularly in the absence
of central message cues; Petty and Cacioppo, 1981), the ImpIEEE may serve to
trigger a novelty-bias under conditions of extregmébw actor involvement (as
illustrated in figure 8.7, above). Furthermoreniy be proposed that, whilst high levels
of actor involvement are unlikely to be conducigebbth the implicit and explicit MEE
in the majority of cases, the notion that it mayelzpected to enhance the latter (but not
the former) in the absence of other meaningful rmition may further reflect
qualitative differences between the two forms & é#ffect. In the absence of empirical
evidence for this, however, it is important to awkitedge that it remains a proposition
at this stage, and a potentially interesting avdouéurther marketing research (as will

be discussed in chapter 9, page 425).

The practical marketing implications of the diseossn this section, and indeed all of
conclusions in this thesis, will be discussed intise 8.5 (page 386)Prior to this,

however, it is important to consider the impacttloése conclusions on theoretical
conceptualizations of the MEE in the context ofexasid important stream of the

marketing literature; that @fon-conscious consumer processing.
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8.4.2.2. Revisiting the MEE in the context of nonanscious consumer processing

theory

During chapter 2 (page 21) it was noted that, withie psychology literature, the MEE
may be conceptualized as a non-conscious phenonmmdhe basis that the implicit
processes by which it occurs are hindered by tlesgoce of explicit memory for
previous exposures (see Bornstein and D’Agostif8211994; Bornstein and Craver-
Lemey, 2004). In the context of non-conscious coreuprocessing theory, and
specifically the model of Chartrand (2005; see rigg8.8), it was therefore argued that
the marketing-based MEE might be most accuratehceptualized as a product of
automatic (intermediate) processing (B); alonggienomena such as behavioural

mimicry (Dijksterhuiset al., 2005) and the marketing placebo effect (Shial., 2005).

Figure 8.8: The three elements of non-conscious cgumer processing

Environmental Automatic Outcome (C)

» »

Features (A) processing (B)

Source: Chartrand (2005)

The main implication of this is to reject the natichat subliminal perception of
marketing stimuli is a necessary condition for MEE (see chapter 3, page 114).
However, it was also noted that, whilst this cosmua is in line with received wisdom
in the psychology literature (see Lee, 1994; Bainstand Craver-Lemley, 2004),

subliminal exposure has usually been adopted bychmygists as a means of
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demonstrating the MEE in the absence of recognitiemory (see chapter 2, page 29).
As such, it was acknowledged that it has thus fenbimpossible to discount the
proposition that the size of the marketing-basedEME primarily enhanced by
subliminal perception (Bornstein, 1989); and isréfiere closely associated with the
controversial concept adubliminal advertising in non-conscious consumer processing
theory(i.e. with part A of figure 8.8). As noted in chapt3 (page 114), resolution of
this issue may be seen to be particularly importarthe acceptance and application of
the MEE as a means by which to understand, exg@auh influence the effects of
marketing communication in the absence of conscawereness. In this respect, whilst
the investigation of those phenomena that are seemcur naturally on the basis of
non-conscious intermediate processing is consideyelde a valuable and important
stream of research in the contemporary consumerepsing literature (Chartrand,
2005), the concept adubliminal advertising remains subject to both skepticism and

ethical concerns (Broyles, 2006; see chapter 3 (184).

The findings in this thesis may thus be seen ta stewv and important light on the
guestion of whether the marketing-based MEE shbeladonceptualized as a form of
subliminal advertising (A) or the product of imptimmtermediate processing (B). Firstly
in this respect, it is important to stress that toerent findings indicate that neither
subliminal perception nor entirely implicit process arenecessary for the occurrence

of the classic,explicit MEE; i.e. the enhancement of affective response fafigw

supraliminal exposure and in the presence of abgstimulus recognition. As such, it

should be acknowledged that the controversy reggrdélhe subliminal versus non-
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conscious nature of the MEE is only relevant to itmplicit form of the MEE; a
phenomenon that is characterized in this study bg\eelty-bias for brand names that
were not previously presented. In this respect,ctiveent findings indicate that, whilst
subliminal perception enhances the size of the raxpatal effect, it is not aecessary
condition. With this in mind, it may be concluddtht theimplicit MEE is dependent
upon the absence of conscious recognition of pusviexposure rather than stimulus
perception. As such, this form of the effect shaubd be regarded as being akin to the
concept ofubliminal advertising; although the use of subliminal exposure app&abet

a particularly effective means by which to elimmahe moderating influence of
recognition memory under experimental conditionsthier, thamplicit MEE should be
contextualized in the rapidly growing stream oéd#ture regarding the attitudinal and
behavioural effects of non-conscious intermediatecgssing(see Chartrand, 2005;
Dijksterhuis et al., 2005). More specifically perhaps, and with refee to the
discussion in chapter 3 (page 107-111; see alsoefi§.9 below), the implicit MEE
might be considered to be fally non-conscious intermediate processing effect (1),
whilst its explicit counterpart may be more accelatconceptualized as aon-
conscious influence effect (2); on the basis that consumers may be awartgegbrievious
exposure but not of the extent to which it impagpon their subsequent attitudes,

preferences and choice behaviour (see BornsteilCaacer-Lemley, 2004).
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Figure 8.9: The non-conscious nature of the MEE

Environmental
Features (A)

Intermediate
process (B)

Outcome (C)

FuIIyI non-
conscious (1)

IMPLICIT MEE

Non-conscious
influence (2)

EXPLICIT MEE

In light of the discussion to this point in the e, therefore, it is perhaps useful to
draw it to a close by revisiting the conclusiongted literature review in chapter 3; and
in particular the models that were proposed to pswate the basis on which the MEE

might be expected to occur in a marketing context.

8.4.2.3. Summarising the theoretical basis for th®lEE in a marketing context

On the basis of the review in chapter 3, a simpdelehwas proposed to summarise the
creation and influence of the MEE in a marketingteat (see figure 8.10, below). In
essence, this model was based on the assumptionath&xtremely low level of
audience involvement provides the primary contexwhich the marketing-based MEE
might be expected to occur (Greenwald and Leal®84). This is reflected in little or
no conscious attention to marketing stimuli (Grealowand Leavitt, 1984; Maclnnis
and Jaworski, 1989; Heath, 2004) and may occurraftuwhenever consumers lack
the motivation, ability and/or opportunity to ela@tte on marketing communication

(Maclnnis and Jaworski, 1989). However, such compaiion may be designed and
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executed in ways that intentionally limit the opjpmity for elaboration and thus the
level of audience involvement (e.g. Chaiken andl{4883; Edell and Staelin, 1983;
Moore, Hausknecht, and Thamodaran 1986). As shehViEE should also be regarded
as a phenomenon that might be manipulated by neask&s enhance affective response
to products, brands and advertisements in the absehnsignificant focal attention. In
light of the empirical findings in this thesis, hever, this model - and the proposed
conditions under which it might be applied with tireatest positive effect by marketers
(see figure 8.11) - would appear to require impuartpualification and revision; as will

be explained below.

Figure 8.10: The creation and influence of the MEEin a marketing context

(originally proposed model; see page 116)

Marketing
communication:
design, organisation &
implementation

Media &
consumption
environment

A 4 A 4

Extremely low level of audience]
involvement and elaboration

A 4 A 4
Low attention & engagemen

Naturally occurring | R Manipulated
non-conscious MEE|" | non-conscious MEE
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Figure 8.11: The basic conditions for maximising th influence of mere exposure in

a marketing context (originally proposed model; sepage 118)

Communication
goal is positive
affective response

Extremely low
audience involvement
and attention

Whilst mere exposure has indeed been found torsgsieally bias affective response to
marketing stimuli at low levels of attention angatvement, the nature and direction of
this effect may be mediated by the degree to wherceptual encoding and subsequent
stimulus recognition occurs. As outlined previouspositive preference-bias for
previously encountered stimuli is dependent on ailje recognition in this study;
leading to the conclusion that theplicit MEE may enhance affective response by way
of a familiarity-heuristic under conditions of lowvolvement processing. By contrast,
mere exposure that does not result in objectiveawtis recognition at the point of
choice may in fact give rise to an implicit novelijas; i.e. a systematic preference-bias
for alternative stimuli that have not been encowgttepreviously. As such, whilst the
model presented in figure 8.10 (above) is not reardy inaccurate, the nature and
direction of the outcomes to which it refers reqaiqualification. In this respect, the
full range of affective response that might be expeé under conditions of mere
exposure may be more accurately summarised byewised model in figure 8.12.
Furthermore, it is also important to note that thediating influence of objective

recognition memory on the direction of the markgtrased MEE constitutes an
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important addition to the basic conditions for nmaising the positive influence of mere

exposure in this domain (as illustrated in figur&33.

Figure 8.12: The creation and influence of the MEEin a marketing context

(revised model)

Media &

consumption environment
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exposure exposure
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explicit MEE implicit MEE
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A 4 \ 4
Manipulated Manipulated
explicit MEE implicit MEE
(positive) (negative)
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Figure 8.13: The basic conditions for maximising th positive influence of mere

exposure in a marketing context (revised model)

Communication

goal is positive !_OWIaudlence
affective responsg Involvement

Recognition memory
for stimulus exposure

Finally, it should be recalled that three additiofsectors were identified in chapter 3
(page 118) as potential mediators of the extemthtich the MEE might be expected to
occur in a marketing context:

* Propensity for brand-switching

* Low versus high levels afctor involvement

» Absence of experience with the target brand, ambdgps even with competitor

brands

Whilst the current study does not necessarily addtbe first of these factors, the
findings may to some extent challenge previous rapsions regarding the potential
influence of the other twoln this respectthe possibility that high levels of actor
involvement might in fact be conducive to the am@abf the positive, explicit MEE in

some circumstances was discussed in section 8.4pade 367). Further to this,
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however, the current findings may also cast doubttlee notion that prior brand

familiarity is likely to hinder the substantive iaqt of the MEE.

To recap; it was noted in chapter 3 (page 120)tthatdegree to which the marketing-
based MEE may alter previously ingrained attitutbegards well-known brands is yet
to be adequately tested in the marketing literaturdight of the relatively modest size
of the experimental effect, however, it was sugggdhat it is perhaps prudent to
assume that mere exposure will be more likely tbstantively increase consumer
preference in the absence of well-establishedmestihabits, experience or beliefs with
regard to target and competitor brands (see Bdl@99). However, the finding that
recognition memory is a necessary condition forghbsitive enhancement of affective
response by way of mere exposure may pose a calterthis assumption. This relates
specifically to the fact that, under conditionsnoére exposure, stimuli that are already
familiar and salient to consumers are likely tosodject to a greater number of brief
switches in attention, easier perceptual processimgj subsequent recognition (see
Moray, 1959; Nielson and Sarason, 1981; Kurilla &desterman, 2008). As such, it
may be proposed that tlegplicit MEE is in fact of greatest relevance to marketsra
tool for the continuous, passive reinforcement sfaklished preferences for well-

known brands, and thus a means by whiatedioice the propensity for brand switching.
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Figure 8.14: lllustrating the proposed influence otbrand familiarity/salience on the

likely occurrence of the explicit and implicit MEE

i Explicit MEE
Likely occurrenc

of the MEE

Implicit MEE

Brand familiarity/salience

NB: Like figure 8.7, this diagram is a figuratilustration of the relationship in question rathiean a
precise (linear) model. Once again, the extent @atdire of this proposed relationship remains to be
tested and may constitute a relevant and impodaattion for future research (as will be discussed
chapter 9, page 426).

From a broader theoretical perspective, thereforeight be proposed that the extent to
which marketing practitioners might expect to bénedm the explicit MEE - and, by
the same token, the degree to which they shoutmbbeerned about the negative impact
of theimplicit MEE - may be mediated by the current familiarity amgyarity of the
brand. In this respect, brand stimuli that areaalyefamiliar, relevant and salient to
consumers may be subject to greater recognition onefollowing mere exposure; a
condition that not only negates the influence ef fteverse)mplicit MEE but enhances
the frequency and size of the positiegplicit form of this phenomenon (as illustrated
in figure 8.14, above). Contrary to previous intimas, therefore, thexplicit MEE
might be most effectively applied as a means byclwhio sustain and reinforce
favourable attitudes to established brands in lazgasumer markets, rather than

generating initial preference for new, unfamiliaramds in niche segments. In this
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respect, the potential advantages that the MEE tnhigtexpected to confer on popular,
well-known brands may be considered alongside dingble jeopardy phenomenon

(McPhee, 1963); whereby small brands are doublgddigntaged by the fact that their
relatively small number of customers are also ptorige less loyal (or inert) than those

of larger brands (see Ehrenbet@l.1990; Ehrenberg and Goodhart, 2002).

In summary, therefore, this thesis highlights tla¢eptial relevance and importance of
the MEE in understanding, explaining and influegcithe effects of marketing
communication under conditions of low attention amdlience involvement. In this
respect, however, the current findings indicate the direction and nature of this effect
may depend on the extent to which consumers resegnarketing stimuli as having
been previously encountered. Specifically, the ieRpMEE appears to arise on the
basis of conscious memory for prior exposure arglbdeen found to create a positive
preference-bias for marketing stimuli, whilst tmepiicit MEE appears to constitute a
negative preference-bias on the basis of impli@mary alone. With this in mind, it
may be proposed that the likelihood of each typ®&E occurring in the real-world
consumption environment might be mediated by tkellef actor involvement and the
existing familiarity with the brand. Whilst the it MEE may, by definition, be
expected to be facilitated by passive, automatcgssing, and therefore extremely low
levels of actor involvement at the point of deaisinaking, the opposite may be true of
the explicit MEE. In this respect, cognitive engagat at the point of decision-making
may be reasonably expected to increase the likaditod stimulus retrieval and thus the

positive influence of this form of the effect (imet absence of other meaningful
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information). Furthermore, given that popular, bbthed brands in large consumer
markets are likely to be considered familiar antlesaon a broad scale, it may be
argued that the stimuli with which they are asdedare more likely to attract brief
switches attention, be easier to process duringe re&posure, and thus give rise to
subsequent recognition judgments and the positiveact of the explicit MEE (see
Moray, 1959; Nielson and Sarason, 1981; Kurilla &velsterman, 2008). By contrast,
largely unfamiliar brands in small, niche markets lg&kely to be subject to less frequent
attention switching, less perceptual fluency duraxgposure, and thus lower levels of
explicit recognition. As such, brand preference threse markets may be more
susceptible to the negative influence of the imipMEE. On this basis, the level of
actor involvement and prior brand familiarity/populy may constitute important
considerations in the effective application of MEE by marketing practitioners; an

area that is discussed in the following section.

8.5. Implications for marketing practice

From a practitioner perspective, arguably the melstvant marketing application of the
MEE is in improving the communication effectivenessbrief, repeated exposures to
simple brand stimuli (e.g. names, logos and othegery). In this respect, marketing
research into the MEE - and the findings of thigdgtin particular - may have

implications for the selection of stimuli, the dgsi organisation and placement of
advertising, and the integration of marketing imggan multiple channels, across

multiple media and between external and point-otpase environments. During the
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course of this section, the practical implicatiofighe current findings in each of these
areas will be discussed. As an overview, howevas, important to acknowledge that
these are related to a single prominent theme; lyathat the positive influence of the
explicit MEE (and the negative impact of thmeplicit MEE) may be determined by the
degree to which marketers create accurate (andapertonfident and contextualised)

recognition memory for previous exposure to thevaht stimuli.

Importantly in this respect, and with regard to tbgue of subliminal advertising, the
results indicate that whilst the reverse implicitEM is indeed magnified under
conditions of subliminal perception, the effect eans (albeit to a lesser extent) under
conditions of supraliminal exposure (see chaptepage 342). This finding suggests
that, whilst subliminal presentation may be a patérly effective way to eliminate
recognition in an experimental setting, it is nohecessary condition for the implicit
MEE. More significantly, perhaps, the negative ictpaf this form of the effect
provides further reason for marketers and advestigereject the notion of subliminal
advertising as an effective means of promotingtp@sattitudes towards products and
brands. In this respect, the conclusions of thidysgo further than previous claims that
the positive effect of subliminal advertising isghgible (e.g. Theus, 1994; Trappey,
1996) by demonstrating that it can in fact resnltaireduced tendency to prefer the

stimulus in question.

As such, marketers might be advised that, evenrwuatalitions of mere exposure, they

should strive to ensure conscious attention, p&arepnd elaboration to the extent that,

387



at the point of decision-making, the stimulus isognised as having been encountered
previously.The means by which this might be achieved are naawlyvaried, and a full
review of the vast literature regarding the enhares@ of explicit memory is beyond
the scope of this thesis. However, in order to nfally explain the implication that
marketers can, and indeed should, seek to enhacognition memory - even under
conditions of fleeting and impoverished attentidhis perhaps useful to briefly review
some of the most relevant aspects of this liteeatlihese are therefore discussed in the
subsection below, prior to a summary of the impiaes of this thesis for specific

aspects of campaign planning.

8.5.1. Enhancing recognition memory under conditios of mere exposure

The means by which the encoding and retrieval pfieik memory might be enhanced
has been the subject of a very large body of matiglinary literature. Whilst a full
review of this work is beyond the scope of thisstagone implication of the current
findings is to highlight its relevance to marketevshing to apply mere exposure
principles to elicitpositive affective response. By way of example, therefdreas
perhaps useful to discuss a number of key aspdctseomemory literature in the
context of this thesis; from overarching theoriésnemory to specific factors that may
be expected to influence the encoding and retriefahemory, even under conditions

of mere exposure.
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Firstly in this respect, it is important to acknedde that there are a number of theories
that seek to explain and predict how explicit meyrmecurs and may thus be enhanced
(see Tulving and Craik, 2000 for a collection dewant conceptual papers). Within the
marketing literature reviewed in chapters 3 and #ould appear that by far the most
commonly adopted theory of memory is that whickedined as ‘levels of processing’
(Craik and Lockhart, 1972). This is built aroune broposition that memory for new
external information will be more detailed and dileawhen it is subject to the “deep”
processes of elaboration than when it is processadpassive, superficial and shallow
manner; an assumption that is pervasive in theasfesonsumer involvement and
elaboration (see chapter 3, section 3.2.1, pageFf6jn this perspective, therefore, it
would appear that mere exposure, by its very napnevents the kind of deep level
processing that is necessary for ensuring and emgarrecognition memory. The
implication of this for the application of mere @sorre principles is that whilst some
degree of explicit memory may occur, it is not ploiesto actively foster it without
moving beyond the realms of the MEE; i.e. withaxteading the duration and nature of
exposure to facilitate higher levels of attentiaieeper’ stimulus processing and greater
elaboration. However, it should be acknowledgedt tthee levels of processing
perspective is far from being the only one thaktisvant to marketing communication.
In particular, two further theoretical constructsyrbe considered to be particularly
germane in the context of the marketing-based M&sEthey accommodate the notion
that explicit memory can be enhanced without thedrfer extended exposure duration
and deep-level processing; these are the princgdlescoding specificity (Tulving and

Thomson, 1973) anansfer appropriate processing (Roediger and Blaxton, 1987).
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The encoding specificity principle (ESP) has its origins in the proposition thatgtsfic
encoding operations performed on what is perceléermine what is stored, and what is
stored determines what retrieval cues are effeatiy@oviding access to what is stored”
(Tulving and Thomson, 1973: 36). In line with thi8ill et al. (1997) observe that
memory for advertising has been found to be enltandeen the cues presented in
recognition tests are identical, or at least vémyilar, to those that were encoded during
previous advertising exposures. In the contexhisf thesis, therefore, the implication for
marketers is that recognition memory may be entthunder conditions of mere exposure
by replicating the perceptual features of the bidimduli across all aspects of the marketing
campaign, and in particular at the point of deaisitaking (e.g. via packaging and point-

of-sale promotion).

However, whilst Hillet al. (1997) acknowledge that the replication of cues/igdes one
explanation of their findings (i.e. enhanced memioryadvertising), the fact that these
accommodate a degree of variation in the featuréseostimuli at encoding and retrieval
prompts them to claim that it is not the naturéhef cue that is important but the type of
processing that is employed. Indeed, this notion is centeakhte principle ofTransfer
Appropriate Processing (TAP: Roediger and Blaxton, 1987); a construct éxdends the
level of processing perspective by proposing that it is the congruenather than depth,
of processing during encoding and retrieval thatliates the robustness of recognition
memory. In the context of mere exposure, this thewoplies that, in light of the fact

that brief, fleeting, passive exposures are unjikel give rise to extendesemantic
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processing, it is important to provide the oppaityuor recognition on the basis of
perceptual fluency for the stimulus features alone. In essericerefore, where ESP
indicates the importance of stimulus congruenceg, fhinciple of TAP more clearly
emphasizes the need for exact replication of tineutis form throughout the marketing
campaign; up to and including that which is encetad at the point of decision-
making. On a broader note, however, it stressegeheral principle of maximising the
opportunity forperceptual processing each time the brand stimulus is encoeshtén
this respect, it highlights the relevance of foddiéional factors that may be expected to
mediate the enhancement of recognition memory undeditions of mere exposure

alone; repetition, interference, decay and stimahegacteristics.

With regard to the first of thesegpetition is a central tenet of Zajonc’s (1968) initial
conceptualisation of the MEE. However, subsequepeemental research indicates
that there may be an upper limit to the numbeepktitions that positively enhance the
size of this effect (see Bornstein, 1989). In lightthis, it may be argued that whilst
maximising the number of repeated exposures mawremh subsequent recognition
memory for the brand stimulus, it may not necelsarihance affective response in line
with this. However, it should be stressed that encd for ‘wear-out’ of the MEE at

high levels of repetition is thus far limited tobtaatory-based psychological studies
using simple, abstract stimuli (see Bornstein, 1988 such, it is possible that it is due
to boredom and fatigue under experimental condstibiat are somewhat removed from
the typical marketing environment (see Bornsgtial., 1990). As will be discussed in

the following chapter, further research may thus nezessary to determine the
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limitations of stimulus repetition as a means byohto enhance the explicit MEE in a

marketing context.

Whilst repetition is primarily associated with memancoding, however, two other
factors should be considered that essentially datesthe processes of forgetting. The
first of these isinterference; “the process by which our ability to recollectns®
information is hindered by our exposure to somesiotihformation” (Kumar, 2000:
155). Within the marketing literature, the modergtiinfluence of interference on
memory for advertising stimuli has been found ilatten to additional advertisements
for competing brands (e.g. Burke and Srull, 198&leK 1987; Keller, 1991) and
advertisements that utilize similar contextual iemag(e.g. colours, pictures, background
designs, ad layout; see Kumar 2000). With regattiedirst of these findings, it may be
argued that the rapid growth in interference froompetitive advertising in fact
provides conditions that are conducive to the aecwe of the MEE in a marketing
context. As such, whilst steps to reduce this fofrmterference may facilitate greater
attention, elaboration and memory, they may alseamoarketers beyond the realms of
the mere exposure paradigm. However, the studylbyd€ (2000) may carry particular
resonance within the framework of the MEE as isdes the need to avoid the use of
contexts and backgrounds that could conflict witlose used in other marketing
communications; highlighting the potential for redd brand name memory under such
conditions. In light of the additional need to lirthe extent to which stimulus features
(e.g. letters of the brand name) are clutteredtbgranformation — and thus enhance the

ease and speed with which they can be perceptuabessed — these findings thus add
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further weight to the importance of presenting lbihend stimulus in isolation wherever
possible. Within the context of this thesis, theref the relevance aiterference
research is that marketers might seek to enhanceonyewithin the constraints of the
mere exposure paradigm, not by reducing the ococeref interference but by limiting
the impact it has on the encoding and retrievalrefognition memory. A key
implication of this is the need to avoid backgrouadd contextual overlap with
competing marketing communication by presenting inend stimulus in isolation
where possible. Furthermore, it should be noted e effects of interference have
been found to lessen as familiarity with the brastanulus increases (Alba and
Hutchinson, 1987). In line with this, there is exide to suggest that memory for the
advertising of established, familiar brands is treldy invulnerable to interference
effects (Kent and Allen, 1994; Unnava and Sirdestimu994; Kent and Kellaris,
2001). In the context of this thesis, thereforesth latter findings may be seen to add
further weight to the conclusion that the expIMiEE is more likely to occur, and thus
be more relevant, in relation to established, wetiwn brands in large consumer

markets

In addition to interference, however, recognitioamory may be significantly reduced
by naturaldecay in the strength (and thus the retrievability) oteded memory over
time (Spear, 1978). From tHevels of processing perspective, mere exposure may be
assumed to give rise to shallow processing and rislatvely weak memory traces that
degrade quickly. As such, it would seem logicalctmclude that reducing the delay

between the final exposure and actual brand chemdd maximize the possibility of
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recognition memory at the point of purchase. Thelization of this is that repeated

exposures should stretch continuously from thereateenvironment (e.g. via mass media
and ambient advertising) into the purchase envismrfvia, for example, in-store, on-pack
and online promotion); minimising the period ofalebetween the final exposure and the

point of decision-making.

Finally, and in addition to repetition, the proees®f forgetting (i.e. interference and
decay) and perceptual matching, the specific cleniatics of the stimulus may mediate
the extent to which it is subsequently recogniseitbving mere exposure. In this
respect, brand stimuli that are already familiad aalient are more likely to be the
subject of brief switches in attention (and thusreneepeated focal exposures),
enhanced processing fluency and subsequent remrg(see Moray, 1959; Nielson and
Sarason, 1981; Kurilla and Westerman, 2008). Os1lthsis, and with regard to lexical
stimuli such as brand names, it may therefore leemt that high frequency words
might be subject to similar processing advantages ow frequency words. At this
point, however, it should perhaps be acknowledetl there is also some evidence to
suggest that, whilst high frequency words are betealled, they are less well recog-
nized (Gregg 1976); a phenomenon that has beenederire frequency paradox
between recognition and recall (Mandler, Goodman and Wilkes-Gibbs, 1982).
However, the current findings do not support tlisagox, with the mean rate of recognition
for real-word brand names significantly higher thiaat for pseudo-word stimuli (M=4.55,
t=2.108, p<0.05)As such, these results may further strengthenathelesion that the explicit

MEE is likely to be more relevant to established]lAknown brands; or at least those that
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make use of commonly occurring, familiar stimulurther to this, and in line with the
interference research discussed previously, Abal. (1992: 414) suggest that, “a poorly
processed peripheral cue may be highly memoraldause of its inherent simplicity

or a lack of interference from similar competinfpimation.”

In summary, therefore, whilst the enhancement adgaition memory under conditions
of mere exposure appears to be somewhat paraddxdoathe widely adoptebbvels of
processing perspective (Craik and Lockhart, 1972), it is awowdated by the
principles of encoding specificity (Tulving and Thompson, 1973) anttansfer
appropriate processing (Roediger and Blaxton, 198AVith this in mind, the specific
implications of the current study for marketing gagn planning are summarized

below.

8.5.2. Summary of implications for marketing campagn planning

In light of the discussion above, the conclusiohghis thesis may be seen to have
significant implications for the planning and exegon of marketing communication

campaigns; specifically in relation to the selettand presentation of brand stimuli for
positive MEEs, media planning and integration, #rel measurement of low attention
advertising effects in a cluttered, complex andadgit environment. The purpose of
this section, therefore, is to outline the pradticglications of the current study in each

of these areas.
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8.5.2.1. Brand stimulus selection, design and pregation

As previously stressed, the findings of this studply that the key to maximising the
positive (and minimising the negative) influence miere exposure to marketing
communications is to establish accurate recogniti@mory at the point of decision-
making. The means by which this might be achievedewdiscussed in section 8.5.1
(page 388), and highlight the potential implicaidar the selection and presentation of
brand stimuli in marketing communications. For ep@mrecognition memory may be
enhanced under conditions of mere exposure by #seeofi stimuli with perceptual
features that are familiar to the target audieme¢hér than those that are novel and
unique). Such familiarity may be expected to enbaaitention switching, perceptual
processing and the experience of recognition membiye point of decision-making
(see Moray, 1959; Nielson and Sarason, 1981; kuaiid Westerman, 2008). However,
familiarity is not the only factor that might enlwan processing fluency and thus
recognition memory under conditions of mere expestor example, visually clear,
isolated and coherent stimuli may also be relagieslsy to process (Whittlesea, 1993),
and thus may be considered more likely to give tosencoding, subsequent recognition

andthe positiveexplicit MEE.

Further to the selection and design of brand stjrholwever, the findings of this study
also have implications for their presentation dgrithe execution of marketing
campaigns. Firstly, recognition memory might readxy be expected to be enhanced
by maximising the number of repeated mere expodorése brand stimulus; although

it should be acknowledged that applied marketingeaech may be necessary to
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establish the point at which ‘wear-out’ might ocauirelation to the positive influence
of repetition in natural media environments. Seé¢prahd in line with the principles of
both encoding specificity (Tulving and Thompson, 1973) artdansfer appropriate
processing (Roediger and Blaxton, 1987), the perceptual featof these stimuli should
be replicated as closely as possible across akctsppf the marketing campaign.
Thirdly, and with specific regard to the TAP prip@ and the elimination of
interference effects (see section 8.5.1, page 388), each expasbauld, where possible,
feature the brand stimulus in isolation, i.e. uttelted by contextual, background and

associated imagery.

8.5.2.2. Media planning and integration

With regard to media strategy it is perhaps impurta stress that the current findings
re-assert the relevance of the MEE under conditimingow audience involvement.
Indeed, by definition, the nature of mere expossrsuch that it severely restricts the
opportunity for elaborative processing and, in maages, may be the product of a lack
of motivation to attend to, and engage with, therkaidng stimulus. An obvious
implication of this for media planning is that meegposure in the broader social
environment is most likely to be facilitated by thee of a range of media that are
associated with the rapid, repeated presentatiagingble brand stimuli; for example,
TV, outdoor, ambient and online advertising. Irsttespect, a campaign that harnesses
the principles of mere exposure is thus likely emdfit from media-neutral planning

(see Jenkinson, 2006).
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However, perhaps the most important implicationtle# current findings for media
planning is that, whilst the use of multiple megi@ssential for maximum coverage and
stimulus repetition, the campaign as a whole meastlbsely integrated to ensure that
the perceptual features of the stimulus, and theesd in which it is presented, are
closely replicated each time it is encounteredséah, it may be implied that the most
effective application of mere exposure principles marketing campaigns will be
achieved in the context ohtegrated Marketing Communication (IMC); a concept that
stresses the need for consistency and cohesioregsage content, design and style
across multiple media channels (see Kitchen andlI&cl2000);. Similarly, it may thus
be proposed that an understanding of the princl@sere exposure — and the findings
of this study in particular - may have significgnactical implications with regard to the
planning, execution and measurement of IMC camaignder conditions of extremely
low audience involvement. Furthermore, it is impattto stress that such integration
should extend from the general media environmetiiéopurchase environment (e.g. a
physical store or the relevant web pages of amenietailer), to minimise the delay
between exposure and choice, and thus limit thenéxdf decay in explicit memory. In
this respect, the effective application of mere asxpe principles is thus likely to
benefit fromrecency planning (see Ephron, 1997); an activity thatasnded on the
notion that “an ad exposure has more sales potehey it occurs close to the purchase

occasion” (Reichel and Wood, 1997: 66).
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8.5.2.3. Measurement

Finally, the findings of this study have implicat® for the measurement of
communication effects in the context of marketimgnpaign planning. Firstly in this
respect, the fact that both the explicit and impfarm of the MEE may occur naturally
as a result of clutter and complexity in the congtiom environment, and that the latter
may in fact have a negative impact on affectivgpoese, may imply that marketers
should seek to identify and measure the influenc¢he MEE (in both its forms),
regardless of whether there is an active attemptémipulate it. However, it is
acknowledged that measurement is most likely toubdertaken to establish the
effectiveness of an intended mere exposure stratégythis end, one of the main
implications of the current findings is to highligithe importance of measuring
recognition and recall for prior exposure to thievant brand stimuli, as this provides
the necessary context for the (positive) expliciEB® Further to this, however,
marketers should then seek to establish the rakttip between exposure, memory and
affective response to identify the extent to whiblke explicit (and indeed, implicit)
MEE exerts an influence on the formation of consuraditudes. Finally, these
measures might then be correlated with those regatastand choice and purchase to
examine the extent to which attitudes that are &fron the basis of mere exposure
subsequently influence purchase behaviour. Thasmissue that is not addressed in the
current study but is one of a number of potentiaéalions for further marketing
research in this field; all of which will be dissesl in chapter 9 (page 423). Prior to
this, however, it is important to acknowledge tailst the primary implications of the

current study are for marketing practice, it alsgeg rise to some issues that may be of
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direct relevance to consumers and the organisatimatsare tasked with representing

their interests. These are therefore discussdtkifollowing section.

8.6. Implications for consumers

From a consumer perspective, this study highlights fact that attitudes to brand
stimuli may (to some extent) be a function of mesgosure. For the most part,
however, it might be argued that the MEE servea aseful heuristic under conditions
of extremely low actor involvement; facilitating neorapid and less effortful decisions
where these are required. By definition, such dewessare likely to be characterised by
a low level of risk and personal relevance andhgoperceived impact of an ‘incorrect’
decision is likely to be relatively low. Furthernegiit may be reassuring for consumers
to note that this study provides no support for tlee of subliminal presentation
techniques in marketing communications. In facg timdings imply that the entirely
non-conscious processing that underpins the IMpMEE is likely to result in a

negative, rather than positive, affect-bias towhedbrand stimulus in question.

However, it may be important for consumers to aekedge that recognisable
occurrences of mere exposure to their preferreddsranay contribute to brand inertia.
Whilst this may not be perceived to be problematimay nonetheless be important for
consumers to be aware that, whilst it may be egpead as genuine and continuous
brand preference — and interpreted by marketefdsraasd ‘loyalty’ — the tendency to
routinely prefer one brand over another may in faet due to an irrational, non-

conscious reduction in the propensity for brandtdwng. As such, consumers may
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miss out on the benefits of this simply as a restigxposure-induced inertia that they
are not necessarily aware of. Furthermore, it wasipusly noted that the familiarity-
heuristic that characterises the explicit MEE méspo de utilised in relatively high-
involvement decisions when there is an absencehar oneaningful information (see
chapter 8, 372-373). A sub-optimal decision in ¢hescumstances may lead to more
significant financial, physical, psychological amsdcial consequences. Under such
conditions, therefore, consumers may benefit frontoascious awareness of the
irrational influence of familiarity that is based aothing more than mere exposure. As
Chartrand (2005: 2009) explains; “awareness is mapd to aid consumers in

controlling and improving their decisions. Awares@sust precede control.”

However, perhaps the most significant implicatidrthos thesis for consumers is not
that marketers might be discouraged from adoptiridjreinal means of persuasion, but
rather that they might be more motivated than &vensure attention, memory and thus
the positive impact of the explicit MEE. In thisspect, the current findings may have
negative consequences regarding the ubiquity artdusimeness of marketing
communication. For example, the recent trend folinenadvertising ‘pop-ups’ to
interrupt the activities of internet users by appepin the centre of focally attended
material (e.g. a news article) might representréiquéarly effective means by which to
engender the explicit MEE. In this respect, whalstliences may immediately search for
the ‘button’ by which they can end this uninvitedrusion — all the while distracted
from focussing and elaborating on the message slainthe brief periods for which

simple stimuli (such as brand names) remain inlfattantion, the surprising manner of
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their appearance and the repeated nature of thassions are likely to be sufficient
conditions for the explicit MEE in a marketing cext. From a public policy
perspective, therefore, fears that the MEE cortsesta revival of the art of ‘hidden
persuasion’ are not only unfounded but may actudiitgrt attention away from the real
threat to consumers’ rights of privacy and resfreech increasingly aggressive attempts
to ‘grab’ attention, if only for the briefest of ments. Marketing campaigns that seek

to harness the power of the explicit MEE are likelyxacerbate this problem.

Given all of this, however, it should be stresseat the MEE is not an invention of
marketers and advertisers. Rather, it is a nayuagicurring phenomenon that, together
with a raft of other influences, may be expectectdatribute to the continuous and
largely unconscious shaping of preferences anthidé¢ss in all aspects of life. As such,
whilst greater awareness of the mere exposure phemon may be important in
empowering consumers to make more effective dewsi@nd regulation may be
implemented to enhance the degree to which consumight reasonably control how
and when they are exposed to marketing communicatioe influence of mere
exposure should not be considered to be necesshiigerous or malign. Indeed, it
may even be considered beneficial to the extentitiacilitates the formation of rapid,
low involvement preferences and thus allows conssarte deal with the vast array of

other information they are required to process\eday.
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8.7. Summary and Conclusion

In summary, therefore, the empirical results irs tthiesis indicate that the MEE can
occur when consumers are repeatedly and fleetmgbpsed to marketing stimuli under
conditions of extremely low audience involvementorll importantly, however, they
also imply that this effeanay take one of two forms; termedplicit andimplicit to
reflect the distinct processes of memory by whiedytoccur. Thexplicit MEE occurs
when audiences exhibit objective recognition memfowy having been previously
exposed to marketing stimuli, and can lead mative affect-bias when these stimuli
are subsequently encountered. Timplicit MEE occurs when consumaets not exhibit
conscious, objective familiarity with marketing mtili to which they have been
repeatedly and fleetingly exposed (e.g. brand ngraes can lead to @egative affect-
bias when these stimuli are subsequently encouhté@ree former is enhanced by
factors that facilitate stimulus encoding and estal, even under conditions of low
audience involvement (e.g. focal attention, eas&tiofulus processing and short delays
between exposure and decision-making), whilst #tted is facilitated by subliminal
perception, preattentive analysis and other factbeg prevent the encoding and

retrieval of explicit memory for the stimulus expos.

Taken together, these conclusions underpin theaosl®ing outcome of the empirical
work in this thesis; a dual-processing model of erexposure effects in the context of
marketing communication (as illustrated in figur@,8page 351). On this basis, it is

argued that the originally proposed model of theation and influence of the MEE in a
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marketing context (see figure 8.10, page 379) regqurevision to incorporate the
potential for both positive and negative affectshiahether this occurs as a natural
result of environmental conditions or is manipullatéa the design, organisation and

placement of marketing communication (see figui 8page 381).

With regard to psychological theory, the broad icgtion of the proposed dual-
processing model is that it may be seen to accorateodhat would appear to be
conflicting theories of mere exposure. In this extpthose theories that are founded on
the assumption that affect arises on the basigiwiukis recognition (e.g. Berlyne,
1970; Sawyer, 1981; Winkielman and Cacioppo, 2080y be considered to be
potentially valid in the context of thexplicit MEE. By contrast, the theories of non-
specific activation (Mandleet al., 1987) and perceptual fluency/attribution (Borirste
and D’Agostino, 1992, 1994) would appear to provad@ossible explanation of the
implicit MEE. Furthermore, the proposed model may also serveconcile seemingly
conflicting evidence that the MEE might be enhanbgdoboth subliminal perception
(Bornstein, 1989; Bornstein and D’Agostino, 1992)dathe experience of clear,
confident recollection (Lee, 2001b; Wang and Ch&tf§)4). In this respect, it may be
argued that the former is explained by the curfemting that the (reverse) implicit
MEE is larger than its explicit counterpart and mégd by subliminal perception,
whilst the latter reflects the possibility that tfpesitive) explicit MEE may be enhanced

by the conscious experience of recollection.
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From a marketing perspective, the key aspect optbposed dual-processing model is
that the two forms of mere exposure it expoundsgaiaitatively different. As such,

both the size and direction of affect-bias may iffer@nt in each case. Specifically, on
the basis of this study, it would appear that thsitpve influence of mere exposure in
the presence of recognition memory may be reversélde absence of this condition.
Furthermore, the degree to which this negativeceffecurs is magnified by the extent
to which the influence of recognition memory istresed. In a practical sense,
therefore, the overarching implication for marketeand advertisers is that mere
exposure should not be considered to be akin téinsmial advertising; a conclusion

that may be reassuring to both practitioners antswmers alike. Indeed, in order to
harness the positive (and negate the potentialjjatnes) effects of mere exposure, it
may be necessary to maximize the extent to whiemdrstimuli are recognised as
having been previously encountered. In turn, tlas mplications for the selection,
design, presentation and integration of marketitijsi as a means of ensuring
attention, ease of processing and recognition meirioorextremely fleeting exposures.
Given the inherent advantages that are associat&dfamiliar and salient stimuli in

this respect, it may also imply that the positifeeets of mere exposure are most
relevant to the maintenance of favourable attitudesrds well-known brands in large

consumer markets.

From the consumer’s perspective, however, one ivegabnsequence of this may be

that the commercial application of mere exposuracjples could result in an

increasingly intrusive and inexorable barrage ofketng communication. Should this
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be the case, the primary challenge for regulatads @ublic policy-makers may be to
protect consumer privacy rather than prevent subiimmanipulation. However, in
considering the potential implications for marketand consumers alike it is necessary
to identify and acknowledge the limitations of th@rent study and the necessity for
further research into the marketing-based MEE. Botththese areas are therefore
discussed in the final chapter, following a summafythe main contributions of the

thesis.
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Chapter 9

Contributions, limitations and

directions for further research
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9.1. Introduction

During the previous chapter it was noted that therarching outcome of the empirical
work in this thesis is a dual-processing model (§gare 8.2, page 351) that is
underpinned by a number of specific findings regeydhe existence, size, direction
and nature of the marketing-based MEE (see ch@pteage 345). The implications of
this for theoretical understanding of the MEE, e realms of both psychology and
marketing, were discussed at length, prior to tistilldtion of the potential practical
implications for marketers and consumers. Withoélihis in mind, the purpose of this
final chapter is three-fold; a) to provide a sumynaf the main contributions of the
thesis, b) to acknowledge the limitations of thereat study and, c) to identify
directions for further research into the marketapgcific effects of mere exposure (see
figure 9.1). The chapter begins, therefore, withoatline of the theoretical, practical

and methodological contributions of the thesis.

Figure 9.1: Structure of Chapter 9

1. Introduction

J L
2. Main contributions |

» Methodological
e Empirical

» Theoretical

* Practical

3. Limitations

JL

4. Directions for further research

JL

5. Conclusion
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9.2. Main contributions of the thesis

In the interests of clarity, the primary contrilmis may be divided into three
categories; empirical, theoretical and managernatfral. However, it is should be
noted that the thesis may also be considered toensmnificant methodological
contributions to mere exposure research, and iticpiar the measurement of the MEE.
As such, the section begins with a review of thas®ributions, prior to summarising
those that may be considered to be empirical, gtieat and managerial/practical

respectively.

9.2.1. Methodological contributions

From a general perspective, an overarching metbgdall contribution of this thesis is
the development of an approach that harnessesttesrely high degree of control and
complexity of previous psychological experimentatito identify and explore the
marketing-based MEE under conditions of low invahemt. More importantly,
perhaps, this is done in such a way as to minittieeneed for specialist software and
maximise the use of simultaneous data collectios.sAch, it constitutes a robust yet
practical approach by which to identify and meastre potential effects of mere

exposure in relation to marketing stimuli and braglkted judgments.

However, arguably the most important methodologicaitributions are associated with

the measurement of the MEE. Firstly in this respibet thesis challenges the validity of
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simply measuring affective response when recognitates in the sample are at the
level of chance as a means by which to identifydfiects of mere exposure. The key
problem with this approach is that it does not atvthe relationship between
recognition and affect for each participant anchwegard to each of the target stimuli.
As such, it is not possible to draw conclusionst@ghe mediating or moderating
influence of recognition on affective responsed@gslained in chapter 6, page 238-241).
In response, an alternative approach was develthdspecifically measures rates of
preference in the presence and absence of reauydi each participant (see chapter
7, page 312). In this way, two distinct forms o tiIEE were identified and explored
during the course of the thesis; an outcome thatldvaot have been possible if the
overall rate of preference had simply been compaagdinst the overall rate of
recognition. Secondly, this thesis highlights ampamant factor that is, as yet, largely
unrecognised in the mere exposure literature; ngntie¢ possibility that the observed
effect is the product of stimulus characteristiwat render it relatively easier to process,
rather than exposure-induced fluency per se (sapteh2, page 57). This is derived
from research into thdalse familiarity effect (Whittlesea, 1993), and potentially
provides an alternative explanation for experimeawaence of the MEE. In response,
the current thesis develops two potential methgdwihich to distinguish between the
FFE and MEE. The first consists of specificallykimy the observed effect to changes
in the exposure phase; an end that was achievedebonstrating that subliminal
perception during exposure gave rise to a sigmiflgalarger implicit MEE than
supraliminal perception (a finding that is in liméth studies of the ‘non-conscious

MEE’ in the extant psychology literature; see ckap?, page 29). On reflection,
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however, a more straightforward approach mightdosimply undertake an extended
pretesting phase (with a larger sample) in whiagh greference rate for each stimulus
pair is measured in the absence of prior expo®yavhichever means it is achieved,
however, this thesis highlights the importancanabrporating a method by which to
distinguish the effects of exposure from those thieo sources of processing fluency,

and offers potential solutions in this respect.

9.2.2. Empirical contributions

In addition to providing a robust validation of tegistence and size of the MEE in a
marketing context, perhaps the most important @ogdicontribution of the thesis is
that it demonstrates:
a) the mediating influence of recognition memory oadirection of the MEE; and
b) the differing nature of the processes that undethis phenomenon in the

presence and absence of recognition memory.

As noted in the previous chapter, both of thesdirfigs are somewhat surprising and
represent significant contributions to knowledgel amderstanding of the MEE in the
realms of both psychology and marketing. For examiplherent in the former is the
discovery of a reverse MEE in the absence of stismuécognition; one of only a few
occasions that this result has been observed indecades of mere exposure research,
but the second time it has occurred in the veryllssudbset of this research that is

published in the marketing domain (alongside Le894). Even more surprising,
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however, is the discovery that tlderection of the MEE is mediated by recognition
memory and, on the basis that it is influencededéhtly by stimulus type (and perhaps
subjective recollection) in the presence and alesehthis, appears to arise on the basis
of two different processes of memory (i.e. implenitd explicit). As discussed in chapter
8 (section 8.4.2, page 365) this may have sigmifigaplications for how the MEE is
conceptualised in both psychology and marketingoryieas summarised in the

following section.

9.2.3. Theoretical contributions

On the basis that both the direction and naturexpbsure-induced preference is found
to be mediated by recognition memory, the mainngtgzal contribution of this thesis is
the proposal of a dual-processing model of mereosx® in a marketing context (see
figure 9.2, page 413). This extends current con@pinderstanding of the MEE to
incorporate the possibility that there are two feraf the effect, arising on the basis of
implicit and explicit memory processes respectivélith regard to typical marketing
stimuli, therefore, it would appear that exposunddiced preference bias may only be
positive when it is accompanied by recognition mem@.e. the explicit MEE).
Furthermore, this would appear to be enhanced ioy perceptual familiarity (i.e. the
real-word nature) of the stimulus. In addition, andre fundamentally perhaps, there is
some indication (and logical reason to assume) tthiatform of the MEE is further
augmented by clear, contextual, explicit recoll@ttof previous stimulus exposure. By
contrast, mere exposure to marketing communicatitat does not give rise to

subsequent recognition memory at the point of dmeimaking may result in a
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preference-bias for alternative stimuli (i.e. ageseimplicit MEE). This effect does not
appear to be mediated by brand name type or thse]fsubjective experience of

memory.

Figure 9.2: Dual-processing model of the marketindrased mere exposure effect

Explicit MEE

Explicit memory Recognition of
representation oflp| prior exposure
stimulus form

A
Mere Feature
Exposure Analysis
v
Implicit memory Perceptual
representation ofly| fluency without
stimulus form recognition

Familiarity-based
affective bias

lllusory affective
bias

Implicit MEE

On the one hand, therefore, it may be argued Heatrtajor contribution of this thesis
has been to distil a marketing-based model of tleEMsee figure 9.2); one in which
the nature of the phenomenon in this particular @lans seen to differ from that which

is evident in more abstract psychological studitswvever, in the continued absence of
a generic theory of mere exposure (see chapterag@e [36), it may be reasonably
proposed that the model above may have importamtigations for theoretical

explanation of the MEE in a broader sense. Spedlificit could provide a means by

which to reconcile a number of competing accouritthe MEE in the psychology
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literature, and the seemingly contradictory findinthat the size of the effect is
enhanced by both subliminal perception (re. impMEE) and confidence in memory
judgments (re. explicit MEE); as discussed in cha@ (page 361). In this respect,
therefore, the thesis might be considered to pewd important contribution to the
continuing search for a generic theory of mere syp®in the psychology literature; a

search that is now entering its fifth decade.

Figure 9.3: The non-conscious nature of the MEE
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Further to the proposed dual-processing model, fileryeand in relation to marketing
theory in particular, this thesis makes the case tiie MEE constitutes a potentially
important phenomenon in the specific domaimarfi-conscious consumer processing.

Importantly, however, it presents both theoretiani empirical evidence to clearly
distinguish this phenomenon from that of sublimiadVertising; demonstrating in fact
that subliminal mere exposure is likely to resualbégative affective response to a given
marketing stimulus. Additionally, the thesis resgoerto Chartrand’s (2005) call for
researchers to identify the specific processes twaur outside of awareness in

phenomena that are simply deemed to be ‘non-camscim this respect, it contributes
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to a deeper understanding of the MEE by speciftiiad theimplicit form of this effect

is the product of entirely non-conscious processivglst itsexplicit counterpart should
be considered to be non-conscious on the basisdmsumers are unaware of the link
between exposure and preference (despite expergbath conscious perception and
memory of the exposed stimuli; see figure 9.3).llstrated in chapter 8 (section 8.5,
page 386), the conceptual conclusions of this shdmve potentially important
implications for marketing practitioners, whethemot they are actively involved in the
application of the MEE as a means of persuasivenoamication. In this respect, the

main managerial contributions of the thesis arersarnsed below.

9.2.4. Managerial/practical contributions

From a managerial perspective, the work containgtlis thesis is most relevant to the
field of marketing communication. In this respgmrhaps the most general implication
is that mere exposure may influence attitudes towards marketing stinthiat are

perceived fleetingly, repeatedly and at low leval§ audience attention and
involvement. Given that the conditions for such @syre occur naturally in a wide
range of consumer markets, it may be importanetognise (and perhaps identify) the
extent to which the MEE occurs; regardless of wéethis an intentional part of the
communication strategy. However, the most importaahagerial contributions relate
to the application of the MEE as a means by whilerthance the effectiveness of
marketing communication. In this respect, and ireati contrast to the principles of

subliminal advertising, the thesis highlights thmportance of ensuring conscious
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attention and memory for marketing stimuli that are encountered undamditions of
mere exposure. This may be critical for the cremtibthe positive, explicit form of the
MEE. Furthermore, mere exposure to brand stimali ttoes not give rise to subsequent
stimulus recognition might be expected to have gatiee influence on consumer

attitudes.

A brief discussion of some of the means by whiclersion and memory may be
enhanced under conditions of mere exposure wasidewvin the previous chapter
(section, 8.5.1, page 388); during which the padtimhportance of familiarity-induced

fluency was noted. With this in mind, it should beknowledged that a further
managerial implication of this thesis is to highlighe relevance of the MEE to well-
established, popular brands in large consumer nwar® explain; it was previously

acknowledged that this phenomenon may be most aelein situations where

consumers have little experience of the producegmal, no established routines or
habits and no preconceived attitudes towards tledsr between which they must
choose (see chapter 3, page 120). Whilst the dustedy does not dispute this with
regard to the negative influence of the implicit |Gt highlights the fact that these
conditions are not necessary for the explicit MB&;, perhaps even conducive to it. In
this respect, it is argued that the degree of ttterand memory that is required to
ensure the MEE has a positive impact on brand pgores may be facilitated by the
familiarity-induced processing fluency of well-knowbrands. Furthermore, the high
frequency with which consumers might be expectedrtcounter communications for

‘mass market’ consumer brands, and the extent efrélvenues involved (often on a
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multinational scale), mean that even the modenafie@eince of mere exposure may
conceivably result in substantive changes in sahesrevenue. As such, an important
managerial contribution of the current thesis ishtghlight the fact that the most

effective application of the MEE in marketing mag to continuously and passively
reinforce existing positive attitudes to well-knowrands and thugrevent (rather than

stimulate) brand switching.

In drawing this thesis to a close, however, it $tidie acknowledged that it constitutes
an independent investigation of the potential influence of mesgasure to marketing
communications. As such, its implications are mstnicted to managers in the fields of
marketing and advertising, but also to those task#l the protection of consumer
interests. In this respect, the main contributibthe thesis is to highlight the fact that
the marketing-based application of the MEE doesnaaessarily constitute a form of
subliminal advertising. Indeed, a deeper understanaf the principles of mere
exposure amongst marketers, advertisers and consumey serve to eliminate any
remaining misconceptions of subliminal presentatias an effective means of
persuasion in this domain. Rather, this thesigsalBe possibility that the biggest threat
to consumers from the application of the MEE in keing communication may come
from associated attempts to ensure attention asafnéion, even under conditions of
fleeting exposure. In this respect, the implicatiohincreasingly frequent, intrusive and
aggressive attempts to capture the attention oSwaoers, even for the briefest of
moments, could be considered at best undesirabtk,parhaps even dangerous (for

example, where the attention of drivers is contiglyp distracted by such
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communication). As such, the main contribution lois tthesis from a public policy
perspective is perhaps to flag the potential fareasingly ubiquitous and intrusive
attempts to manipulate the attention of consumers means of harnessing gglicit

MEE.

Finally, and with regard to the empowerment of econers, both Chartrand (2005) and
Cialdini (2007) argue that the key factor in avoglithe unwanted effects of non-
conscious processing is awareness of the sourderenand outcomes of these
responses. This thesis makes an important contsibut this respect by identifying the
specific nature of the non-conscious processingdbeurs in relation to two different
forms of the MEE. Whilst it may, by definition, liapractical for consumers to identify
the influence of the implicit MEE in the formation attitudes, the same may not be true
with regard to the explicit form of this effect. khis respect, the possibility that
affective response might simply be a function ofrenexposure alone may be
acknowledged by consumers who cannot readily exptheir brand preferences;

affording them the opportunity to negate its inflae on choice behaviour if required.

In drawing this thesis to a close, however, it fscourse important to consider its
conclusions and contributions in the light of a tu@mof potential limitations; both in
terms of thedesign and scope of the experimental research around which it igt.bu
These factors are therefore discussed in remaiofiéhis chapter, along with their

implications for future marketing research into #fiects of mere exposure.
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9.3. Limitations

As noted at the outset (section 1.4, page 7), drireoprimary aims of this thesis has
been to address the limitations of previous manketesearch and thus provide a robust
experimental investigation of the MEE in a markgtaontext. To this end, a number of
important methodological advancements are incotpdran this study; including a
relatively large sample, use of the optimum numdleitems/trials, relatively precise
exposure control, the measurement of perceptiot,aawithin-subject comparison of
affective response in the presence and absencecofmition. Details of these, and
indeed all, aspects of the research design wenadaa in part Il of the thesis. At the
same time, however, a number of potential methaicdd limitations were identified
and discussed at length during chapter 6. To rettegse may be summarised as
follows:

a) Partial, rather than, full randomisation of stimsijoresentation in the exposure
and task phases of the experiment (see sectiop&g®, 282)

b) The limited reliability of quantitative indicatonelating to likely perception,
recognition and recollection rates in the main expent; a consequence of
small sample sizes in each of the 5 phases of ghirege(see section 6.7, page
270)

c) The possibility of contamination in the ‘sublimihahd ‘supraliminal’ groups; a
consequence of measuring perceptual experiencéheofekposure phase in
general rather than for each item in particulae (@ection 6.3.1.1, page 246)

d) The required preference judgment (i.e. to seleptederred brand name for a

proposed new product) may not necessarily be cereidto be a ‘typical’
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consumer evaluation in the natural environment ¢eetion 6.2.1, page 228)

e) Whilst forced choice tests provide a robust indwatof the pattern of
discriminatory preference (and exposure-inducechgés to this), they do not
necessarily indicate thextent of attitudinal shifts; i.e. the question of whathe
participants marginally or greatly prefer one stimsuover another is not

addressed (see section 6.2.2, page 233)

Detailed explanation of the necessity of these mi@klimitations and, perhaps more
importantly, the steps taken to minimise their ictpa this study was provided in

chapter 6 (as indicated by the section/page refeseifor each of the above points).
Additionally, however, it should be noted that npandation checks have subsequently
illustrated that perception and recognition rateshie main experiment were generally
in line with those indicated during pretesting (gpage 303, and appendix IlI), whilst
the relative size of the preference biases obseirvelde subliminal and supraliminal

groups are consistent with those observed in Beimist(1989) seminal meta-analysis;
indicating that the impact of any group contamioratin this respect is negligible (see

appendix Il for more detailed discussion).

At this point, however, it is perhaps importantacknowledge the potential for one
further limitation regarding the measurement of MteE in this study; and in particular,

the refinement of reported preference judgementsfour dependent variables. These
essentially reflect, for each participant, the meate of preference for the target and

non-target stimuli when these judgments were madtheé presence and absence of
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recognition memory respectively (see chapter 6e®289). As such, they are calculated
on a denominator that varies from participant tdip@ant. In this respect, some may
have a relatively balanced profile in terms of theicognition rates across the 12
choices; indeed a total absence of recognition mgmvould be expected to result in a
chance rate of 6 stimuli correctly identified anth6orrectly so. Others, however, may
exhibit an uneven ratio of correct and incorrecogmition judgments (either by chance
or otherwise); e.g. they may correctly identify 9 the target brand names as
recognised, whilst incorrectly ‘recognising’ 3 dietnon-targets. In principle, therefore,
it is acknowledged that this situation could giiserto differences in reliability of the

effects observed between the two types of profilewever, in this study the same
overall pattern of effects is evident in the reswit within-group analyses of ‘balanced’
and ‘unbalanced’ participants, and no significard@tween-group differences are

observed in the dependent variables (as illustriatédure 9.4).
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Figure 9.4: Comparison of dependent variable resudt for cases in which
recognition memory is ‘balanced’ (i.e. close to chee) and ‘unbalanced’ (i.e.

significantly higher or lower than chance)

Group Statistics
Balance of pref choices o Stdd. Errar
made under condition I Mean Std. Deviation Mean
Mean target preference Balanced {min 5 and max
rate inthe ahsence of 7 in each mermary 1 368 2314 D257
recognition candition)
Unbalanced (=4 in one
condition and =8 in the 72 A07 3024 0356
other)
Mean non-target Balanced (min & and max
preference rate in the 7 in each memaory a9 F3M 23138 02571
ahsence of recognition candition)
Unbalanced (=4 in one
condition and =8 in the 72 F9473 30252 03565
other)
hean target preference Balanced {min & and max
rate in the presence of 7 in each memary 1 5544 21008 02334
recognition candition)
Unbalanced (<4 in one
condition and =8 in the 73 Aa21 24006 02810
other)
Mean non-target Balanced (min & and max
preference rate in the 7 in each mermary 21 4456 .21008 02334
presence of recognition candition)
Unbalanced (=4 in one
condition and =8 in the 73 4485 23988 02808
other)
Independent Samples Test
Lewvene's Test for Equality of
Wariances t-test for Equality of Means
94% Confidence Interval ofthe
Difference
Mean Std. Error
F Sig i df Sig. {2-tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper
Mean target prefsrance  Equalvarlances 5572 00 | -868 151 370 - 0388 0433 1204 0466
recaanien Egualvarlances not -885 | 132319 3r8 - 0388 0438 -1258 0480
B e Egual variances 5671 018 873 151 304 03779 4328 04772 12330
Fhsence QTECCanion  Equalvarianses nol 860 | 132288 391 03778 04398 - 04815 12474
e o vaqances 1287 262 068 152 948 00238 03828 - 08928 07408
recaanien Equa vaniances not 065 | 143966 348 00239 03653 - 06381 07458
B the Equa vaniances 1222 271 107 152 15 - 00390 03626 - 07554 06774
presence sfresoanfien Egual variances not 107 | 144012 815 - 00380 03651 - 07806 08827

Whilst it is thus acknowledged that certain aspecftthe experimental design may be
subject to potential limitations, it is argued thihése are largely unavoidable in the

broad context of the study and do not appear te Baynificantly influenced the results.
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Nevertheless, the fact that theguld have done so perhaps requires that they are
acknowledged asechnical limitations in this thesis; not least because of their poténtia
implications for future mere exposure researchhWiis in mind, a detailed summary
of these issues is provided in appendix IlI; theemtion of which is to provide a useful
resource for experimental researchers in the fiadg further explanation and
clarification for all readers where required. Howgwthe limitations of this thesis are
not confined to procedural aspects of experimesraaind analysis. Indeed, perhaps the
most significant of these are not related to wlest been studied (and how), but rather
to what hasot been empirically addressed. The parameters withiichwthis study
should be considered are therefore discussed ifiotloeving section, alongside their

implications for further marketing research inte MEE.

9.4. Empirical parameters and directions for furthe research

In addition to the technical limitations summarissgabve (and discussed at length in
chapter 6 and appendix lll), it is important toarlg identify the parameters of the
empirical work in this thesis, and their implicatgofor further research. In this respect,
the limits of the current study may be most effegil explained in the context of the
three major research directions to which they gise; a) replication and validation, b)
extension via experimentation, and c) extensiorapialied research. In this penultimate
section, therefore, each of these areas is distwggk a view to providing a detailed
understanding of the boundaries of the currentishesd a clear trajectory for the

continuation of mere exposure research in the niagkedomain.
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9.4.1. Replication and validation

Given the somewhat surprising nature of the fingingnd the relative scarcity of
marketing research that is conducted specificaltiiwthe mere exposure paradigm, it
is perhaps first important to stress the needdptication of the current findings; and,
more broadly, validation of the proposed dual psstey model (see figure 8.2, page
351). In particular, further marketing research rbaynecessary to validate the notion
that the two forms of the MEE to which it refefisnplicit and explicit) are indeed
gualitatively different. Furthermore, this streamresearch might also seek to address
the question of whether the observed directionffer@dinces (and in particular the
reverseimplicit MEE) may be expected to occur consistently in tfaeketing domain.
To this end, it may be useful to highlight two partar ways in which future marketing

research might be developed to test and validatedhclusions of this thesis.

Firstly, it was acknowledged in chapter 2 (pagetB8j}, whilst the MEE is assumed to
be enhanced by the absence of recognition, expetaievidence for this is drawn
from studies that use subliminal exposure to elat@nthe possibility of explicit
memory. In light of the widespread scepticism thas come to characterise attitudes
towards subliminal advertising, it was thereforegmsed that a pressing challenge for
marketing research is to validate the assumptian ithis conscious memory and not
perception that moderates the MEE (see chaptead: £14-115). As such, a primary
objective of the current study was to examine tifeiénce of recognition memory on

the effects ofmere exposure (i.e. that which is just perceptible; Zajonc, 1R6Bo this
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end, numerous exposure durations were pretestédtiet intention of identifying the
point at whichmost participants reported supraliminal perceptionied target stimuli.
The fact that a minority did not was consideredmaportant indicator that the majority
were in fact experiencing stimuli that were ‘jup€rceptible (see chapter 6, page 245).
Whilst the potential opportunity for comparison weén the naturally occurring
conditions ofsubliminal andsupraliminal perception was acknowledged, therefore, so
too was the fact that this did not at the outsestitute a primary objective of the study.
However, given the emergence of this factor as fictere means by which to
distinguish between the influence of mere exposuckother fluency effects (efgse
familiarity; Whittlesea, 1993) in the results of forced-chomeference tests (see
chapter 7, page 340), such a comparison couldileedtas a central element of further
research and a means by which to validate the pempadual-processing model (see

figure 8.2, page 351).

Secondly, a potentially interesting implicationtbé current findings is that, whilst they
validate the notion that low actor involvement aducive to the implicit MEE (Chung
and Szymanski, 1997; Baker, 1999; Fan@l., 2007), they indicate that the opposite
might in fact be the case with regard to the eXpNEE; although perhaps only in the
absence of other meaningful information on whichstoner attitudes and decisions can
be based (see chapter 8, page 372-373). As sushfatttor may constitute another
useful means by which to validate the notion thattivo forms of the MEE identified
in this thesis are qualitatively different. In thisspect, it may be proposed that, in the

absence of other meaningful information, the expMEE will occur more frequently
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under conditions of high versus low actor involvamevhilst the opposite will be
evident in relation to the implicit form of this @homenon. Furthermore, should it be
assumed that involvement increases with proxingtthe purchase decision (Gaial.,
2004), further research might seek to test thegsitippn that so too will the occurrence

of the explicit MEE (at the expense of its implictunterpart).

Finally, it is perhaps also important to draw ditamto the technical issues identified in
section 9.3; and thus the potential improvementt tmight be made in future
experimental study of the marketing-based MEE. Wik in mind, a full and detailed
review of these issues is provided in appendixolliresearchers wishing to replicate the
current findings, validate the model to which tlggye rise and/or extend experimental
research into the marketing-based MEE. This |a¢t@deavour constitutes a second
important direction for further research in thisld, and is therefore discussed at length

in the following section.

9.4.2. Experimental extension

Beyond the specific replication and validation loé tvork contained within this thesis,
it is important to stress that the robust applaratiof current experimental

methodologies (such as that which is adopted is thesis) provides a useful and
important means by which to continue the increneekdension of mere exposure
research in the marketing domain. Specifically, sty reported in this thesis could be

usefully extended in relation to each aspect ofrésearch design; from sampling and
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stimuli to procedure and measurement. The key sssneeach of these areas are

therefore discussed in turn during this section.

9.4.2.1. Target population and sampling

Whilst it was previously argued that student saspéee justifiable, and indeed
ubiquitous, in experimental mere exposure rese@eh section 5.4.1.2, page 18Ag
fact that the vast majority of participants areréfiere aged between 18 and 21 may
ultimately be seen as a constraint in the currertys Whilst it has been acknowledged
that the implicit processes that underpin most ristgzal explanations of the MEE are
largely deemed to be generic across individuale ¢seapter 2, page 27), the extent to
which explicit memory endures — and thus medidtesature and direction of the MEE
— is not (see Balota, Dolan and Duchek, 2000; Caai#t Jennings, 1992). Given this,
the finding that the MEE may occur on the basigitiier implicit or explicit memory
processes may enhance the need for demographicadsoms.In particular, the fact
that age has been found to moderate explicit meifigalota, Dolan and Duchek, 2000;
Craik and Jennings, 1992), gives rise to the pritipasthat the frequency with which
the explicit MEE occurs will be relatively lower (and that dietimplicit MEE higher)
amongst older participants, and highlights the irtgoece of further comparative studies
in this respect. Similarly, whilst gender differeschave not been documented in
relation to the MEE specifically (see Bornstein899Bornstein and Craver-Lemley,
2004), recent evidence indicates that these mast exirelation to visual recognition

memory. In this respect, female participants hasenbfound to exhibit an advantage
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over their male counterparts in tests of visuabgedtion for objects (McGiveret al.,
1997, 1998) and pictures (Anooshian and Seibe®6LRAs a result, it may be proposed
that enhanced memory ability in women (just asaanger participants) will lead to a
greater prevalence of the explicit MEE (at the ergaeof the implicit MEE) amongst

this group.

Additionally, whilst the limited number of internabal participants in the current
sample negated the need (or opportunity) for coatpa analysis on the basis of
language experience, it should be acknowledged tihiast may be an important
consideration in future samples. Given the eadiscussion of memory enhancement
under conditions of mere exposure (chaptepa®je 388-395), it may be proposed that
variations in perceptual fluency as a result ofgleage differences could mediate
attention and stimulus processing, and thus thengéxb which each form of the MEE
occurs. Whilst no significant differences were appawith regard to whether English
was spoken as a first language or not, it should neazessarily be concluded that
language does not mediate the extent to which é&ach the MEE occurs. In this
respect, those who have relatively extensive egped of theletter forms that
constitute lexical stimuli may be expected to eigrare greater fluency during exposure
and thus a higher recognition rate at test (e.gisBrparticipants might exhibit an
advantage over Chinese participants when lexigausitare developed using the Latin-
based alphabet). In this respect, the low numbeadicipants who did not fall into this
group (n=17) prevented meaningful statistical asialyin this study, but it may

constitute an interesting direction for further keting research. Specifically, it might
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be of relevance from an international marketingpective as it highlights the potential
mediating influence of culture in the type (andréfere direction) of the MEE that a
single stimulus might be expected to create. Régssdof its importance from a
methodological perspective (e.g. when conductirsgaech with diverse participants),
therefore, it perhaps provides a means by whidbetgin the cross-cultural study of an
effect that has, until now, been assumed to beelaigimune to individual differences

(see chapter 2, page 27).

9.4.2.2. Stimuli

Whilst this study extends findings regarding atettstimuli to those that are typically
associated with marketing, it does so only in respe real-word and pseudo-word
brand names. As such, the experimentation describéis thesis could be usefully
extended to other forms of marketing stimuli; sasHogos, images, cartoons, faces and
indeed any common facet of marketing communicatian consumers may be expected
to encounter frequently, fleetingly and at the paihdecision-making. In addition, it
should be noted that the current study is partibuleoncerned with brand names that
are neutrally-liked. Another interesting and impott direction for further research,
therefore, may be to examine the impact of mer@sx@ on marketing stimuli that are
currently associated with varying degrees of pesitr negative feelings (as noted in
chapter 5, page 202). Furthermore, the potentialgfeater perceptual fluency and
memory in relation to familiar stimuli (see chap&rpage 383) may give rise to an

important question as to the extent of the expleitl implicit MEE for real-world
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brands that are both familiar and unfamiliar. Irtigalar, future research may focus
upon testing the proposition that the explicit Ml be more prevalent amongst the
former rather than the latter, whilst the oppostgue with respect to the implicit MEE

(see chapter 8, page 384).

9.4.2.3. Procedure and measurement

Beyond the nature of the stimulus in question, riatmarketing research may focus on
other boundary conditions of the model proposettis thesis. For example, the results
of the current study are produced on the basis @flatively brief, though intensive,
period of delay between exposure and test. Althabghintensity of the filler tasks is
designed to replicate the effects of memory deossr @ longer period of (relatively
passive) time, it may be argued that these findirgdate directly to the short-term
effects of mere exposuria light of this, an important direction for furtheesearch may
be to extend this period of delay to hours, daybweeks to examine the applicability
of the MEE to different types of consumption beloavé and environments in which

these conditions are naturally apparent.

In addition, a number of other procedural issuey beseen to limit the scope of the
current research, and indicate important directionguture mere exposure research in
the marketing domain. Firstly, it should be notédtta relatively small number of

repeated exposures (3) was used in this study. wenwprevious experimental research

indicates that ‘wear-out’ in the MEE may begin tocor after a certain number of
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exposures (with plateau and ultimate decline pabytbeginning at around 10
repetitions; Bornstein and Craver-Lemley, 2004)sHould be acknowledged that this
may be the result of boredom and fatigue in theegrental setting (see chapter 2,
page 27-28), and does not necessarily occur ime@leworld marketing environment.
However, it may be important to test the degreehiach the MEE not only occurs in a
natural consumption environment but also the exi@nthich it persists at high levels
of repetition. Whilst the validity of such appliedsearch may be dependent on the
development of a means to distinguish the MEE fotassical (affective) conditioning
(as will be discussed below), relatively robusti¢gations of wear-out might be provided
by laboratory-based research if the potential arite of boredom and fatigue can be

eliminated.

Secondly, and with regard to measurement, it maiynpertant to acknowledge that the
use of forced-choice tests necessarily confinesctineent study to an investigation of
whether a preference bias exists rather tharetteat to which it occurs; an issue that
may be further investigated via the use of scatefuiure experimental research (see
appendix Il for further discussion and guidancEémnally, whilst the current study
focuses on affective response (for reasons exmlainesection 6.2.1, page 228), it
should be acknowledged that the MEE is not neciég$iarited to this type of outcome.
As noted in chapter 2 (page 19), mere exposurecatoay be expected to influence
cognitive evaluations of marketing stimuli (e.ge tipuality of products and brands) and,
perhaps more importantly, consumer choice behayvaruoutcome that igresumed to

follow the creation of preference in this studythis respect, therefore, future research
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might focus on examining a broader range of outsraad in particular the extent to

which this effect impacts upon actual consumeraoi

Inherent in this final point, however, is perhaps most important limitation of the
current study (and indeed marketing-based meresexpaesearch in general); namely,
that it is conducted under highly controlled, aniderefore highly contrived,
experimental conditions. As such, the questionoawtiether the observed effects do
indeed occur in the natural marketing environmant] to what extent, remains to be
fully addressed. The importance of further reseancthis respect thus constitutes the

main focus of the following section.

9.4.3. Applied marketing research into the MEE

With regard to the current experimental study itingortant to note that, whilst it
cannot claim to directly reflect the actual behaviof consumers in a natural marketing
environment, it is designed to provide a stron@gahibridge between the psychology
laboratory and the realms of marketing; the likésvbich, it is argued (in chapter 4),
has not yet been sufficiently established. In tl@ispect, it constitutes a controlled,
robust and detailed examination of the MEE in akating context. Furthermore, the
thesis as a whole serves to provide a degree afycla the conceptualisation of this
phenomenon in marketing theory, and the scope sfpdtential influence. In the
continued absence of robust empirical data reggrttia extent and nature of the MEE

in the natural marketing environment, and arguadnty effective methodology for
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obtaining this, the current work thus constitutesimportant first-principles study;
utilising the techniques of psychological experitagion to extend abstract findings to
those relating to typical marketing stimuli. Nevetess, it may be argued that the most
important task for future marketing research wéltb build on this foundation in order
to identify the extent to which this phenomenon usscin real-world marketing

environments, and the ultimate impact it has onaaonsumption behaviour.

In this respect, and with reference to the litematteview in chapter 4, it may be
proposed that the most important methodologicallehge for applied marketing
research into the MEE is to identify an effectiveans by which to distinguish the
MEE from the effects oéssociative priming (e.g. classical conditioning) in consumer
processing of complex marketing stimuli. This isitical to the examination,
guantification and explanation of the influencet ttiee MEE in particular may exert on
consumer processing of real-world marketing comication (e.g. multi-faceted
advertisements) in cluttered media environmentsthin absence of this, it may be
argued that marketing-based mere exposure researntiot be extended in a way that
maximises ecological validity; a development tisalikely to be of great importance to
the widespread acceptance, understanding and aggticof this phenomenon in

marketing and public policy.

The current findings provide a foundation for tergdeavour by providing confirmation

that the MEE may be expected to influence conswewaluations of marketing stimuli

and, more importantly, an indication of the distirsping characteristics of this
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phenomenon (e.g. size, direction and the mediatifigence of recognition). On this
basis, future research may be developed to idetitéyextent to which this particular
effect is apparent in the natural environment. Apartant (and practical) first step in
this respect may be to identify the frequency withich theconditions for the MEE
arise in various consumption environments (i.e.eadpd, brief stimulus perception
followed by either memory failure, accurate rectigni and/or a strong sense of
subjective recollection). On this basis, it mayplssible to estimate the extent to which
the MEE could, hypothetically, influence real-worltbnsumer choice behaviour.
Further to this, however, it may be important tst tihe degree to which the expected
preference bias that is associated with the NEidally occurs when these conditions
are present. In this respect, it should be noted mhere exposure is only one of a
number of possible influences that may impact siamdously on consumer attitudes
and behaviour under such conditions. For examplehas been acknowledged
throughout this thesis thassociative priming andfalse familiarity effects may result in

a complimentary or competing affect-bias during tleeision-making process, whilst
previous brand knowledge, experience and attitudag mediate the extent to which

both these and the MEE impact upon ultimate chioéeaviour.

Should marketing researchers develop a means lwhvidireliably identify the specific

influence of mere exposure in the natural consunpginvironment, they would be in a
position to test the ecological validity of all agps of the experimental MEE; including
its size, direction and nature. For example, it wessiously noted (on page 431) that

whilst the MEE has been found to be subject to mmd’ at high levels of exposure in
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a laboratory setting, it is unclear as to whetts ts a product of the experimental
conditions (that may quickly lead to boredom antiigtee) or a characteristic of the
phenomenon itself. Whilst the importance of merposxre research in the natural
marketing environment cannot be overstated, howewner can the difficulty and
complexity of this endeavour; particularly in thentinued absence of a robust means
by which to distinguish the MEE from other typesfloency effect in complex, real-
word environments. As such, it may necessarily ttute a longer-term aim for

marketing-based mere exposure research.

In light of the discussion in this section, therefoit would appear that there is still
considerable ground to be made in the journey tdsvaa theoretical and applied
understanding of the influence that marketing-sglahere exposure exerts on consumer
behaviour. However, it is hoped that this thessvjates a robust foundation on which

to develop an effective programme of researchisréspect.

9.5. Conclusion

In conclusion, therefore, this thesis has soughprtavide a detailed theoretical and
empirical examination of the mere exposure effea marketing context. Specifically,
it has been guided by the following aims (as statezhapter 1, page 7):
1. To provide a detailed review of current knowledgel ainderstanding of the
MEE in the discipline of psychology

2. To clarify how the MEE should be conceptualisedharketing theory
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3. To critically review current evidence for the MEfthe marketing literature

4. To provide a robust empirical examination of thésnce, size and nature of
the MEE in a marketing context

5. To extend theoretical understanding of the MEE iaaiketing context

6. To identify the potential implications of the MEBrfmarketing practitioners

and consumers

To this end, a comprehensive review of current lpsiagical understanding of the

MEE (aim 1) was followed by critical discussion thie extent to which it has been
robustly applied in the development of marketingotty (aim 2) and empirically tested
in this specific domain (aim 3). Whilst it was aokvledged that an emerging body of
marketing research has sought to investigate the raeposure effect of marketing
communication, it was argued that direct, domaieesfft empirical evidence for this

phenomenon is relatively scarce, somewhat equivaodl subject to a number of
theoretical and methodological limitations. In respe, this thesis incorporates a
detailed and robust examination of the existeniee, slirection and nature of the MEE
in the context of marketing communication (aim Ayguably the most interesting,

surprising and important finding from this study tlsat the marketing-based MEE
appears to occur in opposing directions, and orb#ses of different mental processes,
in the absence and presence of recognition merd@na result, the main conclusions
and implications of the thesis revolve around thappsal of a dual-processing model of
the MEE (as illustrated in figure 8.2, page 351hisTmodel, it is argued, extends

theoretical understanding of the mere exposurecteifethe realms of both marketing

436



and psychology (aim 5), highlights the potentid¢vance of this phenomenon for large,
established brands and gives rise to specific capbns for campaign planning and,

perhaps, consumer protection (aim 6).

However, it should be acknowledged that, whilss thiesis provides a strong theoretical
and empirical foundation on which to develop anarsthnding of the influence of the
MEE in a marketing context, its contribution is ified to restructuring and
strengthening the emerging experimental foundatmmsvhich a comprehensive and
applied understanding of the marketing-specificee@8 of mere exposure might
ultimately be realized. Given the ever-increasingcg and complexity of the
contemporary media, marketing and consumption enmients, the importance of mere
exposure research to an understanding of commiuonceffects at hyper-low levels of
attention and involvement should not be undereséthaAs Cialdini (2007: 280)
observes; “the blitz of modern daily life demankiattwe have faithful shortcuts, sound
rules of thumb to handle it all. These are not liesiany longer; they are out-and-out
necessities that figure to become increasinglyl asathe pulse of daily life quickens.”
The MEE should be considered to be one such shortcut, hod of increasing
importance to marketers, advertisers and consuaiiges With this in mind, the work
contained within this thesis is offered as a platfaon which to build an accurate,
detailed, comprehensive and applied understandinthe mere exposure effect in

marketing communication.

437



Glossary




Active processing

Affect

Affective

Associative priming

Associative
processing

Attention

Attentive exposure

Attitude

Attribution/
Misattribution

Automatic processes

Cognition

Cognitive

Processing with a high degree iaofolvement andelaboration
(see below for definition of these terms)

Generic concept encapsulating emotions, feelinggoamoods
associated with a stimulus, idea or action

Related to emotions, feelings or moods; may relade
associations in semantic memory, response to alstsmetc.

A change in response to, evaluation of, or attittmleards a
stimulus as a result of its repeated associatiai w&nother
(commonly referred to adassical conditioning in the field of
learning theory). As this is generally assumeddouo outside
of conscious awareness it is sometimes referreas tmplicit
associative priming.

Mental processing relating to the association oéag]
experiences, events or stimuli in semantic memory

Conscious mental focus,
concentration in relation to a particular stimu({atso referred
to asattentive processing at points in the thesis)

Stimulus exposure that is subject to conscious ahdotus,
serious consideration and/or concentration

An opinion or general feeling about something; dnécome of
evaluation of beliefs and characterised by theetliienensions
of cognition (i.e. thoughts), affect (i.e. feelingand connation
(i.e. intention to act)

The accurate/inaccurate ascribing of a perceivedooie to a
specific cause

Intermediate mental processes between stimulugpioa and
outcome that remain outstide of the individual'snsmous
awareness

Generic concept encapsulating thoughts, beliefscepéions
and opinions associated with a stimulus, idea toac

Related to thoughts, beliefs, perceptions and op8s)i may

relate to associations in semantic memory, respdose
stimulus, etc.
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Conceptual
processing

Conscious

Emotion
Encoding
Evaluative
processing

Explicit memory

Fluency
Focal (or foveal)
attention

Hemispheric
processing

High/low

elaboration

High/low
involvement

Semantic mental processing related to the meaningh®
stimulus in question. To the extent that semartivation may
occur automatically and preconsciously this may rbere
specifically termedmplicit conceptual processing

Relating to or concerned with a part of the minat ils capable
of thinking, choosing, or perceiving and is awafahmughts,
feelings and surroundings. May be used to deseritenge of
mental processes such as attention, elaborationponye
encoding and recall. For example, the teonscious attention
refers to attention that is accompanied by conscawareness
of both the act itself and the stimulus towards alhit is
directed

A strong feeling about somebody or something

Commit something to memory or establish a memoagét for
a stimulus, idea, experience, etc.

Processing that involves an evaluation of stimulusaning,
alternative responses, implications and possibiecooes

Memory that is characterised by conscious awaremesayg be
related to related to events, experiences and ktsrexposure
(episodic), personal history and experiences (angpaphical)
and ideas, concepts and meanings (semantic)

Ease of mental processing, relating to either dtimfeatures
(perceptual fluency) or stimulus meaning¢nceptual fluency)

Attention that occurs at or near the centre ofvikaal field

Relating to the distribution of mental processingoas the
cerebral hemispheres

The degree to which consumers engage in detaifedmation
search, purposeful processing and proactive disegion in a
decision context

The extent to which consumers seek, pay attentiorarnd
cognitively process detailed, issue relevant infation during
communication exposuraudience involvement) or decision-
making @ctor involvement)
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Implicit memory Memory that is characterised by a lack of consciou
awareness; most often associated with habitualepoes and
processes (e.g. breathing, driving, playing a nalsic
instrument) but may also be associated with prigregences
and stimulus exposure

Incidental exposure  Stimulus presented in way that renders them int¢adethat
which is the subject of focal attention (e.g. aajetask that
commands focal attention)

Non-conscious Relating to environmental perception, mental prsices and
attitudinal/behavioural outcomes of which humannfsi are
not consciously aware. May be used to describengeraf
mental processes such as perception, memory aitddatt
formation (e.g. prejudice) and is specifically useddescribe
such things as advertising effects, misattributidlaency,
priming and consumer behaviour in this thesis

Perception The process and outcome of using the senses toiracqu
information about the surrounding environment awetion

Perceptual matching Identification of the fact that the stimulus forme( the
phsysical features and their arrangement) have been
encountered previously

Perceptual Mental processing of the stimulus form or physifedtures.
processing Where this occurs subconsciously it may be moreispally
termedimplicit perceptual processing

Peripheral exposure Stimulus presented at the periphery of the visietd f

Peripheral Relatively passive processing of simple stimuli atiee
processing(ELM) adoption of heuristics as a means of facilitatitiguale change
Preattention Brief, subconscious attention (towards a stimuluspally

associated with environmental screening prior tmscomus
engagement with selected environmental stimuli

Priming A change in thoughts, feelings or behaviour (eegfggmance)
towards as a result of a prior or related expegeiitis may be
referred to asdirect when the experience relates to prior
exposure to the same stimulus,mdirect when the experience
relates to prior or simultaneous experience wittrekated
stimulus. It is generally considered to be occutsioke of
concious awareness and may therefore be more ispdygif
termedimplicit priming
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Pseudo-word

Recognition
memory

Recollection

Reinforcement

Semantic

Stimulus exposure

Stimulus perception

Subconscious

Subliminal

A pronounceable non-word that is not part of thegliEh
lexicon, may be reasonably expected to be consideighly
obscure by the vast majority of the audience anthlgkely to
convey a common meaning

Accurate identification of a stimulus as havingh@eeviously
encountered when the same stimulus is presentedca® at
test (sometimes referred to algjéctive recognition memory’)

Clear, contextualised memory for prior exposura simulus

In learning theory the term refers primarily to ligncing
behavior by reward and punishment. In the broaddd fof
consumer processing (and thus this thesis), howéveray be
defined more literally as giving strength, forceconviction to
a response to a stimulus (e.g. a thought, opinidea or
feeling) by providing additional stimuli, informatn or
evidence to support it

Relating to the conceptual meaning of words, sysibol
experiences and other stimuli. In the context &f thesis it is
used to describe mental processing that endeavéars
formulate meaning around the stimuli in questiag.(eemantic
processing or semantic analysis). It is also usedescribe the
processes of memory that are associated with tbation of
meaning (e.g. semantic memory, semantic activatom
semantic networks)

Presentation of the stimulus within the perceptfiald of
participants (either above or below the liminaksirold)

Identification of the stimulus as being presenthia perceptual
field by participants (either subliminally or sufnainally)

See non-conscious; whilst the term subconscious nefgy to
mental processing that is partially conscioussispecifically
used in this thesis to describe that which occotsedy outside
of conscious awareness (as such it is used integeladly with
the term non-conscious)

Existing or operating below the threshold of coossness.
Used in this thesis to describe stimulus perceptii@t occurs
below the threshold of consciousnessb(iminal perception),
stimulus exposure that is intended to prevent doosc
identification by  participants s@bliminal  exposure),
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Supraliminal

advertising that is intended to be processed b#evhreshold
of conscious perceptiorsubliminal advertising), persuasion
that is intended to occur on the basis of stimbittare
perceived subconsciously supliminal persuasion), and
priming by way of stimuli that are presented bekbw liminal
thresholds of participants and are therefore peecei
subconsciouslysgibliminal priming)

Existing or operating above the threshold of camssmess.
Primarily used in this thesis to describe stimydasception that
occurs above the threshold of consciousnesspréliminal
per ception)
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Experimental group by age
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Appendix II

Distribution Frequencies

for Hypothesis Testing

The purpose of this appendix is to present theildigion frequency charts associated
with statistical testing of the hypotheses in ckaft(section 7.4.). To this end, the data
is organised according the subsection section amdef (in chapter 7) to which it
relates.

476



7.4.1. Testing the occurrence, size and directiorf the MEE (P1)

Figure 7.8: Mean target preference rate compared teahance baseline (50%)
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7.4.2. Testing the moderating influence of objectevrecognition on the MEE (P2)

Figure 7.10: Mean preference rates in the absencaa presence of recognition
compared to chance baseline (50%)
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7.4.3. Testing the moderating influence of subjecte recollection on the MEE (P3)

Figure 7.12: Comparing mean preference rates to clmege baseline (50%) in the
absence and presence of recognition under conditisrof ‘recollection’
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Figure 7.13: Comparing mean preference rates to clmeze baseline (50%) in the
absence and presence of recognition under conditisrof ‘non-recollection’
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7.4.4. Examining the mediating influence of brand ame type on the MEE (P4)

Figure 7.17: Comparing mean target preference rate® the chance baseline (50%)
for real-word and pseudo-word brand names
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Figure 7.18: Comparing mean preference rates for @-word brand names to the
chance baseline (50%) in the absence and presendéeexognition
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Figure 7.19: Comparing mean preference rates for gaido-word brand names to
the chance baseline (50%) in the absence and preserof recognition
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7.5.1. Non-target preference in the absence of acate stimulus recognition: A
product of false familiarity rather than mere exposire?

Figure 7.24: Comparing preference bias in the absee of recognition under
conditions of subliminal and supraliminal perceptian
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Appendix III

Further Discussion of Technical Limitations
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Introduction

This appendix provides a summary of technical ltniins that may be associated with
the experimental design in this thesis. In essahesg relate to the following factors:

1. Randomisation of stimulus presentation during eyposnd test

2. Pretesting the manipulation of independent vargble

3. Measuring the independent variables: Perception

4. The comparison of subliminal and supraliminal expeseffects

5. Measuring the dependent variable: Brand hame neder

6. Refining the dependent variable: Affective respandtie presence and absence

of recognition memory

7. Brand name pretesting and selection

As explained in detail during chapters 6 and 9eesitve steps were taken to minimise
the impact of these factors on the results ofghigly; and there is no evidence to
suggest that this occurred to any significant degkevertheless, it is perhaps important
that thepotential for these factors to exert a confounding influebeeacknowledged in
the development of future experimental researdhisfnature. With this in mind, the
primary purpose of this appendix is to provide tailed account of these factors, with a

view to informing the effective development of freélexperimentation.
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1. Randomisation of stimulus presentation during expagre and test

In order to fully minimize the possibility of prestation order effects, it is
acknowledged that complete randomization of thesiond which stimuli are presented
to each participant in the exposure and test pisasgjuired. As explained in chapter 6
(page 283), however, this was impractical in theresut study due to the lack of
availability of large-group licences for the spdistasoftware required (e.g. Eprime,
Matlab). As such, an approach was adopted wherébyifferent versions of the
experiment were developed in each condition (ixpeamental and control). Whilst
each version contained the same three randomlyndieesd exposure sequences, the
order in which the choice pairs were presentedhéntést phase was fully randomized.
With this in mind, the essential aspects of pres@nt ordering to note are that:
a. all participants were initially exposed to the satheee, randomly generated
exposure sequences
b. each of the randomly generated sequences of cpaicg-was used 8 (out of
160) times in the experimental condition and 4 (@u80) times in the control

condition.
With regard to the first of these points, it is acwledged that the order in which brand

names were presented could potentially influence élRtent to which they were

perceived, remembered and preferred (e.g. primadyracency effects; see Bower,
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2005) and thus that full randomization of the expesphase is a preferable approach.
However, given that each of the three exposureesemps were randomly generated
during experimental design, and that the juxtapmsiof stimulus presentation between
the exposure and test phases was shared by grdujpsto8 respondents in each
condition, it was considered highly unlikely thaetadopted approach would give rise
to significant ordering effects. Furthermore, itsn@oted in Chapter 6 (page 284) that
none of the 24 brand names was systematically piegéowards the beginning or end
of all three sequences, with presentation posigoling to vary considerably for most

items (as illustrated in figure 1, below).

Figure 1: Position of target brand names in each dhe three exposure sequences
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B Sequence 2 | Sequence 2
24 O Sequence 3 2 O Sequence 3

181 18 H —

R NM R

Al A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7 A8 A9 Al0 All Al2 Bl B2 B3 B4 B5 B6 B7 B8 B9 B10 Bll BI12
Item

Position

ltem

However, it is acknowledged that the enhancementagjet recognition rates via
primacy and/or recency effects may also occur eesalt of the early/late presentation
of a stimulus in the exposure phaasg a whole With this in mind, an analysis of
recognition accuracy was conducted to ascertainegtent to which it might be the

case. To this end, the 12 target stimuli were @diohto four categories:
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1. Those that appeared during the first five exposofesequence one; and may
therefore be subject to primacy effects on recagmifitems 7,10 and 12)

2. Those that appeared during the last five exposofesquence two; and may
therefore be subject to recency effects on recmgnfitems 3, 5 and 6)

3. Those that appeared during the first five exposaofesequence onand the last
five exposures of sequence three; and may therbfosaibject to both primacy
and recency effects on recognition (items 1 and 2)

4. Those that appeared in neither the first five enpes of sequence one nor the
last five exposures of sequence three; and woutdtheyefore be subject to

primacyor recency effects on recognition (items 4, 8, 9 Ahd

The target recognition rates and mean recolleatanfidence scores for all stimuli are

presented in figure 2, with the details and imglaras of the analysis in each category

discussed below
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Figure 2: Target recognition rates & mean recolledbn confidence by stimulus

item

a) Experimental Group

Experimental Group @ Recognition rate (%4

Item

b) Control Group

Control Group Control Group B Mean uncertainty (1-4)

With regard to the data above, there are a numbeorpelling reasons to reject the
notion that target recognition is to some exteftirection of recency and/or primacy
effects in the current study. Firstly, of thosaritethat may be subject to the effects of
primacy (7, 10 and 12), only one (10) exhibits dwowe-chance rate of target

recognition in the experimental group, whilst ak at or below chance levels in the
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control group. Furthermore, all are associated walatively low levels of subjective
recollection, with participants appearing less aerit in their memory for items 10 and
12 than all of the other items. On this basis,eims fair to conclude that primacy

effects are not apparent in the current study.

By contrast, there is perhaps some indication cémey effects on the recognition rates
of those items that appeared in the last five expssof sequence 3. In this respect,
marginally above-chance recognition rates for it&mare apparent in both the
experimental and control groups, whilst the santeuis for items 3 and 6 in one of the
groups (but not the other). However, the evidemcsupport of recency effects in this

category of items is significantly weakened by fitgs in the two remaining categories.

Firstly, and with the exception of item 11 (whichat or below chance in both groups),
a very similar pattern of recognition rates is entdamongst those items that do not
appear early in sequenceotllate in sequence 3 (and therefore cannot be dutioje¢be
effects or primacy or recency). In this respeetns$ 4 and 9 exhibit above-chance rates
of target recognition in both groups (and are,act f subject to two of the four highest
rates of recognition across all 12 items), whils¢ tsame is true of item 8 in the
experimental group. Furthermore, item 4 providgmgentially important case in point
within the context of this discussion. Given tHs target stimulus to which this relates
does not appear either early or late in the exgophiase, and therefore cannot (by

definition) be subject to recency or primacy efégdt is perhaps interesting to note that
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it is the most frequently recognised and that wimialticipants are the most certain they

have seen.

Finally, the target recognition rates for the twems that appear at both the beginning
and end of the exposure phase do not provide @emence in support of either
primacy or recency effects (as they might be exgukttd). In this respect, whilst target
recognition for item 2s significantly above chance, this is not the chseitem 1.
Moreover, neither have a particularly high prevatenf subjective recollection, with
participants reporting mid-range levels of memoonfidence relative to the other
items. Taking all of the above analysis into coesiion, therefore, there is little (if
any) indication that primacy or recency of preseotaexerts a significant effect on

recognition memory in this study.

In addition to order of presentation in the expesphase, however, the issue of
randomization is of course also pertinent to thdeorin which participants were
presented with choice pairs in the test phasehigrespect, whilst full randomization
would have been preferable to eliminate the pdgyilof systematic bias as a result of
choice-pair order, it is argued that the use ofr@&domly generated orders confers a
practical means by which to greatly reduce thecef®é any such bias on the results of
the study. Specifically, the fact that just 8 pap@ants completed each of the 20 versions
of the experiment should not be sufficient to digantly bias the results. As such,

whilst the benefits of a fully randomized approaale not disputed (and are
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recommended for future research), it is proposatttie approach adopted in this study

constitutes a pragmatic and effective solutionstadies in which this is not possible.

2. Pretesting the manipulation of independent vagbles

In addition to the above discussion regarding dtisiselection, it is important to
acknowledge that the successful manipulation ofprecthdent variables in this study (i.e.
perception, recognition and recollection) was largeependent on the effectiveness of
pretesting. In this respect, whilst piloting anetesting of the experimental procedure
was undertaken with 50 participants in all, it veasducted in five phases to facilitate
incremental refinements as necessary (see chapteecon 6.7, page 283). Whilst
mean rates of perception and recognition were ifilethtin each phase, therefore, their
reliability is of course undermined by the limitsize of the sample in each phase
(n=10). As such, these results were simply consttlér provide a generaidication of
the extent to which the required conditions (i.apraliminal perception and both
recognition and non-recognition) could be expettedccur in the main experiment; an
assumption that was then discussed with pretesitipants in each of the five phases.
However, the usefulness of this indicator was neended to extend to a further
breakdown of recognition judgments on the basidiiéérent degrees of confidence. In
this respect, the degree to which participants mepeed and reported a subjective
experience of recollection was simply raised inugraliscussions at each stage of
pretesting; resulting in a qualitative indicatidrat this was likely to occur to varying

degrees in the main experiment. In the event thatrequired rates of perception,
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recognition and recollection did not materialiseexpected, a contingency plan was
developed to increase the size of the sample imtam experiment to the point at
which the number of cases in each condition wafgcgerit for statistical analysis. In the

unlikely event that a negligible number of casesuoed in any of the required

conditions, it was accepted that changes to thesrempntal design and a return to
pretesting would be required, prior to a seconctetien of the main experiment. As it
was, the quantitative and qualitative pre-testifigd regarding perception, recognition
and recollection rates proved to be a remarkabburate indication of those that
ultimately occurred in the main experiment. Howevér should nonetheless be
acknowledged that, whilst the extent of pilotingdapretesting in this study was
necessarily limited by time, resource and samplaogstraints, the reliability of

guantitative indicators could be further enhancgdaldarger pretest sample in future

research.

3. Measuring the independent variables: Perception

For the reasons detailed in chapter 6 (sectiorl8.3page 246), the measurement of
perception in this study was made in relation ® éxposure phase in its entirety, as
opposed to each target stimulus. As such, whitstntljority of the affective responses
that are deemed to have occurred under sublimiex@eption are likely to be valid in
this respect, it should be acknowledged that alsmahber may in fact have taken
place under conditions of supraliminal percepti®milarly, a small minority of those

preference judgments that are deemed to have ecctaitowing supraliminal exposure
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may in fact have been made on the basis of suldinpi@rception. In light of consistent
evidence that the MEE is significantly larger undenditions of subliminal perception
(see Bornstein, 1989), the consequence of thisbedy underestimate the difference in
the size of the implicit MEE in each perceptual dition. In this respect, the size of the
(larger) subliminal implicit MEE may be underestied, whilst that of the (smaller)
supraliminal implicit MEE might be magnified sligitas a result of this small amount
of contamination; leading to type Il error with pest to the following hypothesis

(discussed and tested in chapter 7, page 341):

H6. In the absence of stimulus recognition, the size of the non-target preference
bias will be dgnificantly larger under conditions of subliminal versus

supraliminal perception during exposure

Given that the implicit MEE in the subliminal growas still found to be significantly
larger than that exhibited in the supraliminal grdsupporting H6a), this factor does
not appear to have significantly influenced theulssor conclusions of this study.
However, it may be speculated that, should the gizBe ‘supraliminal’ implicit MEE
have been artificially magnified in this way, it ynaot in fact have occurred to a degree
that is statistically significant in this study. W this would not necessarily invalidate
the proposed dual-processing model of mere expdsufight of the fact that evidence
for the implicit MEE is still observed under condits of subliminal perception) it
raises the possibility that the distractor stimatid filler tasks were not sufficient to

eliminate the influence of memory, even when thiaswiot sufficient to facilitate
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accurate identification in a discriminatory choisuation (i.e. a genuine but weak
memory was over-ridden by a false sense of redognior the alternative stimulus). In
this case, further research may be necessarye¢ssasdhether the effects of memory can
be sufficiently eliminated by means other than isniplal perception (e.g. extended
periods of delay between exposure and test) tousedthe implicit MEE. Should this
not be the case it may be more accurate to ddfménto forms of the effect observed in
this study assubliminal and supraliminal. Alternatively, the degree to which the
significance of the current results is indeed iaficed by this factor may be assessed by
replication with the addition of a by-item measafgerception. This might be achieved
for example, by the requirement for participantptess a button during the blank slide
between each exposure to indicate whether or egthlad perceived a lexical stimulus
in-between the pre- and post-mask. It should bedydtowever, that such an approach
would require a longer, more intensive, highly ilweal exposure phase with reduced
ecological validity, fewer stimulus items and ahegrisk of boredom and fatigue. As
such, it is perhaps more suited to the domain peemental psychology than applied

marketing research.

4. The comparison of subliminal and supraliminal expogre effects

In addition to the above discussion, one furth@ittion should also be acknowledged

with regard to the comparison of effects under @omts of subliminal and supraliminal

perception. As previously noted, the observatioa significant difference in the size of

the implicit MEE between those participants whocpered the target supraliminally
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and those who did not constitutes a key piece afleexe; linking the observed
preference bias directly to mere exposure and thliisg out alternative explanations
(such as théalse familiarity effect, Whittlesea, 1993, and task order effects, Phath an
Rotteveel, 2005). However, it should be noted thalhjlst the potential for this
comparison was acknowledged during the formulatibthe experiment (see chapter
5), its importance was not initially recognised ahdvas not originally stated as a
primary objective of the empirical work in this #ie Indeed, this analysis was
facilitated (somewhat fortuitously it may be argubg the fact that a sufficient number
of participants exhibited a particularly low levef perceptual ability during the

exposure phase (n=36).

In response, however, it may be argued that thsotoe extent constitutes a ‘planned
outcome’ of the research design, given the sizéhefselected sample and indications
during pretesting that approximately one-fifth bé tparticipants would experience the
exposure phase subliminally. Nonetheless, it isigges important to acknowledge that,
whilst theoretically sufficient for statistical dgsis (see Diamantopoulos and

Schlegelmilch, 2000) and in line with the vast midyo of marketing-based mere

exposure research (see chapter 4, page 160),zbeosithe sample in the subliminal

group is relatively small. Given the potentiallygortant role that this analysis may play
in distinguishing the MEE from other priming effectgreater efforts to ensure the
occurrence of both subliminal and supraliminal ppton may be advisable in future
mere exposure research. In this respect, shoulsngars approach be taken to the

manipulation of perception (i.e. setting the expesduration to a level at which the
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stimuli are just perceptible to most, but not psticipants), it is recommended that an
even larger sample be adopted to increase the tpsize of the subliminal group, and

thus the reliability of results.

5. Measuring the dependent variable: Brand name pmference

As discussed in chapter 5 (page 190), it was censilimportant to ensure that the
specific nature of the preference judgment thatippants were required to make was
both relevant (in a marketing context) and meanihigf the context of the experiment.
As a result, the two stimuli in each choice pairaveositioned as potential brand names
for a new product in a particular category, andipigants were asked which of the two
they liked the most. Whilst this question does mefa discriminatory affective
judgment (i.e. the formulation of preference based liking), it should be
acknowledged that it may not entirely reflect aid¢gp consumer decision. Whilst
participants may indeed have responded as theytnmgh consumption situation, it is
possible that they assumed the position of markatenaking this judgment; i.e. that
they made the selection on the basis of which néwewould select for the new brand,
if they were responsible for this decision. Howeveis important to stress that each
preference judgment was made rapidly and undeifisignt time pressure (i.e. a few
seconds). As such, careful deliberation of the tgpenarketing manager might be
expected to engage in was not possible and patitspvere reliant on their immediate
affective response to complete the task. Giverrdp&l and relatively passive nature of

this response it may be expected to occur in theesaay, and with the same result,
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regardless of the way in which the question isrprted, and thus form the basis on
which either low involvement decisions are made funther (high involvement)
deliberation occurs. For this reason, it is notsidered to be a significant limitation in

the current study.

However, whilst the basis on which preference wapressed is not necessarily
considered to be problematic, a more significastiesmay be identified with regard to
the means by which preference was expressed.dmabpect, whilst forced choice tests
provide a good test of both memory and discriminatpreference (reflecting
comparative brand evaluations, judgments and chioice real-world situation), they
may nonetheless be associated with certain liraitati With regard to recognition, for
example, it may be reasonably claimed that it ipdssible to know whether the
inaccurate selection of the non-target stimulusaoforced choice test of memory
reflects ‘'no memory’ or ‘false memory’. To addréhkss, a confidence scale was added
to each recognition judgment in the current studly,the assumption that greater
confidence in the inaccurate judgment would indictite latter. This combination of
forced-choice and confidence scale measures theretmtributes to the identification
of both objective recognition memory and the sufbjecexperience of this. With regard
to preference, however, an inherent limitationatéd-choice tests is that they do not
necessarily reveal thextent to which one stimulus is preferred over anotheeraty
that it is. Whilst this may be sufficient to demtrate the MEE, and as a basis on which
to make brand choices in low involvement situatjohmay be that the difference is so

minimal as to not be consistently significant.
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Whilst the potential problem of using consciousf-sgbort scales to measure the
nonconscious effects of mere exposure researchm@Sriand Kitchen, 2007) was
acknowledged in chapter 6 (page 233), it may natesis be useful for future research
to incorporate a means by which to measure not a@hé direction of relative
preference, but the extent to which absolikieng is influenced. This may be achieved,
for example, by the addition of a scale by whichtipgants indicate their liking for
each of the stimuli in a previous paired-choic&.td$he inherent limitation of such an
approach, however, is that it may require a cogmitevaluation of the affective
response and will be difficult to administer undenditions of low involvement. In this
respect, the use of time pressure was used to thmitextent of involvement and
elaboration in the preference judgment. By necgsdiiowever, the additional
administration of a liking scale for each stimwusuld require additional exposure to —
and consideration of — the target stimuli and tbrtesater levels of actor involvement.
For this reason, a choice may be required as tohwtype of affective response will be
used in a single experiment. In this study, prefeeewas selected for reasons outlined
in chapter 6 (section 6.2.1, page 228). Futurearebemay seek to address the limitation
discussed in this paragraph by replicating the ewpat using liking-scale ratings

instead.
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6. Refining the dependent variable: Affective responsen the presence and

absence of recognition memory

In addition to those identified so far, a furthechinical limitation may be associated
with the refinement of preference judgements penteethe final set of four dependent
variables that were measured during data analysiese essentially reflect, for each
participant, the mean rate of preference for tihgetaand non-target stimuli when these
judgments were made in the presence and absenmeeagition memory respectively
(see chapter 6, page 241). As such, they are a#dclibn a denominator that varies
from participant to participant. In this respeadyree may have a relatively balanced
profile in terms of their recognition rates acrtdss 12 choices; indeed a total absence of
recognition memory would be expected to result chance rate of 6 stimuli correctly
identified and 6 incorrectly so. Others, howeveaymaxhibit an uneven ratio of correct
and incorrect recognition judgments (either by ceaor otherwise); e.g. they may
correctly identify 9 of the target brand namesexognised and incorrectly identify just
3 of the non-targets as recognised. In principgierdfore, it is acknowledged that this
situation could give rise to differences in rellapiof the effects observed between the
two types of profile. However, in this study thengaoverall pattern of effects is evident
in the results of within-group analyses of ‘balaficend ‘unbalanced’ participants, and
no significant between-group differences are ole#mwn the dependent variables (as

illustrated in figure 1)
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Figure 2: Comparison of dependent variable result$or cases in which recognition
memory is ‘balanced’ (i.e. close to chance) and ‘lalanced’ (i.e. significantly

higher or lower than chance)
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Mean target preference Egual variances
e 1176 presence o Sesarmod 1.267 262 066 152 343 00233 03628 - 06923 07406
recogniton i
Equal varlances not 0B5 | 143966 948 00238 03653 - 06981 07459
e the Egual varlances 1.222 an -107 162 315 -.00330 03628 -07EE4 ETTS
presence of recognition E i
qual variances not
bt 407 | 144012 315 -.00330 03651 - 708 06827
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7. Brand name pretesting and selection

Finally, one further technical issue that was ratidated in this thesis is nonetheless
worthy of discussion here. As explained in chaptépage 202), the identification of
brand name triads was undertaken in a way thatredstinat, whilst each met the
criteria of equivalence and neutrality, the maximumamber of items/trials was

available for inclusion in the experiment. Usingstlapproach, therefore, the triad
containing the three brand names that exhibitedrdimally) the most similar mean

liking ratings was not necessarily selected if auld be broken up to create two
(marginally) less appropriate triads that nonet®lmet the set criteria. Whilst this
facilitated the identification of 15 possible tadbr inclusion in the experiment, only 12
were actually used (as explained in chapter 5, p2@®. In light of this, it is

acknowledged that the selected triads could hawm lve-examined (in light of the

decisions to exclude 3 of the triads) to identifiether liking equivalence could be
even further enhanced by the replacement of egistiimuli with those from the unused
triads. Whilst this was not undertaken prior to exmentation, a subsequent
examination of the pretest data reveals that thivatpnce of the triads selected could
not have been improved in this way. However, theemital for this should perhaps be
noted and explored during the pretest phase ofdutesearch that adopts a similar

methodological approach to this study.

On reflection, however, a more important limitatioh stimulus pretesting may be

evident in relation to the way in whidguivalence was identified. In this respect, it
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may be recalled that the degree to which parti¢gpdiked or disliked each potential
brand name was measured by way of a 5-point |8eate. Brand name triads were then
identified on the basis that each of the threeudtiexhibited an extremely similar mean
liking rating that was also very close to neutrsg¢g chapter 5, page 201). However,
whilst this might be expected to result in choie@gpthat are equallykable, based on a
consideration of the merits of each stimulus idaBon, it does not necessarily reveal
the extent to which systematic bias might arisa essult of the inherent characteristics
of the stimuli. To explain; when participants iretmain experiment are required to
express a time-pressured preference between twallgdjwable stimuli they may use
inherent processing fluency as an heuristic by twhicmake decisions with regard to
the relative qualities of each stimulus (WhittlesE293). In cases whereby one stimulus
in the pair is easier to process than the otheystematic preference bias might
therefore emerge on this basis alone. Given this,acknowledged that the equivalence
of stimuli in each triad could have been more eiWety pretested by requiring a further
sample of pretest participants to indicate thesfgnences for every potential pairing, in
each proposed triad, under similar time-pressurehtd imposed during the main

experiment.

In the absence of pretesting to identify the paksibof inherent affective bias,
consideration was given to the development of aditiadal control phase of
experimentation whereby participants would be nemglito complete only the
preference judgment task from the main experimieatithey would not engage in the

exposure phase, filler tasks and recognition menest This may facilitate between-
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group comparison with the main experimental cooditn order to identify the extent
to which the observed preference bias is spedyidiaked to prior exposure. However,
this was considered to be unnecessary for two nsageérstly, the selection of equally
liked stimuli was not the only means by which theperiment was designed to
minimise systematic bias on the basis of inheremiudus characteristics. For example,
exposed brand names were counterbalanced so théhdnaample was presented with
choice pairs containing one set of target brandasa(®) whilst the other half was
presented with another set (B) during the test @ahbs both halves, the choice pairs
were completed by the same filler stimuli. As ithaged in figure 9.2, no significant
between-group differences are apparent in the bvata of preference, or those that
occur in the presence and absence of recognitiom ofly potential difference that may
be of worthy of note is that the mean recognitiate ris higher amongst those that were
presented with target set B during the test phidsé.only does this difference fail to
reach the level of statistical significant (M=4.881.797, p=0.75), however, but it does
not appear have a substantive influence on the dependent variables in the current
study (i.e. target and non-target preference inptiesence and absence of recognition).
The subsequent absence of significant differenoegsaich half of the sample may
therefore be taken as an indication that the oleskeffects are not due to the relative
characteristics of the two brand names presenteddh choice pair (as when all of the

choice pairs were changed, no significant changéset results were observed).
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Figure 3: Comparison of dependent variable resultéor target sets A and B

Group Statistics
Target Set o Std. Error
|zad [+ fean Std. Deviation fean
Mean target preference Target Set A a1 458851 15.92788 1.7697R
t

rate Target Set B 73 | 482011 13.40595 1.56905
Mean target recognition Target Set A a1 52 9837 14.39220 1.59914
rate Target Set B 73 | 57.8770 18.83451 7.20447
Mean taraet preference Target Set A 81 3555 23805 02645
rate in the absence of

recognition Target SetB 72 4162 29496 03476
Mean non-target Target Set A a1 E410 23802 07645
preference rate in the

ahsence of recognition Target SetB 72 5343 29504 03477
Mean target prefarence Target Set A a1 5451 IIEE2 076249
rate in the presence of

recognition Target Set B 73 S625 21047 02463
Mean target preference Target Set A 21 4554 23624 02625
rate in the presence of

recagnition Target Setb 73 4378 21067 02466

Independent Samples Test

Levene's Testfor Equality of
Wariances ttest for Equality of Means
95% Confidence Interval of the
Difference
Wean Std. Error
F Sitg t df Sig. (tailed) Diffarence Diffarence Lower Upper
Mean target preference Egual variances
Ite ity 1.602 208 | -1390 152 167 -3.31603 238636 -8.03075 1.39363
Egqual variances not
it 1402 | 151315 163 -3.31603 236518 -7.83903 1.35696
Mean target recognition Equal variances
e ipeirt 5.623 o1a | -1.822 152 i -4.89328 168621 -10.20042 41385
Equal variances not
eearmad 1797 | 1343266 7s -4.89328 272337 -10.27854 43298
Mean target preference Egual variances
et ot iyt 2742 100 | 1318 151 140 -.05674 04314 -14188 02849
recognition
Equal vartances not 1299 | 136427 196 -.05674 04368 14312 02964
e the Equal vafiances 2783 097 | 1314 151 191 05668 04314 - 02856 14192
absence of recognition E i
qual variances not
ity 1287 | 136397 197 05663 04369 -.02a71 14307
Mean target preference Equal variances
ate infhe presence of it 1421 289 -.480 152 632 -01740 03625 -.08902 05421
recognition Etjual vatiances not
it -483 | 161877 630 -01740 03603 -.08359 05378
Mean target preference Egual variances
ate Infhe presence of eearmad 1.088 204 496 152 620 01788 03623 - 05360 08957
recognition Equal variances not
iyl 489 | 151985 618 01788 03602 -05318 08914

It is acknowledged, however, that it remains thecadly possible that both targets A
and B were systematically preferred/not-preferresd aa result of almost identical
inherent processing advantages over the fillertimith which they were paired. In
order to supplement the above evidence, thereforattempt was made to directly link
the observed effects to the exposure phase. Inghpect, it should be recalled that the

MEE has been consistently demonstrated to be &gnify larger under conditions of

504



subliminal versus supraliminal perception during@sure (see Bornstein, 1989). With
this in mind, it may be argued that a similar figliin this study would clearly link
changes in the observed affect-bias to a relevhahge in the exposure phase. As
illustrated in chapter 7 (page 342-343), this resuhs indeed apparent; providing
further evidence that the observed effects areatiguinked to the exposure phase of
the experiment. In light of these two additionattéas, therefore, it would seem
unnecessary to continue with additional data cttacin the present study. However,
the pretesting of stimulus choice-pairs under thenes conditions as in the main
experiment should be considered as a means by wbidimprove the reliability of
pretesting in future mere exposure research thigast stimulus-based forced-choice

tests.

In light of the discussion in this section, therefat is proposed that the basis on which
stimuli were selected for inclusion in this studhosld not necessarily be considered a
limitation. However, it may be useful for reseanshim this field to acknowledge that it
could have been further improved by a second rewikthe selected brand triads prior
to experimentation and, more importantly, the ismn of an additional phase of
pretesting for inherent fluency-bias in which tleguirements of the planned preference

judgment task were more closely replicated.

505



