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This study investigates the influence of repeated exposure to negative political 

advertisements on the evaluations of and likelihood of voting for the sponsor and the target of the 

ad. Two experimental studies were developed to investigate this relationship. Study 1 exposed 

participants to a negative political advertising one, three or five times. The entire set of 

advertisements, which also included filler ads, was presented in 7, 9 or 11 minutes, 

characterizing the presentation as massive. Study 2 sought to investigate the effects of repeated 

exposure to a negative political advertisement on a real world condition. Participants were 

exposed to a real 30-minute TV program with insertions of the negative political advertisement 

one, three or five times, characterizing the presentation as distributed or spaced.  

The results of Study 1 suggested that moderate repetition of a negative political 

advertisement presented massively enhances the evaluation of and the likelihood of voting for 

the sponsor of the ad. Conversely, moderate repetition of a negative political advertisement did 

not affect the evaluation and likelihood of voting for the target of the ad as compared to low and 

high repetition. In addition, Study 1 revealed that under moderate exposure to the ad, the 

difference between the evaluation of and the likelihood of voting for the sponsor and the target of 

the ad was greater than under low and high repetition to the ad. 



 

10 

 The results of Study 2 suggested that moderate repetition of a negative political 

advertisement in a spaced presentation did not affect the evaluation of and the likelihood of 

voting for both candidates as compared to low and high repetition. Additionally, the results of 

Study 2 revealed that the difference between the evaluation of and the likelihood of voting for 

the candidates increased as exposure to the advertisement increased. Therefore, these results 

indicated that when presentation of advertisements is spaced, positive affect would probably be 

reached under higher levels of repetition to the advertisement. 

The contribution of this research to the field of political advertising lies in understanding 

how repetition of a negative political advertisement affects the evaluation of and the likelihood 

of voting for the sponsor and the target of the ad. Moreover, findings suggest that the way 

advertisements are presented to viewers (i.e., massively vs. spaced) can influence how people 

evaluate political candidates. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Imagine a political candidate running for a seat in Congress. His campaign strategies to 

promote his candidacy include broadcasting some TV advertisements. Among the types of 

advertisements chosen to be aired, the candidate and his campaign team decide to air political 

advertisements that directly attack his opponent (i.e., negative advertising). In addition to these 

advertisements, he will air a few ads promoting his own positions on issues such as education, 

taxes, and others. Now, imagine that the majority of the candidate’s TV advertisements are 

negative in tone. That is, he points out the controversial positions his opponent favors. Also, in 

the same ad, the candidate who sponsors the ad presents little information about his own 

positions on the same issues and about the things he will do for the country if elected. How 

would these advertisements influence the evaluations of the candidates? What would be the 

impact of airing the same advertisement over and over again on the evaluation of each 

candidate? One alternative is that repetition may result in more positive evaluations toward the 

sponsor of the ad and more negative evaluations toward the target of the ad. However, the more 

the ad is repeated, the more the viewers may become tired of watching that advertisement and 

will evaluate both candidates negatively. Repetition of negative advertisements may also 

backfire and have a negative impact on the evaluation of the sponsor and a positive impact on the 

evaluation of the target of the ad. 

This scenario is not unlikely during electoral periods since a great deal of political 

advertising is aired everyday. In 2002, for instance, U.S. candidates spent more than $1 billion 

on political advertising. In 2006, the spending on TV advertisement reached the $2 billion mark 

(TNS Media Intelligence 2006), and $160 million were spent on negative political advertisement 

(Kuhnhenn 2006). It is clear that candidates are spending a great deal of their campaign budget 
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on political advertising. One explanation for the increase in the number of political 

advertisements is the fact that they have become the major means for candidates to communicate 

with voters in a massive manner (Jamieson 2004 cited in Crawford 2004, para. 9). As a 

consequence, a variety of studies have been done to verify the effects of such advertisements. 

Researchers have found that negative political advertising is considered unethical (Surlin and 

Gordon 1977) and untrustworthy (Garramone 1984). However, people find these ads more 

informative than the positive version (Lau 1985; Surlin and Gordon 1977). Other studies have 

examined the role of the sponsor in political advertising and the findings indicate that if an 

advertisement is sponsored by an independent organization, people tend to evaluate this ad more 

positively (Garramone and Smith 1984). However, if the ad is sponsored by a candidate or 

political party, people generally dislike it (Garramone 1984; Johnson-Cartee and Copeland 

1987). Therefore, people’s perception of the candidate as the sponsor of the ad plays an 

important role in defining whether people will like or dislike the advertisements.  

Yet, other factors may affect the likeability of negative political advertisements. For 

instance, the number of exposures of a negative political ad could result in positive affect toward 

the candidate and the ad. After repeated exposure to the advertisements, people would show 

increased affect toward negative ads and the candidate. However, overexposure to the 

advertisement could result in tedium or reactance toward the ad and the candidate. Repeated 

exposure would lead to an increase, and then a decrease in liking toward the candidate and the ad 

due to a two-step process. Initially, with a moderate level of exposure, an effort to learn and 

comprehend the message develops. In this stage, according to Cacciopo and Petty (1979, 1980), 

the viewer has opportunity and ability for more elaborate processing of the message. As 
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exposure continues, however, tedium or reactance toward the ad may develop. Motivation to 

learn about the message decreases, producing negative evaluations toward the message or ad.  

The two-factor process has been widely studied using noncommunicative stimuli, such as 

polygons, drawings and nonsense words. In addition, the idea of an increase then a decrease in 

liking has produced some work that utilized communicative stimuli, such as advertisements. 

Nevertheless, little is known about the effects of repetition on political advertising. Thus, the 

current study represents an attempt to investigate the effects of repeated exposure to negative 

political advertisements on the evaluations of the sponsor and the target of the ad and on the 

likelihood of voting for the sponsor and the target. 

The remaining chapters of this research are organized as follows. The next chapter reviews 

the literature on negative political advertising and the theories used to study repetition.  Chapters 

3 and 4 present two experimental studies that were developed to investigate the effects of 

repeated exposure to negative political advertisements. Chapter 3 presents Study 1, which was 

designed to test the effects of repetition on a sequential presentation of advertisements. Chapter 4 

presents Study 2, which was designed to test the effects of repetition using a real TV program. 

Therefore, Study 2 intended to explain a real world condition. A general discussion of the results 

of the studies is presented in chapter 5 along with the limitations of the study, implications and 

directions for future work. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

Political campaigns are periods of time during which candidates and their parties transmit 

their points of view about issues that are facing the nation, and they are also the time to persuade 

people to vote in a certain way on election day. In this regard, in every election in the United 

States, candidates and their parties spend millions of dollars on political advertising to influence 

and obtain voters’ support. Political advertising, in turn, is one of the most preferred and most 

powerful campaign strategies that candidates utilize to promote their candidacies.  

According to Kaid, Chanslor and Hovind (1992), the reasons why political candidates 

spend a great deal of money on TV advertisements are well-know: “television advertising 

reaches large numbers of voters, requires limited information-seeking behavior on the part of the 

voter, and provides the candidate with complete control of the message. […] television 

advertising also allows the political candidates to choose the specific television programming 

environment in which political commercials will appear” (Kaid et al. 1992, p. 303). This huge 

financial investment, however, has been producing other effects on the democratic process, such 

as negativism toward the campaign process, cynicism toward the political system, apathy, and 

lower voter turnout (Ansolabehere and Iyengar 1995; McLeod and McDonald 1985; Cohen and 

Davis 1991; Johnson-Cartee and Copeland 1991). Coupled with these symptoms of political 

disaffection, one element that has been receiving attention from candidates and researchers is the 

use of negative political advertisements. This topic is discussed in the next section. 

Negative Political Advertising 

Although an exact definition has not been reached yet, generally, a negative political 

advertisement directly attacks its target, pointing out the broken promises of the target, voting 

record inadequacies, or denigrating the target’s personal characteristics or traits (Merritt 1984; 
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Johnson-Cartee and Copeland 1989; Pinkleton 1997). Garramone (1984) and Stewart (1975) 

refer to this type of advertising as “mudslinging.” Based on this definition, researchers have 

identified three types of negative advertising:  

• negative issue advertising: usually containing information about an opponent’s political 
record, voting record, criminal record, and positions on issues or items of public policy 
(Johnson-Cartee and Copeland 1989) 

• negative image advertising: usually containing information about an opponent’s medical 
history, personal life, religion, sex life, or family member. Such advertisements focus on 
the opponent’s personal characteristics and usually they do not address issue positions. 
(Johnson-Cartee and Copeland 1989) 

• comparative advertising: a more complex form of political advertising in which both 
candidates are directly compared. The sponsor candidate claims superiority over the target 
candidate based on both candidates’ issue positions, experience, or voting records.  
(Johnson-Cartee and Copeland 1991; Merritt 1984).  

Considering these definitions and the amount of negative campaign tactics that have been 

presented in past elections, many studies have been conducted to investigate the impact that such 

advertisements might have on the democratic process (Ansolabehere and Iyengar 1996; 

Ansolabehere, Iyengar, and Simon 1999; Kahn and Kenney 1999). They argue that negative 

campaign tactics, including negative political advertising, turn voters off and keep people away 

from the polls, therefore, contributing to a uniformed, uninvolved electorate.  

In a meta-analysis study, Lau et al. (1999) found that people like negative ads less than 

positive ads.1 However, research has shown that negative political advertising can be useful. For 

instance, Surlin and Gordon (1977) found that negative political advertisements were considered 

unethical, but also were perceived to be informative. Not only is negative political advertising 

informative, but it may also be considered more informative than the positive version of the 

advertisements. Lau (1982) found that negative information is more influential than comparable 

                                                 
1 According to Lau et al. (1999), this finding seems to be the only point of agreement in the literature regarding the 
effects of negative ads. 
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positive information in candidate evaluations. A more recent study conducted by Lau and 

Pomper (2002) found that negative campaigning is relatively effective for challengers, while 

positive campaigning is more effective for incumbents.  In addition, some studies have found 

that negative information in general is perceived as more credible than positive information 

(Hamilton and Zanna 1972, Leventhal and Singer 1964).  

Many researchers have examined the impact of political advertising on political 

candidates’ evaluations (Haddock and Zanna 1997; Kaid and Boydston 1987; Pinkleton 1997; 

Shapiro and Rieger 1992), vote intention, and attitude toward the ad (Garramone 1985; 

Garramone and Smith 1984; Meirick 2002; Pinkleton 1997; Roddy and Garramone 1988). Of 

particular importance to this study are the studies which investigated candidate evaluations, vote 

intention, attitude toward the ad and that have exposed participants to negative political 

advertising. These studies are examined next. 

Effects of Negative Political Advertisement on Candidate Evaluations 

It is well known that exposure to political advertising affects candidates’ evaluation 

(Garramone 1984; Garramone and Smith 1984; Haddock and Zanna 1997, Kaid and Boydston 

1987; Kaid and Chanslor 1995; Pinkleton 1997; Shapiro and Rieger 1992). 

According to Kaid and Boydston (1987), audiences have rated candidates as being less 

qualified, less honest, less serious, less sincere, less successful, and less fiscally responsible after 

exposure to negative political ads. In addition, research results show that evaluations of the target 

candidate worsen in greater proportion than evaluations of the sponsor candidate among persons 

exposed to negative issue advertising (Shapiro and Rieger 1992). On the other hand, Hill (1989) 

found that the target of the ad was liked more if the ad was negative rather than positive, while 

the sponsor of the ad was liked less if the ad was negative rather than positive.  
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In a study that exposed participants to negative comparative political advertising, Pinkleton 

(1997) investigated the effects of such advertisements on candidate evaluations. The results show 

that the comparative stimuli containing the most negative information produced significantly 

greater negative changes in the target candidate evaluations than any other stimuli (i.e., low and 

moderate negative information). Although candidates receive negative evaluations when 

featuring negative ads, negative advertising makes a greater impression on the audience than 

positive or neutral advertising because of the greater weight given to negative information over 

positive information (Pinkleton 1997). Research in psychology has shown that individuals weigh 

negative information more heavily than positive information in individual impression formation, 

assessments of likeability, and judgmental decision making (Fiske 1980; Hamilton and Huffman 

1971; Hamilton and Zanna 1972). Furthermore, negative information is weighted more heavily 

than positive information in political perception and behavior (Lau 1982; 1985). Lau (1982) 

found that negative information receives more weight than comparable positive information in 

the formation of evaluations of presidential candidates.  

The results of these studies are divergent. Some results indicate that exposure to negative 

political advertising either lowers evaluations of the sponsor of the ad or it lowers evaluation of 

the target of the ad. With respect to lowering evaluations of the sponsor of the ad, research has 

identified this effect as a “backlash effect or boomerang effect” (Garramone 1984; Merritt 1984). 

In other words, unintended effects are generated toward the sponsor of the ad instead of intended 

effects toward the target of the ad. Although some of these studies have shown that negative 

political advertising produces backlash effects toward the sponsor of the ad, researchers have 

identified that third-party or independent sponsorship of political ads can alleviate these 

unintended effects (Garramone 1984; 1985; Garramone and Smith 1984). In addition, negative 
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issue advertising, that is, ads that attack the target’s issue positions, tend to be more effective 

than attacks made to the character or image of the opponent (Kahn and Geer 1994; Roddy and 

Garramone 1988). As a result, because the sponsor of the advertising is issue-attacking his 

opponent, his evaluations will be higher than the target of the ad. On the other hand, for the 

candidate who is the target of the advertisement, rebuttals can be considered a strategy to lessen 

the effects of the sponsor’s attack (Garramone 1985; Roddy and Garramone 1988). 

In short, while some researchers have found that negative ads are effective and produce the 

intended effects toward the target of the ad, others have found that negative ads fail to deliver 

their main purpose, causing backlash effects toward the sponsor of the ad. Consequently, the 

evaluation of the target of the ad is improved. Moreover, these studies did not investigate the 

effects of repeated exposure to the advertisements on candidate evaluations. In fact, repeated 

exposure to negative ads is a real condition during election periods, and until now, little attention 

was given to this topic.  

Effects of Negative Political Advertising on Vote Intention and Attitude toward the Ad  

Primarily, when a candidate decides to air negative political advertisements, the desired 

goals are to denigrate the image of the opponent and increase the evaluations of the sponsor 

candidate. Ultimately, a negative political advertisement aims to persuade people to vote for the 

sponsor candidate on election day. Research on this issue has found that political advertisements 

do produce behavioral effects. 

In a study that explored the influence of sponsor and rebuttal2 on perceptions of the 

candidates and vote intentions, Garramone (1985) exposed participants to negative 
                                                 
2 According to Garramone (1985, p.150), “a rebuttal political commercial may be defined as one which charges as 
false the claims of another commercial. Effective rebuttal of an attack should attenuate the attack’s negative impact 
on the targeted candidate.” 
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advertisements embedded in a newscast. The results show that viewers of an independent ad 

opposing a candidate demonstrated a decreased likelihood of voting for the target as compared to 

viewers of an advertisement that was sponsored by a candidate. Furthermore, viewers in the 

rebuttal condition demonstrated a lesser likelihood of voting for the target’s opponent than did 

viewers in the no-rebuttal condition. These findings are in line with an earlier study developed by 

Garramone and Smith (1984). In this study, the authors aimed to investigate the process of 

sponsor effects, focusing on the mediating roles of sponsor trustworthiness and advertisement 

evaluation. As a result, Garramone and Smith (1984) found that an ad that is independently 

sponsored is perceived as more trustworthy than an ad sponsored by a candidate, and 

consequently, the ad itself is evaluated more positively. Also, the results show that for voters 

who rely on political advertisements, an independent sponsor is more trustworthy than a party or 

a candidate sponsor.  

In a study that attempted to compare negative and comparative political advertisements in 

terms of the cognitive responses their viewers have, Meirick (2002) exposed participants to two 

political advertisements embedded in a sequence of consumer ads. Meirick (2002) selected two 

political ads from each candidate, one negative and one comparative. The results show that 

participants who saw comparative ads were able to produce more counterarguments than did 

those who saw negative ads. Source derogations, in contrast, were more common for negative 

ads than for comparative ads.  

Although negative ads can generate more source derogations, Kaid (1997) found that 

participants were significantly more likely to say they intended to vote for the candidate in the 

condition with a distorted version3 of the advertisement than in the condition with the undistorted 

                                                 
3 A distorted political advertising includes computerized alterations, slow motion, superimpositions, misleading 
editing or sequence, and other techniques that might lead viewers to false conclusions (Kaid, 1997).  
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version of the ad. Conversely, positive image ads produced a greater likelihood of voting for the 

sponsor than negative ads in a study that sought to determine whether the type of TV program 

surrounding the political advertising influences the effectiveness of these ads (Kaid, Chanslor 

and Hovind 1992).  

Overall, the results of these studies suggest that negative political advertisements influence 

the way people would vote for a candidate and the way people absorb the ad itself. Yet, the 

findings of these studies do not lead to a one-way direction since they utilize different 

methodologies and different kinds of stimuli. On the one hand, negative political ads may be 

very beneficial to the sponsor of the ad, as it was found in the studies described earlier. On the 

other hand, the unintended effects may emerge, and the target of the ad may benefit from it. 

Therefore, it is difficult to affirm that negative political advertisements are harmful or beneficial 

to either the sponsor or the target of the ad. For example, Ansolabehere and Iyengar (1995) 

suggest that the negativity associated with attack ads may turn voters off from the polls or worse 

than that, they may turn voters off from voting at all. In their study, exposure to negative ads 

reduced voter turnout by 5%. It is interesting to note, however, that other studies have found 

little relationship between exposure to the ads and intention to vote (Garramone et al. 1990; 

Martinez and Delegal 1990).  

In sum, how would a candidate be evaluated if he decided to air the same negative 

advertisement over and over again? What effects would repeated exposure to negative political 

advertisements have on candidates’ evaluations and vote intention? Examined next is another 

important issue discussed in the literature: the effects of message repetition.  

Effects of Message Repetition 

Generally speaking, research has shown that repetition of political ads produces higher 

evaluations of the candidates sponsoring the ads (Becker and Doolittle 1975). Research in social 
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psychology provides evidence that as exposure to a novel stimulus increases, so does the 

affective evaluation of that stimulus (Zajonc 1968). This phenomenon is known as the mere 

exposure effect. According to Zajonc (1968), mere exposure is a condition which “just makes the 

given stimulus accessible to the individual’s perception” (Zajonc 1968, p. 1) and the mere 

exposure effect is defined as the increase in positive affect that results from the repeated 

presentation of previously unfamiliar stimuli (Seamon et al. 1995).   

Zajonc (1968) was the first one to study the exposure-affect relationship. In Experiment 

1, Zajonc exposed participants to a series of nonsense words at frequencies ranging from 0 to 25 

exposures. After the exposure phase, participants rated each stimulus word for goodness of 

meaning, that is, the extent to which the word connotes “good” versus “bad” affect. As a result, 

Zajonc found a positive relationship between the number of exposures and the average of 

goodness rating for a word. Becker and Doolittle (1975) utilized paradigms of the mere exposure 

effect to study how repetition affects evaluation of and information seeking about political 

candidates. In this study, the authors utilized 34 advertisements of six fictitious candidates 

recorded by a professional broadcaster as stimuli. Participants had to hear the advertisements and 

not see them. The results of this study indicate that moderate exposure (5 exposures) produces 

higher affective evaluations of the candidates than does either low (2 exposures) or high 

exposure (10 exposures). In addition, likelihood of information seeking is highest at the 

moderate exposure level (Becker and Doolittle 1975). Moreover, findings in Becker and 

Doolittle’s (1975) study suggest that affect increases with exposure only to a point, after which it 

decreases as exposure continues. This finding can be explained by the two-factor theories. 

A number of theoretical accounts have been proposed to explain the relationship between 

exposure frequency and affect. Among them are classical conditioning, response competition, 
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optimal arousal, demand artifacts, and two-factor theories (Sawyer 1981). Two-factor theories 

have been considered the most robust explanation to the exposure-affect relationship and are the 

focus of the following discussion. 

The Two-Factor Theory 

The two-factor theory described by Berlyne (1970) proposes an inverted-U relationship 

between two opposing factors, habituation (reduction of uncertainty or conflict) and tedium. 

These two factors operate simultaneously, and the strength of each one is a function of exposure 

to the stimulus. Initially, the habituation factor has greater impact on liking than does tedium. 

Therefore, primarily, repeated exposure to a stimulus leads to liking but eventually, it leads to 

disliking.  

Stang (1973, 1974) offered an extension of Berlyne’s (1970) model: repeated exposure to a 

stimulus provides more opportunity to learn about it. At first, this learning is rewarding and leads 

to increased liking for the stimulus. However, as exposure to the stimulus continues, tedium or 

satiation develops. Consequently, repeated exposure to a stimulus leads to a negative affect 

toward the stimulus. In addition, learning reduces uncertainty, that is, as exposure to a stimulus 

increases, fewer new elements will be learned. As learning decreases, satiation or tedium 

increases and negative affect toward the stimulus is perceived (Sawyer, 1981).  

Berlyne (1970) theorized that novelty and complexity stimuli are the elements that would 

drive the amount of learning (habituation) and satiation or tedium at different exposure levels. In 

other words, the more novel/complex the stimulus is, the greater the opportunity for a positive 

response. In contrast, familiar/simple stimuli allow people to learn about it quicker and have 

positive responses toward it with fewer exposures. Consequently, familiar/simple stimuli lead to 

satiation or tedium more quickly (Janiszewski and Meyvis 2001). 



 

23 

To determine if the effect of ad exposure and ad liking is moderated by the complexity of 

the advertisement, Cox and Cox (1988) exposed participants to eight print ads of a fictional soft 

drink product. Four of the ads were designed to be complex (e.g. a variety of recreational scenes 

in which cola might be consumed) and four of them were designed to be simple (e.g. a large 

glass of cola in the middle of the ad). The authors found that exposure has a strong positive 

effect on evaluations of complex advertisements, and only a slight (and nonsignificant) effect on 

the evaluations of simple ads. The explanation for this finding is that “exposure allows subjects 

to become more familiar with these stimuli, which may reduce excess uncertainty and increase 

evaluation. Simple advertisements may have less inherent uncertainty, so their evaluations tend 

to benefit less exposure” (Cox and Cox 1988, p. 115).  

Although political advertisements were used as stimuli to study the exposure-affect 

relationship (Becker and Doolittle 1975), there is no empirical evidence of which effects 

repeated exposure to negative political advertisements can provoke on candidate evaluations and 

likelihood of voting. The use of negative stimuli to study the exposure-affect relationship was 

encountered in the social psychology literature, and the results presented are mixed. A study 

conducted by Brickman et al. (1972) exposed participants to abstract paintings that were prerated 

as either positive (appealing), neutral or negative (unappealing). Each painting was exposed to a 

participant from 1 to 10 times and each exposure lasted three seconds. The results show that 

positive affect toward appealing paintings increased with exposure and unappealing paintings 

became less liked with exposure. Another study that presents negative stimuli was conducted by 

Klinger and Greenwald (1994) and mixed evidence was found. In Experiment 1 and 2, 

participants were exposed to irregular octagons five times each. In order to make the octagons 

subliminal, stimuli were presented for 16.7 msec to the participant’s left eye while a bright 
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pattern of black and white blocks were presented to the participant’s right eye. Octagons were 

first rated on attractiveness by pilot participants. After the ratings, octagons were categorized as 

low (negative), medium (neutral), and high (positive) in attractiveness. The results show that 

repeated exposure decreased liking for unattractive objects (Klinger and Greenwald 1994). In 

Experiment 3, an additional condition was included in which octagons were presented for 16.7 

msec but were not masked, so participants could visibly see the stimulus and remember them. 

The results of Experiment 3 show that exposure increased liking for both attractive and 

unattractive octagons.  

The difference between Brickman et al. (1972) study and Klinger and Greenwald’s (1994) 

first two experiments is that in the former one, the stimuli were always highly detectable. In 

other words, the authors did not use subliminal strategies to mask the stimulus. It seems clear 

that exposure decreases affect toward negative (unattractive or unappealing) stimuli. However, 

the conditions that were presented in the studies were not the same. Klinger and Greenwald 

(1994) did not mask the stimuli in Experiment 3 and, as a result, exposure increased liking to 

negative stimuli. Therefore, considering these findings, negative political advertisements may 

receive positive evaluations as exposure increases. Also, as it was previously stated, negative 

information is considered more credible than positive information (Hamilton and Zanna 1972; 

Leventhal and Singer 1964), which could influence the likeability of negative political 

advertisements and candidates. 

The two-factor cognitive response model of exposure effects is similar to the two-factor 

theory developed by Berlyne (1970). The same inverted-U curve is predicted, however, this 

version of the two-factor theory assumes that the attitudes toward a repeated message are 

mediated by the elaborations (i.e., counterarguments, support arguments) that viewers produce 
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when exposed to them. Cacciopo and Petty (1979, 1980) suggest that repeated exposure to a 

message acts primarily as an opportunity for attending to, thinking about, and elaborating about 

the message arguments, that is, learning about the message. At high levels of exposure to the 

message, reactance or tedium becomes more salient, which focus viewers’ attention on 

counterarguing. Thus, Cacciopo and Petty (1979) linked the notion of learning or habituation to 

an increase in support arguments the message evokes. They also linked the notion of tedium or 

reactance to a decrease of support arguments and the increase of counterarguments that the 

message evokes.  

Of importance to the current research, studies using communicative stimuli have 

demonstrated that repeated exposure lead first to increasing, then to decreasing affect toward the 

advocacy (Cacciopo and Petty 1979; Miller 1976). Miller (1976) used a one-foot-by-two-foot 

poster of a campaign to reduce foreign aid and also postcards that were attached to the poster as 

an invitation to volunteer for that campaign. The participants were randomly assigned to one of 

four treatment conditions: no exposure (pretest), moderate exposure, overexposure, and exposure 

removal (delayed post-test). Miller (1976) found that positive attitudes toward reducing foreign 

aid were significantly enhanced by moderate exposure to the stimulus poster as compared to the 

pretest evaluation. In addition, he found that overexposure reduced positive attitudes toward the 

campaign compared to moderate exposure. In the delayed post-test condition, attitudes were not 

significantly different from those in the moderate and overexposure condition, but were more 

significant that those in the pretest condition. Cacciopo and Petty (1979, Experiment 1) exposed 

participants to a communication message either zero, one, three or five times. Participants had to 

hear the message, rate their degree of agreement with the message, and list the message 

arguments they would recall. In Experiment 2, participants heard the message either one, three or 
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five times, rated their degree of agreement with the message, listed their thoughts about the 

message, and listed the arguments that they could recall. The results indicate that agreement first 

increased, then decreased as exposure increased. In regard to the cognitive responses, 

counterargumentation first decreased, and then increased as exposure increased.  

Considering these findings, Cacciopo and Petty (1980, p. 100) suggested that “individuals 

change the way they think about the advocacy and its arguments as exposure frequency 

increases. It seems entirely possible that, up to a moderate number of presentations, the 

attitudinal effects of an advertisement are affected largely by limitations in the extent to which 

the content of the message is processed.” Therefore, the effects of repeated exposure to a 

communicative stimulus might be explained by a cognitive response approach.  

Although these studies have shown that exposure to persuasive communications first 

increases, and then decreases with increased exposure, it is interesting to note how the stimuli 

were presented. For instance, Cacciopo and Petty (1979, 1980) have exposed participants to the 

advertising or persuasive message in a massive manner (i.e., a sequential presentation of stimulus 

can be characterized as massive). As a consequence, positive affect was observed under 

moderate levels of exposure, and negative affect was observed under higher levels of exposure. 

Belch (1982) exposed participants to a one-hour TV program (advertisements, therefore, 

were spaced) with one, three or five insertions of a toothpaste ad. Participants were asked to 

answer questions about message acceptance (purchase intention and attitude toward using the 

toothpaste) and the results did not present an inverted-U curve as it was predicted. Neither 

purchase intention nor attitudes were affected by repetition. In addition, the results found for the 

cognitive response measures were not in agreement with the two-factor cognitive response 
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model. In this study, the negative thoughts increased across all levels of repetition and the 

positive thoughts remained constant. 

In a study using a new product advertising context, Rethans, Swasy, and Marks (1986) 

exposed participants to a 40-minute TV program with a never-before-shown professionally 

produced TV advertisement. Participants were exposed one, three or five times to the 

advertisement. The results indicate that repeated exposure to the ad increased participant’s 

familiarity and recall of the advertisement and the new product. Overall, these findings are in 

agreement with the first factor in the two-factor theory: learning. The results also presented 

evidence of the second factor in the two-factor theory: reactance/tedium. Counterargumentation 

was more salient as exposure increased and participant’s attitudes toward the ad also became 

more negative. However, the results of this study did not find support for the hypothesized 

curvilinear relationship since the repetition effect on attitudes was not observed. Rethans, Swasy, 

and Marks (1986) did find an increase in learning under moderate levels of exposure, however, 

this increase in learning did not turn into increased affect.  

Although a number of studies using product advertising have been conducted in this area 

and have found distinct results in regard to repetition of messages (Anand and Sternthal 1990; 

Belch 1982; Nordhielm 2002; Rethans, Swasy, and Marks 1986), the effects of repeated 

exposure to negative political advertising have received little attention. It is not known how a 

repeated negative TV ad affects the evaluation of the sponsor and the target of the ad and the 

likelihood of voting for the sponsor and the target. This research investigated the effects of 

repeated exposure to negative political advertisements on candidate evaluations and likelihood of 

voting for sponsor and target of the ad. 
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Research Hypotheses  

Based on the literature review, this study explores the following hypotheses: 

H1: Under moderate repeated exposure to a negative political advertisement,  

H1a: the difference between the evaluation of the sponsor and the target of the ad will be 

greater than low and high exposure to the ad.  

H1b: the evaluation of the sponsor candidate of a negative ad will be significantly higher 

than under low or high exposure to the ad. 

H1c: the evaluation of the target candidate of a negative ad will be significantly lower than 

under low or high exposure to the ad.   

H2: Under moderate repeated exposure to a negative political advertisement,  

H2a: the difference between the likelihood of voting for the sponsor and the target of the ad 

will be greater than low and high exposure to the ad.  

H2b: the likelihood of voting for the sponsor of a negative ad will be significantly greater 

than under low or high exposure to the ad. 

H2c: the likelihood of voting for the target of a negative ad will be significantly lesser than 

under low or high exposure to the ad. 

H3: Under moderate repeated exposure to a negative political advertisement,  

H3a: the occurrence of positive thoughts elaborated while watching the ad will increase 

more than low and high levels of exposure to the advertisement. 

H3b: the occurrence of negative thoughts elaborated while watching the ad will decrease 

more than low and high levels of exposure to the advertisement. 
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CHAPTER 3 
STUDY 1 

Introduction 

This experiment sought to investigate the effects of repeated exposure to negative political 

advertisements on the evaluation of the sponsor and the target of the ad and the likelihood of 

voting for the sponsor and the target. The method employed in this experiment is described 

below. 

Method 

Participants and Design 

Participants were 27 undergraduate and graduate students at the University of Florida. The 

undergraduate students participated in the experiment in exchange for extra credit and the 

graduate students participated in the experiment voluntarily. The design of the experiment 

consisted of a 3 (level of repetition: one, three, or five exposures – manipulated between-

subjects) by 2 (candidate type: sponsor and target of the ad, manipulated within-subjects) mixed 

design. 

Stimuli 

The target ad for this experiment was chosen after reviewing a number of negative political 

advertisements used by U.S. candidates in the 2004 U.S. elections.  The advertisement chosen 

for the experiment was a 30-second television ad for a candidate for the U.S. Congress in 

California, Gabe Castillo.4 The ad does not disclose the state or district location in which the 

candidate was running for office, nor does it disclose the political party affiliation of the 

candidate or his opponent, Dan Lungren. The omission of the party affiliation and the state 

location of the candidates was an important criterion in selecting the ad. Using candidates that 

                                                 
4 Refer to Appendix A for a complete transcription of the advertisement. 
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are unknown to the participants help to eliminate the influence of previous beliefs about political 

parties and candidates’ image. Three other 30-second negative political advertisements were 

included in the set to avoid participants’ suspicion about the purpose of the study. All negative 

political advertisements were from candidates running for Congress and likely to be unknown to 

participants in Florida.  

A set with the target ad, the three other negative political advertisements, and other product 

advertisements, used to avoid suspicion, were placed in a PowerPoint presentation. The product 

advertisements consisted of the following products: car (BMW, Lexus and Lincoln), tennis shoes 

(New Balance), anti-drug campaign, investment company (Charles Schwab), newspaper (Wall 

Street Journal), internet provider (Microsoft, Nortel), professional staffing (K-force.com). Three 

PowerPoint presentations were created with the set of advertisements selected. The first 

presentation, which corresponds to condition 1, had one insertion of the target political ad along 

with the other political advertisements and the product advertisements. The second presentation, 

which corresponds to condition 2, had three insertions of the target political ad along with the 

other political ads and the product advertisements. The third presentation, which corresponds to 

condition 3, had five insertions of the target political ad along with the other political 

advertisements and the product advertisements. There is no control condition in this experiment 

due to the nature of the study. Since the political candidates are likely to be unknown to the 

participants, it was not practical to include a condition that has no treatment.  

Procedure 

Participants were not randomly assigned to one of the three conditions since the 

experiment took place during normal class hours. That is, there were three classes available and 

each class was exposed to one condition. After being seated in the room, participants read and 

signed the informed consent. After that, the experimenter announced the following cover story: 



 

31 

“For the next 7 (9 or 11) minutes, you will be watching a set of advertisements. After watching 

the advertisements, you will be asked to fill out a questionnaire”. Participants watched a 7-

minute PowerPoint presentation in condition 1, a 9-minute PowerPoint presentation in condition 

2, and an 11-minute PowerPoint presentation in condition 3. In conditions 2 and 3, the ones that 

involved repetition, other negative political advertisements and product advertisements were 

repeated to avoid participants’ suspicion about the purpose of the study. Participants in all 

conditions watched the same negative political advertisements and the same product 

advertisements.  

After watching the advertisements, participants were asked to fill out a questionnaire. The 

questionnaire consisted of questions involving evaluation of the candidates, likelihood of voting 

for the candidates, and recall of the advertisement. Several filler questions were inserted 

throughout the questionnaire to avoid participants’ suspicion about the purpose of the study. 

After completing the questionnaire, participants were thanked by their participation and the 

experimenter left the room.  

Dependent Variable Measurement 

Twelve bipolar adjectives were used to assess participants’ evaluation of the sponsor and 

the target of ad. The bipolar adjectives were presented as seven-point scales: unqualified-

qualified, bad-good, dishonest-honest, believable-unbelievable, unsuccessful-successful, 

unpleasant-pleasant, attractive-unattractive, unlikable-likable, insincere-sincere, calm-excitable, 

aggressive-unaggressive, and strong-weak. This semantic differential scale is similar to that 

developed and described by Kaid (2004) and has generally produced high levels of reliability.  

That was also true in this study.  The Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .86 when used to 

measure responses to the sponsor candidate and .91 when used to measure responses to the target 

candidate. 
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Three items used in previous political advertising research were selected to measure 

likelihood of voting for the sponsor and the target of the ad. Specifically, Kaid (1997) items were 

employed, asking participants to indicate their agreement or disagreement with the statements. 

Scales ranged from 1-totally agree to 7-totally disagree. The Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was 

.86 when used to measure responses to the sponsor candidate and .83 when used to measure 

responses to the target candidate. 

Recall was assessed by asking participants to list the specific points they remembered 

about the ad with Gabe Castillo. 

Data Analysis 

The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS 11 for Windows) was employed in this 

study for statistical analysis. To test the research hypotheses, repeated measures analysis of 

variance and univariate analysis of variance were performed.   

Analysis and Results 

Study 1 investigated whether or not under moderate repeated exposure to a negative 

political advertisement: 

• the difference between the evaluation of the sponsor and the target of the ad and the 
difference between the likelihood of voting for the sponsor and the target of the ad would 
be greater than under low and high exposure to the ad 

• the evaluation and the likelihood of voting for the sponsor of the ad would be greater than 
low and high exposure to the ad 

• the evaluation and the likelihood of voting for the target of the ad would be lower than low 
and high exposure to the ad.  

Candidate Evaluation 

The means for each cell on the candidate evaluation measure are displayed in Table 3-3. A 

3 x 2 repeated measures ANOVA was conducted where level of repetition of the advertisement 

(1, 3, or 5 times) was the between-subjects factor and candidate type (sponsor vs. target of the 
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ad) was the within-subjects factor. Evaluation of the sponsor and the target of the ad was the 

dependent variable. The analysis did not yield a significant interaction between level of 

repetition and candidate type (F (2, 19) = 2.968, p < .08). However, a significant main effect of 

candidate type on candidate evaluation was observed (F (1, 19) = 6.825, p < .02). 

Pairwise comparisons indicated that the difference between the evaluation of the sponsor 

and the target of the ad under moderate exposure (three exposures) was significant (Mmod-diff = 

1.30, p < .01). Conversely, this difference under low (one exposure) and high (five exposures) 

was not significant (Mlow-diff = .10, p > .80 and Mhigh-diff = .36, p > .30, respectively) (see Table 3-

3). Therefore, the difference between the evaluation of the sponsor and the target of the ad was 

greater when participants were exposed three times to the advertisement than when they were 

exposed one or five times to the ad. These results support Hypothesis 1a. 

Hypothesis 1b predicted that under moderate repeated exposure to a negative political 

advertisement, the evaluation of the sponsor candidate of a negative ad would be significantly 

higher than under low or high exposure to the ad. To test this hypothesis, a one-way ANOVA 

was performed. As predicted, level of repetition produced a significant main effect on the 

evaluation of the sponsor candidate (F (2, 24) = 4.404, p < .03) (see Table 3-2).  Moderate 

exposure to the negative ad produced the highest evaluation for the sponsor candidate.  As Table 

3-1 shows, when exposed to the negative ad only once, participants gave the sponsor candidate a 

composite mean rating of 3.84.  This rating rose significantly to 4.89 under moderate exposure (t 

= -2.576, df = 16, p < .03).  However, when participants were exposed to the ad five times in the 

high exposure condition, the evaluation of the sponsor candidate declined to 4.46. This 

difference, however, was not significantly different from the moderate exposure level (t = 1.211, 

df = 18, p > .20). Therefore, Hypothesis 1b is partially supported. 
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Hypothesis 1c predicted that under moderate repeated exposure to a negative political 

advertisement, evaluation of the target candidate would be significantly lower than under low or 

high exposure to the ad.  To test this hypothesis, a one-way ANOVA was performed. Level of 

repetition did not produce a significant main effect on target candidate evaluation (F (2, 19) = 

.404, p > .60) (see Table 3-2). As Table 3-1 shows, when exposed to the negative ad only once, 

participants gave the target candidate a composite mean rating of 3.76.  This rating declined to 

3.74 in the moderate exposure condition, but the difference was not significant (t = .052, df = 13, 

p > .90). Similarly, when participants were exposed to the ad five times in the high exposure 

condition, the evaluation of the target candidate rose to 4.07, but this difference was not 

significantly different from the moderate exposure level (t = .829, df = 15, p > .40). Hence, these 

results do not support Hypothesis 1c. 

Likelihood of Voting 

The means for each cell on the likelihood of voting measure are presented in Table 3-3. A 

3 x 2 repeated measures ANOVA was conducted where level of repetition of the advertisement 

(1, 3, or 5 times) was the between-subjects factor and candidate type (sponsor vs. target of the 

ad) was the within-subjects factor. Likelihood of voting for the sponsor and the target of the ad 

was the dependent variable. The analysis did not yield a significant interaction between level of 

repetition and candidate type (F (2, 22) = 2.537, p > .10). No significant main effect of candidate 

type on likelihood of voting was observed (F (1, 22) = 2.365, p > .10).  

Pairwise comparisons indicated that the difference between the likelihood of voting for the 

sponsor and the target of the ad under three exposures was significant (Mmod-diff = 1.12, p < .01). 

Conversely, this difference under one exposure and five exposures was not significant (Mlow-diff = 

.16, p > .70 and Mhigh-diff = .20, p > .60, respectively) (see Table 3-3). Therefore, the difference 

between the likelihood of voting for the sponsor and the target of the ad was greater when 
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participants were exposed three times to the advertisement than when they were exposed one and 

five times to the ad. Hence, these results support Hypothesis 2a.  

Hypothesis 2b predicted that under moderate repeated exposure to a negative political 

advertisement, likelihood of voting for the sponsor would be significantly greater than under low 

or high exposure to the ad. To test this hypothesis, a one-way ANOVA was conducted. As 

predicted, level of repetition produced a significant main effect on likelihood of voting for the 

sponsor of the ad (F (2, 24) = 3.446, p < .05) (see Table 3-2).  Moderate exposure to the negative 

ad produced the highest likelihood of voting for the sponsor candidate.  As Table 3-1 shows, 

when exposed to the negative ad only once, participants gave the sponsor candidate a composite 

mean rating of 3.47.  This rating rose significantly to 4.63 under moderate exposure (t = 2.086, df 

= 16, p = .053).  However, when participants were exposed to the ad five times in the high 

exposure condition, the likelihood of voting for the sponsor candidate declined to 3.40, and this 

difference was significantly different from the moderate exposure level (t = 2.156, df = 18, p < 

.05). Therefore, these results support Hypothesis 2b. 

Hypothesis 2c predicted that under moderate repeated exposure to a negative political 

advertisement, likelihood of voting for the target would be significantly lesser than under low or 

high exposure to the ad. To test this hypothesis, a one-way ANOVA was performed. Level of 

repetition did not produced a significant main effect on likelihood of voting for the target of the 

ad (F (2, 22) = .165, p > .80) (see Table 3-2).  As Table 3-1 shows, when exposed to the negative 

ad only once, participants gave the target candidate a composite mean rating of 3.72.  This rating 

declined to 3.51 in the moderate exposure, but this difference did not yield a significant result (t 

= .648, df = 15, p > .50). When participants were exposed to the ad five times in the high 

exposure condition, the likelihood of voting for the target candidate was 3.50, and this difference 
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was not significantly different from the moderate exposure level (t = .038, df = 17, p > .90). 

Therefore, Hypothesis 2c was not supported. 

Additional Measures 

An additional measure of advertising recall was investigated in Study 1 and no hypotheses 

were elaborated for this measure. An ANOVA was conducted to explore the relationship 

between level of repetition and advertising recall. A significant main effect of repetition on recall 

was observed (F (2, 24) = 4.043, p < .05). As Table 3-1 shows, when exposed to the negative ad 

only once, participants recalled a mean of 0.71 items.  This mean rose significantly to 3.72 under 

moderate exposure (t = 2.905, df = 16, p < .02).  However, when participants were exposed to 

the ad five times in the high exposure condition, the mean of items recalled declined to 3.22, and 

this difference was not significantly different from the moderate exposure level (t = .473, df = 

18, p > .60). Thus, under moderate repeated exposure to a negative political advertisement, 

advertising recall increases significantly. However, it is not possible to affirm that under higher 

levels of exposure, advertising recall decreases.   

Discussion 

The results of Study 1 are in partial agreement with the two-factor theory anticipated by 

Cacciopo and Petty (1979). Cacciopo and Petty (1979; Experiment 1) found evidence that a 

persuasive appeal repeated in a massive manner leads to an increase and then a decrease in 

agreement with the message. In Study 1, the advertisements were shown in a massive manner as 

well. However, the dependent variable was not message acceptance, but candidate evaluation 

and likelihood of voting for the candidates.  

The results of the global analysis lead to the conclusion that under moderate repeated 

exposure to a negative political advertisement, the difference between the evaluation of the 

sponsor and the target of the ad is greater than under low and high levels of exposures. The same 
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conclusion can be applied to the likelihood of voting for the candidate variable. In addition, the 

curvilinear relationship presented by the results of Study 1 is in harmony with the two-factor 

theory designed by Berlyne (1970) and extended by Stang (1973, 1975). At first, repeated 

exposure to a stimulus provides more opportunity for learning about it, and consequently it leads 

to positive affect toward the stimulus. However, under higher levels of exposure, learning stops 

and tedium or satiation develops, causing negative affect toward the stimulus. 

Although some of the results were not significant, the means in the candidate evaluation 

measure (see Table 3-3) reveal an interesting perspective. The literature on negative political 

advertisement predicts that the sponsor of a negative ad might suffer backlash effects when 

airing this type of ad. Even though the sponsor of the ad is denigrating the image of the target of 

the ad, which may not be well regarded by viewers, his evaluation is higher than the evaluation 

of the target of the ad across all levels of repetition. In addition, although the sponsor’s 

evaluation decreases and the target’s evaluation increases with high levels of exposure, the 

evaluation of the sponsor of the advertisement is still higher than the evaluation of the target of 

the ad (see Figure 3-1). In other words, the main purpose of a negative political advertisement is 

being accomplished: lowering the target’s evaluation without putting at risk the evaluation of the 

sponsor of the ad.  

These evaluations, in a political race perspective, could be translated into likelihood of 

voting for the candidates. The means of the likelihood of voting measure (see Figure 3-2) reveal 

that the sponsor of the ad received greater vote intention with three and five exposures to the ad. 

The target of the ad, on the contrary, received a lower vote intention with three exposures and 

this tendency was maintained with five exposures to the ad. Conversely, with one exposure, the 

sponsor of the ad received lower vote intention than the target of the ad. Although only under the 
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moderate exposure condition the difference between the likelihood of voting for the sponsor and 

the target was significant, the results of this study may indicate that repetition of a negative 

political advertisement might enhance the likelihood of voting for the sponsor of the ad more 

than the likelihood of voting for the target. 

The individual analysis of the sponsor of the ad showed that overall, repetition did affect 

the evaluation of the sponsor candidate. More specifically, under moderate exposure to a 

negative political advertisement, the evaluation of the sponsor of the ad was higher compared to 

a single exposure. However, under high levels of exposure, the evaluation of the sponsor of the 

ad did decrease as compared to moderate levels of exposure, but this difference was not 

significant. Therefore, it is possible to conclude that as exposure to a negative political 

advertisement increases, the evaluation of the sponsor candidate increases, but only up to a point. 

After five exposures, for instance, repetition did not cause a significant effect on the evaluation 

of the sponsor of the ad. Hence, the results of this study suggest that high levels of repetition of a 

negative political ad will not increase the evaluation of the sponsor candidate.   

Likewise, repetition of a negative political advertisement affected the likelihood of voting 

for the sponsor of the ad. The individual analysis revealed that under moderate repeated exposure 

to the ad, the likelihood of voting for the sponsor of the ad was significantly different from the 

low and high levels of exposure. As a result, it is possible to conclude that as exposure to a 

negative political advertisement increases, so does the likelihood of voting for the sponsor of the 

ad. However, under high levels of exposure, for instance, the likelihood of voting for the sponsor 

decreased. These results are in agreement with the two-factor theory. Consequently, repetition of 

an ad can be beneficial only up to a point. After overexposure to the ad, people start losing 

interest in it, and tedium or reactance develops.  
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Repetition of a negative political advertisement did not affect the evaluation of the target of 

the ad. The individual analysis of the target of the ad showed that under moderate exposure to a 

negative political advertisement, the evaluation of the target of the ad was lower compared to a 

single exposure and five exposures. However, the differences between low – moderate and 

moderate – high exposures were not significantly different from each other. The same pattern 

was observed in the voting likelihood variable. Therefore, the results of this study cannot 

confirm that repeated exposure to a negative political advertisement lowers target’s evaluation 

and likelihood of voting for him. Further research should be conducted to investigate the 

relationship between evaluation of the target of a negative political ad and repetition.   

In sum, the results of Study 1 encouraged the development of a study with more external 

validity. Study 1 was more exploratory in nature, serving as evidence that repetition of 

communicative stimuli, especially negative political advertisements, might influence candidate 

evaluation and likelihood of voting for the candidates. Study 2 is an attempt to investigate the 

same variables as those of Study 1, but under conditions that are more aligned with real life 

situations. 
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Table 3-1. Descriptive statistics for candidate evaluation, vote likelihood and recall. 
Individual analysis for sponsor and target of the advertisement 

 
  Level of Repetition 

  Low Moderate High 

Dependent 
Variable 

Object M  (SE) M  (SE) M  (SE) 

Evaluation Sponsor 3.84*(.191) 4.89*(.298) 4.46  (.143)

 Target 3.76  (.216) 3.74  (.316) 4.07  (.131)

Vote Likelihood Sponsor 3.47*(.298) 4.63*(.398) 3.40*(.399)

 Target 3.72  (.218) 3.51  (.202) 3.50  (.377)

Recall Ad    .71*(.856) 3.72*(.683) 3.22  (.755)

Note: * indicates significance at the .05 level. N = 27 
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Table 3-2. One-way ANOVA results for candidate evaluation and vote 
likelihood. Individual analysis for sponsor and target of the 
advertisement 

 
Dependent Variable Candidate df MS F p 

Evaluation Sponsor 2 2.354 4.404 .023 

 Target 2   .248   .440 .651 

Vote Likelihood Sponsor 2 4.694 3.446 .048 

 Target 2   .104   .165 .849 

Note: N = 27 
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Table 3-3. Descriptive statistics for candidate evaluation and vote likelihood. 
Global analysis for sponsor and target of the advertisement 

 
  Level of Repetition 

  Low Moderate High 

Dependent 
Variable 

Object M  (SE) M  (SE) M  (SE) 

Evaluation Sponsor 3.86  (.314) 5.04*(.222) 4.44  (.265)

 Target 3.76  (.336) 3.74*(.237) 4.07  (.284)

 Difference .10  (.455) 1.30  (.322) .36  (.385)

Vote Likelihood Sponsor 3.55  (.443) 4.63*(.327) 3.70  (.384)

 Target 3.72  (.325) 3.51*(.240) 3.50  (.282)

 Difference .16  (.499) 1.12  (.369) .20  (.432)

Note: * indicates that difference between the sponsor and the target is significant 
at the .05 level. The means in the global analysis are slightly different from those 
of the individual analysis due to missing values. N = 27 
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Figure 3-1.Composite means for the evaluation of the sponsor and the target of the advertisement 

and difference between the evaluations of the candidates 
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Figure 3-2.Composite means for likelihood of voting for the sponsor and the target of the 

advertisement and difference between the likelihood of voting for the candidates 
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CHAPTER 4 
STUDY 2 

Introduction 

This experiment sought to investigate the effects of repeated exposure to negative political 

advertisements on candidate evaluations and likelihood of voting for the candidates. The 

objective of this experiment was to provide evidence that frequent exposure to negative political 

advertisements affects the way people evaluate political candidates and also vote intentions. The 

method employed in this experiment is described below. 

Method 

Participants and Design 

Participants were 81 male and female undergraduate students who participated in the 

experiment in exchange for extra credit. Participants were recruited from introductory mass 

communication courses at the University of Florida. The design of the experiment consisted of a 

3 (level of repetition: one, three, or five exposures – manipulated between-subjects) by 2 

(candidate type: sponsor and target of the ad, manipulated within-subjects) mixed design.  

Stimuli 

The target ad for this experiment was chosen after reviewing a number of negative political 

advertisements used by U.S. candidates in the 2004 U.S. elections.  The advertisement chosen 

for the experiment was a 30-second television ad for a candidate for the U.S. Congress in Texas, 

Pete Sessions5.  The ad does not disclose the state or district location in which the candidate is 

running for office, nor does it disclose the political party affiliation of the candidate or his 

opponent, Martin Frost. The omission of the party affiliation and the state location of the 

candidates was an important criterion in selecting the ad. Using candidates that are unknown to 

                                                 
5 Refer to Appendix A for a complete transcription of the advertisement. 
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the participants help to eliminate the influence of previous beliefs about political parties and 

candidates’ image. The prime-time TV show “Will & Grace” was utilized as the TV program 

watched by the participants. The target political advertisement was embedded within the regular 

commercial breaks of the TV program.  

Three similar DVDs were created with the “Will & Grace” TV show. The first DVD, 

which corresponds to condition 1, had one insertion of the target ad within the first commercial 

break. More specifically, the target ad was the first advertisement to appear within the first 

commercial break. The second DVD, which corresponds to condition 2, had three insertions of 

the target ad throughout the commercial breaks. More specifically, the first insertion of the target 

ad was the first advertisement to appear within the first commercial break; the second insertion 

was the fourth advertisement within the second commercial break; and the third insertion was the 

first advertisement to appear within the third and last commercial break. The third DVD, which 

corresponds to condition 3, had five insertions of the target ad throughout the commercial breaks. 

More specifically, the first insertion of the target ad was the first advertisement to appear within 

the first commercial break; the second insertion was the fourth advertisement within the second 

commercial break; the third insertion was the seventh advertisement to appear within the second 

commercial break; the fourth insertion was the twelfth advertisement to appear within the second 

commercial break; and the fifth and last insertion was the first advertisement to appear within the 

third and last commercial break. With the insertions of the target ad, all participants in all 

conditions have watched the political ad as the first ad within the first commercial break. There 

is no control condition in this experiment due to the nature of the study. Since the political 

candidates are unknown to the participants, it is not justifiable to include a condition that has no 
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treatment, as participants in the control condition would not be able to rate either sponsor or 

target at all. 

This experiment was elaborated to simulate a real world condition. The use of a real TV 

program and political advertisement provide a high level of external validity to the experiment. 

Even though the setting in which the experiment took place does not correspond to a “real living 

room”, the TV program and political advertisement definitely emulate a real TV session.  

Procedure 

Participants were randomly assigned to one of the three experimental conditions. After 

being seated in the experimental room, participants read and signed the informed consent. After 

that, the experimenter announced the following cover story: “For the next 30 minutes, you will 

be watching a TV program. The TV program was recorded from a normal weekday prime-time 

hour. After watching the program, you will be asked to fill out a questionnaire”. Participants 

watched a 30-minute TV program (“Will and Grace”). The target ad was embedded in the TV 

program in the regular commercials breaks. All conditions watched the same TV program and 

the same negative political advertisement. The only difference between conditions was the 

number of times the target ad was repeated. 

After watching the TV program, participants were asked to complete a cognitive response 

task. Participants were asked to list whatever thoughts, ideas, or reactions they experienced while 

watching the target advertisement. Participants had 5 minutes to complete the cognitive response 

task. After completing the cognitive response task, participants were asked to fill out a 

questionnaire. The questionnaire consisted of questions involving evaluation of the candidates, 

likelihood of voting for the candidates, attitude toward the ad, and recall of the advertisement. 

Several filler questions were inserted throughout the questionnaire to avoid participants’ 
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suspicion about the purpose of the study. After completing the questionnaire, the experimenter 

thanked everyone and the participants were dismissed.  

Dependent Variable Measurement 

Twelve bipolar adjectives were used to assess participants’ evaluation of the sponsor and 

the target of ad. The bipolar adjectives were presented as seven-point scales: unqualified-

qualified, bad-good, dishonest-honest, believable-unbelievable, unsuccessful-successful, 

unpleasant-pleasant, attractive-unattractive, unlikable-likable, insincere-sincere, trustworthy-

untrustworthy, strong-weak, unreasonable-reasonable. Like the scale used in Study 1, this 

semantic differential scale is similar to that developed and described by Kaid (2004) and has 

generally produced high levels of reliability.  That was also true in this study. The Cronbach’s 

alpha for the scale was .91 when used to measure responses to the sponsor candidate and .86 

when used to measure responses to the target candidate. 

Five items used in previous political advertising research were selected to measure 

likelihood of voting for the sponsor and the target of the ad). Specifically, Kaid (1997) items 

were employed, asking participants to indicate their agreement or disagreement with the 

statements. Scales ranged from 1-totally agree to 7-totally disagree. The Cronbach’s alpha for the 

scale was .92 when used to measure responses to the sponsor candidate and .91 when used to 

measure responses to the target candidate. 

A task asking participants to list all the thoughts, ideas or reactions they experienced while 

watching the Pete Sessions/Martin Frost advertisement was used to assess participants’ cognitive 

elaborations about the advertisement and candidates. Thoughts counted as positive thoughts were 

statements in favor of the advertisement or the candidates and statements that supported the 

message of the advertisement. Thoughts counted as negative thoughts were statements directed 

against the advertisement or the candidates and statements that mentioned specific unfavorable 
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consequences of the advertisement or candidates. All other items were counted as neutral 

thoughts or irrelevant, such as a description of the advertisement or candidate without attribution 

of valence. Similar thoughts were counted as one thought. 

Six items used in consumer research were selected to measure attitude toward the ad 

(Bruner and Hensel 1996; Zinkhan, William and Leigh 1986).The question asked how well the 

words believable, interesting, irritating, liked the ad, enjoyed the ad, worth remembering 

described the advertisement.  

Recall was assessed by asking participants to list the specific points they remembered 

about the ad with Pete Sessions/ Martin Frost. 

Data Analysis 

The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS 11 for Windows) was employed in this 

study for statistical analysis. To test the research hypotheses, repeated measures analysis of 

variance and univariate analysis of variance were performed.   

Analysis and Results 

Study 2 investigated the same relationship as that of Study 1 with a few differences. 

Instead of using a massive presentation of advertisements, Study 2 utilized a real TV Program 

with insertions of the political advertisement, which characterized the presentation of the ad as 

spaced. The purpose of this experiment, therefore, was to verify whether or not under moderate 

repeated exposure to a negative political advertisement:  

• the difference between the evaluation of the sponsor and the target of the ad and the 
difference between the likelihood of voting for the sponsor and the target of the ad would 
be greater than low and high exposure to the ad 

• the evaluation and the likelihood of voting for the sponsor of the ad would be greater than 
low and high exposure to the ad 

• the evaluation and the likelihood of voting for the target of the ad would be lower than low 
and high exposure to the ad.  
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In addition, Study 2 investigated an additional hypothesis: whether or not under moderate 

repeated exposure to a negative political advertisement the occurrence of (1) positive thoughts 

elaborated while watching the advertisement would increase more than under low and high 

levels of exposure and (2) negative thoughts elaborated while watching the ad would decrease 

more than under low and high levels of exposure. Thus, this study focused on the effects that 

repeated exposure to a negative political advertisement generates in a real world condition.  

Candidate Evaluation 

The means for each cell on the candidate evaluation measure are displayed in Table 4-3. A 

3 x 2 repeated measures ANOVA was conducted where level of repetition of the advertisement 

(1, 3, or 5 times) was the between-subjects factor and candidate type (sponsor vs. target of the 

ad) was the within-subjects factor. Evaluation of the sponsor and the target of the ad was the 

dependent variable. The analysis did not yield a significant interaction between level of 

repetition and candidate type (F (2, 76) = .254, p >.70). However, a significant main effect of 

candidate type on candidate evaluation was observed (F (1, 76) = 17.205, p = .001). 

Pairwise comparisons indicated that the difference between the evaluation of the sponsor 

and the target of the ad under one exposure was not significant (Mlow-diff = .58, p < .09). 

Conversely, this difference under three exposures and five exposures approached significance 

(Mmod-diff = .83, p < .02 and Mhigh-diff = .87, p < .01, respectively) (see Table 4-3). Therefore, the 

results presented above do not support Hypothesis 1a. The difference between the evaluation of 

the sponsor and the target of the ad increased as repetition increased.  

Hypothesis 1b predicted that under moderate repeated exposure to a negative political 

advertisement, evaluation of the sponsor candidate would be significantly higher than under low 

or high exposure to the ad. To test this hypothesis, a one-way ANOVA was performed. Level of 

repetition did not produce a significant main effect on sponsor candidate evaluation (F (2, 78) = 
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.521, p > .50) (see Table 4-2). As Table 4-1 shows, when exposed to the negative ad only once, 

participants gave the sponsor candidate a composite mean rating of 4.07.  This rating declined to 

3.77 under moderate exposure, but the difference was not significant (t = .916, df = 46, p > .30). 

On the other hand, when participants were exposed to the ad five times in the high exposure 

condition, the evaluation of the target candidate rose to 4.00. This difference, however, was not 

significantly different from the moderate exposure level (t = .755, df = 55, p > .40). Hence, these 

results do not support Hypothesis 1b. 

Hypothesis 1c predicted that under moderate repeated exposure to a negative political 

advertisement, evaluation of the target candidate would be significantly lower than under low or 

high exposure to the ad.  To test this hypothesis, a one-way ANOVA was performed. Level of 

repetition did not produced a significant main effect on target candidate evaluation (F (2, 76) = 

2.649, p >.07) (see Table 4-2). Moderate exposure (three times) to the negative ad produced the 

lowest evaluation for the target candidate.  As Table 4-1 shows, when exposed to the negative ad 

only once, participants gave the target candidate a composite mean rating of 3.49.  This rating 

decreased significantly to 2.96 under moderate exposure (t = 2.350, df = 45, p < .03). However, 

when participants were exposed to the ad five times in the high exposure condition, the 

evaluations of the target candidate increased to 3.12, but this difference was not significantly 

different from the moderate exposure level (t = .625, df = 53, p < .50). Therefore, Hypothesis 1c 

is partially supported.  

Likelihood of Voting 

The means for each cell on the likelihood of voting measure are displayed in Table 4-3. A 

3 x 2 repeated measures ANOVA was conducted where level of repetition of the advertisement 

(1, 3 or 5 times) was the between-subjects factor and candidate type (sponsor vs. target of the ad) 

was the within-subjects factor. Likelihood of voting for the sponsor and the target of the ad was 
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the dependent variable. The analysis did not yield a significant interaction between level of 

repetition and candidate type (F (2, 78) = .027, p >.90). However, a significant main effect of 

candidate type on likelihood of voting was observed (F (1, 78) = 17.046, p = .001). 

Pairwise comparisons indicated that the difference between the likelihood of voting for the 

sponsor and the target of the ad under one exposure was significant (Mlow-diff = .66, p = .05). 

Similarly, this difference under three exposures and five exposures approached significance 

(Mmod-diff = .73, p < .05 and Mhigh-diff = .77, p < .01, respectively) (see Table 4-3). Therefore, the 

results presented above do not support Hypothesis 2a. The difference between the likelihood of 

voting for the sponsor and the target of the ad increased as repetition increased. 

Hypothesis 2b predicted that under moderate repeated exposure to a negative political 

advertisement, likelihood of voting for the sponsor would be significantly greater than under low 

or high exposure to the ad. To test this hypothesis, a one-way ANOVA was conducted. Level of 

repetition did not produce a significant effect on sponsor candidate evaluation (F (2, 78) = .458, 

p > .60) (see Table 4-2). As Table 4-1 shows, when exposed to the negative ad only once, 

participants gave the sponsor candidate a composite mean rating of 3.64.  This rating decreased 

to 3.30 under moderate exposure, but the difference was not significant (t = .892, df = 46, p > 

.30). On the other hand, when participants were exposed to the ad five times in the high exposure 

condition, the likelihood of voting for the sponsor candidate rose to 3.53, but this difference was 

not significantly different from the moderate exposure level (t = .702, df = 55, p > .40). Hence, 

these results do not support Hypothesis 2b. 

Hypothesis 2c predicted that under moderate repeated exposure to a negative political 

advertisement, likelihood of voting for the target would be significantly lesser than under low or 

high exposure to the ad. To test this hypothesis, a one-way ANOVA was performed. Level of 
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repetition did not produced a significant main effect on likelihood of voting for the target of the 

ad (F (2, 78) = .976, p >.30) (see Table 4-2). As Table 4-1 shows, when exposed to the negative 

ad only once, participants gave the target candidate a composite mean rating of 2.97.  This rating 

decreased to 2.56 under moderate exposure, but the difference was not significant (t = 1.364, df 

= 46, p > .10). Similarly, when participants were exposed to the ad five times in the high 

exposure condition, the likelihood of voting for the target candidate rose to 2.76, but this 

difference was not significantly different from the moderate exposure level (t = .714, df = 55, p > 

.40). Hence, these results do not support Hypothesis 2c. 

Cognitive Responses 

A total of 495 thoughts were generated in the cognitive response task. Among these 

thoughts were the positive thoughts (64 favorable arguments), negative thoughts (284 

unfavorable arguments), and neutral thoughts (147 irrelevant arguments). 

Hypothesis 3a predicted that under moderate repeated exposure to a negative political 

advertisement the occurrence of positive thoughts while watching the ad would increase more 

than under low and high levels of exposure. A univariate analysis of variance was conducted to 

test this hypothesis. The analysis reveled that the minimal increase in positive thoughts across 

the three levels of repetition was not significant (F (2, 116) = .302, p > .70). As Table 4-1 shows, 

when exposed to the negative ad only once, participants generated a composite mean of 0.44 of 

positive thoughts. This mean increased to 0.57 under moderate exposure, but the difference was 

not significant (t = .613, df = 76, p < .50). Similarly, when participants were exposed to the ad 

five times in the high exposure condition, a mean of 0.58 of positive thoughts was generated, and 

this difference was not significantly different from the moderate exposure level (t = .059, df = 

81, p > .90). Therefore, these results do not support Hypothesis 3a. 
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Hypothesis 3b predicted that under moderate repeated exposure to a negative political 

advertisement, the occurrence of negative thoughts while watching the ad would decrease more 

than under low and high levels of exposure. To test this hypothesis, a univariate analysis of 

variance was conducted. The results indicate a significant main effect on negative thoughts (F (2, 

116) = 9.736, p < .01). As Table 4-1 shows, when exposed to the negative ad only once, 

participants generated a composite mean of 1.47 of negative thoughts.  This mean increased 

significantly to 2.78 under moderate exposure (t = 3.657, df = 76, p < .001).  However, when 

participants were exposed to the ad five times in the high exposure condition, the mean was 

maintained, Mhigh = 2.78, and of course, this difference was not significantly different from the 

moderate exposure level (t = .015, df = 81, p > .90). Hence, these results do not support 

Hypothesis 3b. 

As can be seen in Table 4-1, negative thoughts about the advertisement increased after 

three exposures. This increase in negative thoughts is not in agreement with previous studies. 

Cacciopo and Petty (1979; Experiment 2) tested the hypothesis that the effects of message 

repetition on message acceptance were mediated by a two-factor process. In this process, the 

repetition of the message arguments would provide more opportunity to think about the message, 

to understand it clearer and ultimately, to realize its favorable implications. On the other hand, 

counterarguments or negative thoughts would decrease at moderate levels of repetition (three 

exposures). However, at higher levels of repetition, the favorable thoughts would decrease due to 

tedium or reactance to the message and the counterarguments would increase.  

Additional Measures 

Two additional measures, advertising recall and attitude toward the ad, were investigated 

in Study 2. No hypotheses were elaborated for these measures. A univariate analysis of variance 

was conducted to explore the relationship between repetition and advertising recall. No 
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significant main effect was verified (F (2, 78) = .865, p > .40). As Table 4-1 shows, when 

exposed to the negative ad only once, participants recalled a mean of 1.22 items.  This mean 

decreased to 1.20 in the moderate exposure, but this difference did not yield a significant result (t 

= .111, df = 46, p > .90).  When participants were exposed to the ad five times in the high 

exposure condition, the mean of items recalled increased to 1.40, but this difference was not 

significantly different from the moderate exposure level (t = -1.040, df = 55, p > .20). Thus, there 

is no evidence that advertising recall increases as exposure to a negative political advertising 

increases. 

The means for each cell on the attitude toward the ad measure are displayed in Table 4-1. 

A univariate analysis of variance was performed to verify the relationship between attitude 

toward the ad (Aad) and repetition. No significant main effect was verified (F (2, 78) = .637, p > 

.50).  As Table 4-1 shows, when exposed to the negative ad only once, participants gave the ad a 

composite mean of 2.54.  This mean decreased to 2.47 under moderate exposure, but this 

difference was not significant (t = .383, df = 46, p > .70).  When participants were exposed to the 

ad five times in the high exposure condition, the mean decreased to 2.37, and this difference was 

not significantly different from the moderate exposure level (t = .623, df = 55, p > .50). As a 

result, there is no evidence that Aad increases under moderate repeated exposure to a negative 

political advertisement and decreases under high levels of exposure.  

Discussion 

The results of Study 2 did not replicate the findings of Study 1. Furthermore, the results of 

this study are not in agreement with the two-factor theory anticipated by Cacciopo and Petty 

(1979).  

The global analysis lead to the conclusion that under moderate repeated exposure to a 

negative political advertisement, the difference between the evaluation of the sponsor and the 
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target of the ad increased as exposure to the advertisement increased. The same conclusion can 

be applied to the likelihood of voting for the candidate variable. The individual analysis of the 

sponsor of the ad showed that repetition did not affect the evaluation and the likelihood of voting 

for the sponsor. Under moderate exposure to a negative political advertisement, the evaluation of 

the sponsor was lower as compared to a single exposure and five exposures. However, the 

differences between low –moderate and moderate – high exposures were not significantly 

different from each other. The same pattern was observed in the voting likelihood variable. 

Therefore, the results of this study cannot confirm that repeated exposure to a negative political 

advertisement affects the ratings of the sponsor of the advertisement.  

Similarly, repetition of the negative political advertisement did not affect the evaluation of 

the target of the ad. The individual analysis of the target showed that under moderate exposure to 

a negative political advertisement, the evaluation of the target of the ad was lower as compared 

to a single exposure and five exposures. However, the only significant result was verified in the 

difference between the low and moderate exposures. Therefore, if the sponsor attacks the target 

of the ad and this ad is repeated three times, it is very likely that the evaluation of the target will 

decrease. In regard to the voting likelihood variable, under moderate exposure to a negative 

political advertisement, the likelihood of voting of the target was lower as compared to a single 

exposure and five exposures. However, the differences between low – moderate and moderate – 

high exposures were not significantly different from each other. Therefore, the results of this 

study cannot confirm that repeated exposure to a negative political advertisement lowers the 

likelihood of voting for the target. Even though the results for the target were not significant, the 

means reveal a tendency in the direction predicted (see Figure 4-1 and 4-2). In other words, 
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under moderate exposure to the negative political advertisement, the evaluation and the 

likelihood of voting for the target of ad was lower than under low and high exposure to the ad. 

One important difference between Study 2 and Study 1 is that, in Study 2, the 

advertisements were presented embedded in a TV program. Thus, the presentation is 

characterized as distributed or spaced. In Study 1, on the contrary, the presentation of the 

advertisements was massive. One possible explanation for the results of Study 2, and especially 

for the sponsor of the ad, is that with a spaced presentation of advertisements, the liking and 

satiation toward the ads might have been delayed when compared to a massive presentation of 

advertisements. Two-factor theory posits that when the interval between the stimulus 

presentations is increased, satiation is reduced (see Janiszewski and Meyvis 2001 for evidence of 

this assertion). In Study 1, the stimulus was presented in a massive manner and the optimal point 

of the evaluation of the sponsor of the ad was verified with three exposures and decreased after 

five exposures. On the other hand, Study 2 utilized a spaced presentation of advertisements and a 

decrease on the evaluations of both candidates was not observed with five exposures. Although 

the results of Study 2 were not significant, they point to some directions. The increase in the 

evaluations of the candidates at five exposures to a negative political advertisement as compared 

to three exposures might be a cue of the optimal point of liking within a spaced presentation. 

Under higher level of exposure, therefore, tedium or satiation could have been developed. The 

results of the likelihood of voting variable followed the same pattern as that of the candidate 

evaluation variable. Hence, it can be assumed that five exposures within a spaced presentation 

would result in a higher likelihood of voting for the candidates.  Massive vs. spaced presentation 

of advertisements might be an important moderator when analyzing the influence of repetition on 

candidate evaluation and likelihood of voting. This point will be further discussed on the general 
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discussion section. In addition, the length of the TV program might have caused the feelings and 

reactions toward the candidates to fade away. Even though the political ad was repeated three 

and five times, the amount of additional information that was being presented might have 

weakened the effects of the political ad.  

One possible explanation for the increase in negative thoughts across the three levels of 

exposure is that multiple exposures within a 30-minute program might have resulted in satiation 

and development of reactance by the participants toward the advertisement. Belch (1982) has 

attributed the increase in the number of negative thoughts across all levels of exposure to the 

participant’s negative reactions to message repetition, rather than negative evaluations of the 

content of the message. 
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Table 4-1. Descriptive statistics for candidate evaluation, vote likelihood, recall, 

attitude toward the ad, and cognitive responses. Individual analysis for 
sponsor and target of the advertisement 

 
  Level of Repetition 

  Low Moderate High 

Dependent 
Variable 

Object M  (SE) M  (SE) M  (SE) 

Evaluation Sponsor 4.07  (.192) 3.77  (.263) 4.00  (.168)

 Target 3.49  (.108) 2.96*(.198) 3.12  (.154)

Vote Likelihood Sponsor 3.64  (.263) 3.30  (.277) 3.53  (.208)

 Target 2.97  (.181) 2.56  (.237) 2.76  (.169)

Attitude toward 
the Ad 

Ad 2.54  (.101) 2.47  (.150) 2.37  (.079)

Recall Ad 1.22  (.124) 1.20  (.140) 1.40  (.109)

Cognitive 
Responses 

Positive .44  (.122) .57  (.160) .58  (.120)

 Negative 1.47*(.216) 2.78*(1.78) 2.78  (.202)

Note: * indicates significance at the .05 level. N = 81 
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Table 4-2. One-way ANOVA results for candidate evaluation and vote 
likelihood. Individual analysis for sponsor and target of the 
advertisement 

 
Dependent Variable Candidate df MS F p 

Evaluation Sponsor 2   .592   .521 .596 

 Target 2 1.74 2.649 .077 

Vote Likelihood Sponsor 2   .746   .458 .634 

 Target 2 1.000   .976 .381 

Note: N = 81 
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Table 4-3. Descriptive statistics for candidate evaluation and vote likelihood. 
Global analysis for sponsor and target of the advertisement 

 
  Level of Repetition 

  Low Moderate High 

Dependent 
Variable 

Object M  (SE) M  (SE) M  (SE) 

Evaluation Sponsor 4.07  (.220) 3.80*(.225) 4.00*(.190)

 Target 3.49  (.166) 2.96*(.169) 3.12*(.143)

 Difference .58  (.330) .83  (.338) .87  (.286)

Vote Likelihood Sponsor 3.64*(.261) 3.30*(.261) 3.53*(.222)

 Target 2.97*(.207) 2.56*(.207) 2.77*(.176)

 Difference .66  (.339) .73  (.339) .77  (.289)

Note: * indicates that the difference between the sponsor and target is significant 
at the .05 level. The means in the global analysis are slightly different from the 
individual analysis due to missing values. N = 81 
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Figure 4-1.Composite means for the evaluation of the sponsor and the target of the advertisement 

and difference between the evaluations of the candidates 
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Figure 4-2.Composite means for likelihood of voting for the sponsor and the target of the    

advertisement and difference between the likelihood voting for the candidates 
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CHAPTER 5 
GENERAL DISCUSSION 

The goal of this research was to investigate the effects of repeated exposure to a negative 

political advertisement (1) on the evaluations of the sponsor and the target of the ad, and (2) on 

the likelihood of voting for the sponsor and the target of the ad. Two experimental studies were 

developed to study the effects of repeated exposure to negative political advertising.  

The results of Study 1 showed that under moderate exposure to a negative political 

advertisement, the difference between the evaluation of the sponsor and the target of the ad is 

greater than under low and high exposure to the ad. Study 1 also showed that under moderate 

exposure to a negative political advertisement, the difference between the likelihood of voting 

for the sponsor and the target of the ad is greater than under low and high exposure to the ad. 

Individual analysis of the sponsor of the ad revealed that repetition did affect the evaluation and 

the likelihood of voting for the sponsor candidate. Conversely, repetition of a negative political 

advertisement did not affect the evaluation and likelihood of voting for the target candidate. 

The results of Study 2, on the other hand, do not replicate the results of Study 1. When 

participants were exposed to a negative political advertisement at a moderate level of exposure 

within a regular TV program, the difference between the evaluation of the sponsor and the target 

of the ad increased across all levels of exposure. In addition, the difference between the 

likelihood of voting for the candidates increased across all levels of exposure. Individual analysis 

for the sponsor and the target of the ad revealed that repetition did not affect the evaluation and 

likelihood of voting for both candidates. 

A possible explanation for these distinct results might lay on the context in which the 

advertisements were presented. In Study 1, the advertisements were presented in a massive 

manner. That is, participants watched all advertisements in sequence without any TV program as 
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a background. In Study 2, conversely, participants watched the political ad embedded in a real 

TV program. The exposure to the political ad was spaced, which might have delayed the 

achievement of the optimal point at three exposures. These results, therefore, indicate a tendency 

that the optimal point could have been reached at five exposures. According to D’Souza and Rao 

(1995), when exposures are forced, massed, and without competition, it is likely that wearout of 

the stimulus occurs with few exposures. Conversely, when exposures are voluntary, distributed 

and include competition, it is likely that wearout occurs after many more exposures.  

In addition, the length of the TV program might have caused the feelings and reactions 

toward the candidates to fade away. Even though the political ad was repeated three and five 

times, the amount of additional information that was being presented might have weakened the 

effects of the political ad.  

In regard to the increase in negative thoughts across the three levels of exposure, one 

possible explanation is that multiple exposures within a 30-minute program might have resulted 

in satiation and development of reactance by the participants toward the advertisement. Belch 

(1982) has attributed the increase in the number of negative thoughts across all levels of 

exposure to the participant’s negative reactions to message repetition, rather than negative 

evaluations of the content of the message.  

Implications 

Although the results of this study failed to support some of the research hypotheses, they 

do have implications for political candidates and for the development of negative political 

advertisements. A particular interesting finding is that in both studies, the evaluations of the 

target of the advertisement were always lower than the evaluations of the sponsor of the ad. This 

finding provides directional evidence that even though the sponsor of the advertisement attacks 

the target of the ad, he still receives higher evaluations than his opponent. Therefore, the main 
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purpose of a negative political advertisement is being accomplished: lower evaluations of the  

target.  

The results of this study suggest that repetition of a negative ad within a massive 

presentation results in more positive evaluations toward the sponsor of the ad than toward the 

target of ad. However, massively presenting an ad can result in backlash effects much faster than 

presenting an ad within a TV program (i.e. spaced presentation). Therefore, candidates should 

carefully consider how many times they would like to air a specific ad and in which type of 

presentation they would like to have the ad inserted.  

Limitations and Future Research 

This study has several limitations. First, the questionnaire did not have a randomized set of 

questions. The questions asking about the sponsor of the advertisements were always asked first, 

followed by the questions about the target of the ad. Therefore, the evaluations of the target of 

the ad might have been influenced by the evaluations given to the sponsor. Future research 

should involve two types of questionnaires containing the same questions. The only difference 

between the questionnaires would be the order of the questions, which would help to rule out 

order effects on the dependent measures. In addition, the questionnaire lacks a measure of tedium 

or boredom. Although in Study 1 an inverted-U curve was verified, it is not possible to affirm 

that the decline on the evaluations and on the likelihood of voting for the candidates is due to the 

development of tedium or boredom. A pre and posttest measurement of tedium would be 

appropriate to verify how the stimulus affected participants.  

 Second, the experimental groups should be smaller in size. Having more than twenty 

participants in a single session propitiates lateral conversations and consequently, participants 

tend to pay less attention to the TV program. In addition, the length of the TV program might 
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have satiated participants. Sitting through a 30-minute TV program without changing the 

channel, without leaving the room, might have induced boredom for the participants.  

Third, to eliminate the possible influence of previous beliefs, advertisements that omitted 

the candidate’s party affiliation and state which they belong to were selected. This strategy, 

however, could have contributed to the lack of empathy toward the candidates. Neutral 

information about the candidates, such as career in politics, achievements as a politician, could 

have been provided to the participants.  Thus, after watching the advertisements, participants 

would have more information to evaluate the candidates. Moreover, the use of two different 

advertisements in the studies might have propitiated the differences in the results. The 

advertisement selected for Study 2 was more complex in content compared to the ad selected for 

Study 16. The ad in Study 2 was about taxes, while the ad in Study 1 had a variety of topics 

mentioned, however none of them was discussed in depth. In addition, the ad in Study 1 

presented the sponsor candidate speaking directly to the audience, while the ad in Study 2 did not 

have this characteristic. This difference in the presentation of the sponsor of the ad might have 

caused less empathy toward the candidate that did not speak directly to the audience, and 

consequently it might have influenced the results. Additionally, due to the complexity in content, 

three exposures to an ad might not be the optimal point of liking of an advertisement, and 

consequently, liking toward the candidates. In Study 2, for instance, the target ad was more 

complex as compared to the target ad in Study 1. Therefore, complexity of the advertisement 

might be an important moderator when investigating liking of political candidates. 

Additionally, for future research, the effects of repeated exposure to negative and positive 

political advertisements on the evaluation of the candidates should be explored. A design similar 

                                                 
6 Refer to Appendix A and B for a complete description of the advertisements. 
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to this study could be employed. Moreover, a valence variation of the advertisements could result 

in interesting insights to the use of political advertisements within a TV program. For instance, 

what would happen if there were both positive and negative ads about the same candidate within 

a TV program? Or, what would happen if there were both positive and negative ads about two 

candidates running for the same office? Primacy and recency effects could also provide 

interesting insights to the use of political advertisements within a TV program. For instance, if 

the advertisement is exposed earlier or later within the program, how would the evaluations of 

the candidates be affected? 

Attitude toward the ad was not investigated in depth in this study. Thus, future research 

should investigate which effects Aad has on candidate evaluation and on likelihood of voting for 

the sponsor and the target of the ad. Furthermore, future research should investigate the role of 

massive and spaced presentations of negative political advertisements. An experiment 

manipulating these two variables should be conducted to further investigate this topic. 
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APPENDIX A 
DESCRIPTION AND TRANSCRIPTION OF THE NEGATIVE POLITICAL 

ADVERTISEMENTS 

Advertisement with Gabe Castillo and Dan Lungren 

Description of the Advertisement 

The advertisement is sponsored by candidate Gabe Castillo and it had the claim message at 

the beginning of the ad: “I’m Gabe Castillo and I approve this message”. After the claim, a black 

screen with a picture of Gabe Castillo’s opponent, Dan Lungren, appeared concomitantly with 

the attacks to Dan Lungren. The attacks were made by a narrator and after approximately 10 

seconds, candidate Gabe Castillo started to talk about the bad things that “career politicians” 

have done in Congress. After this, a white screen with Gabe Castillo’s picture and the slogan: 

“Gabe Castillo, New Leadership for a Better America” appeared and the ad ended. 

Transcript of the Advertisement 

Gabe Castillo: “I’m Gabe Castillo and I approve this message” 

Narrator: “Voted against women’s rights, voted against the clean air act, voted against the 

clean water bill, voted against the safe drinking water act, voted against public education 

funding” 

Gabe Castillo: “My opponent, Dan Lungren, who’s a career politician, has called me a 

rookie. When I take a look how the career politicians in Congress have driven up our national 

debt and wasted our tax dollars, I say, we need more rookies in Washington”  

Narrator: “Gabe Castillo, new leadership for a better America” 

Advertisement with Pete Sessions and Martin Frost 

Description of the Advertisement 

The ad starts describing Martin Frost as desperate since he is wrongly accusing Pete 

Sessions (the sponsor of the ad) of voting to increase taxes. After that, the narrator says that the 
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truth is Pete Sessions never voted to raise taxes and that the accusations and ads backing Martin 

Frost are false. The narrator also says that these ads were pulled off the air by some TV 

managers due to their false content. After this, an attack saying that Martin Frost is the biggest 

spender in Congress and that he voted for higher taxes 87% of the time is made. Right after this 

attack, the narrator says that Pete Sessions works to cut taxes.  The ad ends with the claim “I’m 

Pete Sessions and I approve this message”. 

Transcript of the Advertisement 

Narrator: “Martin Frost is desperate. Now Frost is accusing Pete Sessions of raising taxes. 

Who’s he kidding? Truth is Pete Sessions never voted to raise taxes. Not once. And those ads 

backing Frost, totally false. So inaccurate some TV station managers pulled them off the air. The 

true difference: Martin Frost, biggest spender in Congress. For higher taxes 87% of the time. 

Pete Sessions, he cuts taxes across the board” 

Candidate: “I’m Pete Sessions and I approve this message” 
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APPENDIX B 
QUESTIONNAIRE – STUDY 1 

Questionnaire  
 
Thank you for your participation! 
 
1. How many times did you see/hear the last name SULLIVAN in the advertisements? 
 

 one  two  three  four  five 
 
2. How many times did you see a car in the advertisements? 
 

 one  two  five  ten  more than eleven 
 
3. Please react to Candidate PETE SESSIONS on each of the scales below:   
 
For example, if you think the candidate is very pleasant you would check the UNPLEASANT-
PLEASANT scale as follows: 
 

UNPLEASANT:____:____:____:____:____:____:_X_:PLEASANT 
 
On the other hand, if you think he is very unpleasant, you would rate him as follows: 
 

UNPLEASANT:_X_:____:____:____:____:____:____:PLEASANT 
 
If you think he is somewhere between these two extremes, then you would check the space that best 
represents your reaction on that scale. If you feel that you have no reaction to him on any one scale, 
please check the middle space number to indicate your neutrality. 
 

Candidate PETE SESSIONS 
  

UNQUALIFIED:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:QUALIFIED 
 

BAD:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:GOOD 
 

DISHONEST:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:HONEST 
 

BELIEVABLE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:UNBELIEVABLE 
 

UNSUCCESSFUL:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:SUCCESSFUL 
 

UNPLEASANT:____:____:____:____:____:____:___:PLEASANT 
 

ATTRACTIVE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:UNATTRACTIVE 
 

UNLIKABLE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:LIKABLE 
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INSINCERE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:SINCERE 

 
CALM:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:EXCITABLE 

 
AGGRESSIVE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:UNAGGRESSIVE 

 
STRONG:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:WEAK 

 
 
 

4. Using the same scales, please react to Candidate GABE CASTILLO:   
  

Candidate GABE CASTILLO 
 

UNQUALIFIED:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:QUALIFIED 
 

BAD:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:GOOD 
 

DISHONEST:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:HONEST 
 

BELIEVABLE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:UNBELIEVABLE 
 

UNSUCCESSFUL:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:SUCCESSFUL 
 

UNPLEASANT:____:____:____:____:____:____:___:PLEASANT 
 

ATTRACTIVE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:UNATTRACTIVE 
 

UNLIKABLE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:LIKABLE 
 

INSINCERE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:SINCERE 
 

CALM:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:EXCITABLE 
 

AGGRESSIVE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:UNAGGRESSIVE 
 

STRONG:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:WEAK 
 

 
5. Using the same scales, please react to Candidate DAN LUNGREN:   
 

  Candidate DAN LUNGREN 
 

UNQUALIFIED:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:QUALIFIED 
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BAD:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:GOOD 
 

DISHONEST:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:HONEST 
 

BELIEVABLE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:UNBELIEVABLE 
 

UNSUCCESSFUL:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:SUCCESSFUL 
 

UNPLEASANT:____:____:____:____:____:____:___:PLEASANT 
 

ATTRACTIVE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:UNATTRACTIVE 
 

UNLIKABLE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:LIKABLE 
 

INSINCERE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:SINCERE 
 

CALM:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:EXCITABLE 
 

AGGRESSIVE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:UNAGGRESSIVE 
 

STRONG:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:WEAK 
 
6. Please indicate your agreement or disagreement with the following statements. 
 

(1)The ads I saw made me interested in buying the product advertised. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(2)Buying a LEXUS car would be a great acquisition. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(3)I would not like to have a LEXUS car. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(4)Having a LEXUS car would make me happier. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(5)I do not think that a LEXUS car is very expensive: 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(6)Buying a BMW car would be a great acquisition. 
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totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(7)I would not like to have a BMW car. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(8)Having a BMW car would make me happier. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(9)I do not think that a BMW car is very expensive: 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(10)The message that I heard from Candidate GABE CASTILLO was compelling. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(11)People should make a strong effort to vote for Candidate GABE CASTILLO. 
 

totally disagree 1    2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(12)Voting for Candidate GABE CASTILLO is a smart choice. 
 

totally disagree 1    2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(13)I like Candidate GABE CASTILLO. 
 

totally disagree 1    2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(14)I think GABE CASTILLO would make a great politician. 
 

totally disagree 1    2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(15)If it were time to do so, I would vote for Candidate GABE CASTILLO. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(16)The message from GABE CASTILLO was dumb. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(17)The message from Candidate GABE CASTILLO was weak. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
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(18)The message that I heard from Candidate DAN LUNGREN was compelling. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(19)People should make a strong effort to vote for Candidate DAN LUNGREN. 
 

totally disagree 1    2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(20)Voting for Candidate DAN LUNGREN is a smart choice. 
 

totally disagree 1    2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(21)I like Candidate DAN LUNGREN. 
 

totally disagree 1    2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(22)I think DAN LUNGREN would make a great politician. 
 

totally disagree 1    2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(23)If it were time to do so, I would vote for Candidate DAN LUNGREN. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(24)The message from DAN LUNGREN was dumb. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(25)The message from Candidate DAN LUNGREN was weak. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

 
7. Please list the specific points you remember about the ad with candidate GABE CASTILLO: 

 
1.        7. 
2.        8. 
3.        9. 
4.        10. 
5.        11. 
6.        12. 
 

8. Please list the specific points you remember about the ad with candidate PETE SESSIONS: 
 
1.        7. 
2.        8. 
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3.        9. 
4.        10. 
5.        11. 
6.        12. 

 
9. Please list the specific points you remember about the car LEXUS: 
 

1.        7. 
2.        8. 
3.        9. 
4.        10. 
5.        11. 
6.        12. 

 
 
10. What do you think was the purpose of this study? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11.  My age is _______ years.  2.  I am      MALE   FEMALE 
 
12. Please indicate your ethnicity: 
 

 African American   
 Asian 
 Caucasian   
 Latin American 
 Middle Eastern    
 Native American  
 Pacific Islander   
 Other_______________________ 

 
 
13.  Which of the following best represents your political beliefs? (circle one)  
 
(1) Democrat   
(2) Republican   
(3) Independent or other __________________ 
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APPENDIX C 
QUESTIONNAIRE – STUDY 2 

Questionnaire 
 
Thank you for your participation! 
 
1. How much of the each of the following emotions are you currently experiencing? 
 

SAD 
none of this feeling 1        2        3        4        5        6        7   a great deal of this feeling 

 
DREARY 

none of this feeling 1        2        3        4        5        6        7   a great deal of this feeling 
 

DISMAL 
none of this feeling 1        2        3        4        5        6        7   a great deal of this feeling 

 
GLOOMY 

none of this feeling 1        2        3        4        5        6        7   a great deal of this feeling 
 

HAPPY  
none of this feeling 1        2        3        4        5        6        7   a great deal of this feeling 

 
JOYFUL 

none of this feeling 1        2        3        4        5        6        7   a great deal of this feeling 
 

CONTENT 
none of this feeling 1        2        3        4        5        6        7   a great deal of this feeling 

 
CHEERFUL 

none of this feeling 1        2        3        4        5        6        7   a great deal of this feeling 
 
 

 
2. Please react to Candidate PETE SESSIONS on each of the scales below:   
 
For example, if you think the candidate is very pleasant you would check the UNPLEASANT-
PLEASANT scale as follows: 
 

UNPLEASANT:____:____:____:____:____:____:_X_:PLEASANT 
 
On the other hand, if you think he is very unpleasant, you would rate him as follows: 
 

UNPLEASANT:_X_:____:____:____:____:____:____:PLEASANT 
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If you think he is somewhere between these two extremes, then you would check the space that best 
represents your reaction on that scale. If you feel that you have no reaction to him on any one scale, 
please check the middle space number to indicate your neutrality. 
 

Candidate Pete Sessions 
 

UNQUALIFIED:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:QUALIFIED 
 

BAD:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:GOOD 
 

DISHONEST:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:HONEST 
 

BELIEVABLE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:UNBELIEVABLE 
 

UNSUCCESSFUL:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:SUCCESSFUL 
 

UNPLEASANT:____:____:____:____:____:____:___:PLEASANT 
 

ATTRACTIVE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:UNATTRACTIVE 
 

UNLIKABLE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:LIKABLE 
 

INSINCERE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:SINCERE 
 

TRUSTWORTHY:____:____:____:____:____:____:____: UNTRUSTWORTHY 
 

STRONG:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:WEAK 
 

UNREASONABLE: ____:____:____:____:____:____:____: REASONABLE 
 

 
3. Using the same scales, please react to Candidate MARTIN FROST:   
 

  Candidate Martin Frost 
 

UNQUALIFIED:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:QUALIFIED 
 

BAD:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:GOOD 
 

DISHONEST:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:HONEST 
 

BELIEVABLE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:UNBELIEVABLE 
 

UNSUCCESSFUL:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:SUCCESSFUL 
 

UNPLEASANT:____:____:____:____:____:____:___:PLEASANT 
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ATTRACTIVE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:UNATTRACTIVE 
 

UNLIKABLE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:LIKABLE 
 

INSINCERE:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:SINCERE 
 

TRUSTWORTHY:____:____:____:____:____:____:____: UNTRUSTWORTHY 
 

STRONG:____:____:____:____:____:____:____:WEAK 
 

UNREASONABLE: ____:____:____:____:____:____:____: REASONABLE 
 
 
4. Please indicate your agreement or disagreement with the following statements. 
 

(1)Voting for candidate Pete Sessions is a smart choice. 
 

totally disagree 1    2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(2)I think Pete Sessions would make a great politician. 
 

totally disagree 1    2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(3)If it were time to do so, I would vote for Candidate Pete Sessions. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(4)I think voting for candidate Pete Sessions is a good idea. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(5)I would vote for candidate Pete Sessions if the election were today. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

 (6)Voting for Candidate Martin Frost is a smart choice. 
 

totally disagree 1    2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

 (7)I think Martin Frost would make a great politician. 
 

totally disagree 1    2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(8)If it were time to do so, I would vote for Candidate Martin Frost. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
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(9)I think voting for candidate Martin Frost is a good idea. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(10)I would vote for candidate Martin Frost if the election were today. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(11)The sponsor of the political advertisement I just watched was Pete Sessions. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(12)The target of the political advertisement I just watched was Martin Frost. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(13)The message that I heard from Vonage was compelling. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(14)I think the service offered by Vonage is expensive. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(15)I would not buy Lays Potato chips because it has a lot of calories. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(16)The message that I heard from Lays Potato chips was compelling. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 

(17)I think Lays Potato chips is expensive. 
 

totally disagree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 totally agree 
 
5. Please tell us how well you think each of the words listed below describes the ad for PETE 
SESSIONS/MARTIN FROST. Here we are interested in your thoughts about the ad, not the 
candidates.  
 

THIS AD IS BELIEVABLE 
not at all well  1 2 3 4 5 extremely well 

 
THIS AD IS INFORMATIVE 

not at all well  1 2 3 4 5 extremely well 
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THIS AD IS INTERESTING 
not at all well  1 2 3 4 5 extremely well 

 
THIS AD IS IRRITATING 

not at all well  1 2 3 4 5 extremely well 
 

LIKED THE AD 
not at all well  1 2 3 4 5 extremely well 

 
ENJOYED THE AD 

not at all well  1 2 3 4 5 extremely well 
 

THIS AD IS WORTH REMEMBERING 
not at all well  1 2 3 4 5 extremely well 

 
6. Please tell us how well you think each of the words listed below describes the ad for VONAGE. 
Here we are interested in your thoughts about the ad, not the product.  
 

THIS AD IS BELIEVABLE 
not at all well  1 2 3 4 5 extremely well 

 
THIS AD IS INFORMATIVE 

not at all well  1 2 3 4 5 extremely well 
 

THIS AD IS INTERESTING 
not at all well  1 2 3 4 5 extremely well 

 
THIS AD IS IRRITATING 

not at all well  1 2 3 4 5 extremely well 
 

LIKED THE AD 
not at all well  1 2 3 4 5 extremely well 

 
ENJOYED THE AD 

not at all well  1 2 3 4 5 extremely well 
 

THIS AD IS WORTH REMEMBERING 
not at all well  1 2 3 4 5 extremely well 

 
7. How likely would you be to vote for Pete Sessions?  
 

not at all likely  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  very likely 
 
8. If you were voting in this election, how likely would you be to vote for Pete Sessions?  
 

not at all likely  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  very likely 
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9. How likely would you be to vote for Martin Frost?  
 

not at all likely  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  very likely 
 

10. If you were voting in this election, how likely would you be to vote for Martin Frost?  
 

not at all likely  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  very likely 
 
11. From watching the ad, how much did you learn about the personal qualities of candidate PETE 
SESSIONS? 
 

A great deal 7:___:___:___:___:___:___:___:1 Very little 
 
12. From watching the ad, how much did you learn about the personal qualities of candidate 
MARTIN FROST? 
 

A great deal 7:___:___:___:___:___:___:___:1 Very little 
 

13.  How much did you learn about the issue positions of candidate PETE SESSIONS from the ad 
you just saw? 
 

A great deal 7:___:___:___:___:___:___:___:1 Very little 
 

14.  How much did you learn about the issue positions of candidate MARTIN FROST from the ad 
you just saw? 
 

A great deal 7:___:___:___:___:___:___:___:1 Very little 
 
15. Please give us your feelings toward Candidates PETE SESSIONS and MARTIN FROST on 
this feeling thermometer. Ratings between 50 degrees and 100 degrees mean that you feel favorable 
and warm toward them. Ratings between 0 degrees and 50 mean that you don't feel favorable 
toward them and that you don't care too much for them. If you don't feel particularly warm or cold, 
or you are unfamiliar with these candidates, you would rate them at the 50 degree mark. 
 

0--------------------50--------------------100 
 

(1) Candidate PETE SESSIONS:  _______ degrees 
 

Using the same scale, please rate the other candidate: 
 

(2) Candidate MARTIN FROST:  ________degrees 
 

16. Please list the specific points you remember about the ad with candidate PETE SESSIONS: 
 
17. Please list the specific points you remember about the ad for LAYS POTATO CHIPS: 
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18. Please list the specific points you remember about candidate MARTIN FROST: 
 
19. Please list the specific points you remember about the ad for VONAGE: 
 
20. What do you think was the purpose of this study? 
 
21.  My age is _______ years.  22.  I am      MALE   FEMALE 
 
23. Please indicate your ethnicity: 
 

 African American   Asian   Caucasian/White 
 Latin American   Middle Eastern  Native American 
 Pacific Islander   Other_______________________ 

 
24. Please indicate what year you are in college: 
 

FRESHMAN SOPHOMORE JUNIOR SENIOR 
 
25. Which of the following best represents your political beliefs? (circle one)  
 
(1) Democrat 
(2) Republican 
(3) Independent or other __________________ 
 
26. Are you registered to vote?  
 
          (1)Yes           (0) No         
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