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THE WHY AND HOW OF NARRATIVE ADVERTISING: AN INTEGRATED 

PROCESS FRAMEWORK   

 

Eunjin (Anna) Kim 

Dr. Esther Thorson and Dr. S. Ratneshwar, Dissertation Supervisors  

  

ABSTRACT 
  
 
 

 Prior literature on narrative advertising has mainly focused on demonstrating that 

narrative ads are usually more persuasive than non-narrative ads. Further, researchers 

have offered a variety of different casual mechanisms to explain this phenomenon. My 

dissertation proposes a comprehensive, integrative framework for understanding narrative 

persuasion. It includes four explanatory variables, namely, emotive response, ad hedonic 

value, ad credibility, and perceived goal facilitation, and provides for a mediating role for 

Aad in explaining brand attitudes. I propose hypotheses for (1) why and how narrative 

ads, in general, are more effective than non-narrative ads and (2) the factors that make 

some narrative ads more effective than others.    

 The empirical part of my dissertation involved two studies. Study 1 tested the 

hypotheses regarding the relative effectiveness of narrative (vs. non-narrative) ads, while 

Study 2 examined the factors leading to the superiority of some narrative ads relative to 

other narrative ads. A feature of both studies is that they were conducted with a large 

sample of actual TV commercials.  
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Study 1 used a random sample of 25 narrative and 25 non-narrative recent TV 

commercials and involved 484 research participants. Data were collected using Qualtrics 

online software and participants were recruited from an online panel. The data yielded 

support for the prediction that narrative (vs. non-narrative) commercials will result in 

more emotive response, more ad hedonic value, more ad credibility, more perceived goal 

facilitation, more positive Aad, and more positive brand attitudes. The results also 

supported the mediating role of ad hedonic value and ad credibility in terms of the effects 

of narrative (vs. non-narrative) ads on Aad. However, the mediating role of emotive 

response in the effects of narrative (vs. non-narrative) ads on Aad was not supported in the 

simultaneous mediation test. Further, the results also supported the hypotheses that the 

effects of emotive response, ad hedonic value, and ad credibility on brand attitudes would 

be mediated by Aad. Finally, the results confirmed that the effects of narrative (vs. non-

narrative) ads on brand attitudes were mediated by perceived goal facilitation. 

Study 2 used a random sample of 50 narrative TV commercials and involved 515 

research participants. As in Study 1, data were collected using Qualtrics online software 

and participants were recruited from an online panel. Study 2 provided support for all of 

the hypotheses regarding the factors that makes some narrative ads superior. Specifically, 

narrative ads that produced more emotive response, more ad hedonic value, and more ad 

credibility resulted in more positive Aad, which in turn enhanced brand attitudes. The 

results of the SEM analysis also indicated that among these three independent variables, 

ad hedonic value had the largest effect on Aad, followed by ad credibility. Note that the 

results further supported the hypothesis that Aad will fully mediate the effects of these 
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three independent variables on brand attitudes. Also, as predicted, narrative ads that 

produced more perceived goal facilitation were conducive to more positive brand 

attitudes.  

My dissertation thus makes a significant contribution to the literature on narrative 

advertising. I believe my contribution not only enhances our theoretical understanding of 

the phenomenon, but also provides specific guidance for advertising practitioners on how 

to create good narrative ads. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

 

 Many scholars have argued that the human brain is hardwired to process 

narratives, since they are our fundamental way of understanding the world (e.g., Fisher 

1989; Padgett and Allen 1997; Turner 1998). Indeed, a sparse body of literature has 

demonstrated a positive relationship between narrative (vs. non-narrative) structures in 

ads and persuasion outcomes (e.g., Escalas, Moore, and Britton 2004; Green and Brock 

2000; Stern 1994). Studies have shown that compared to non-narrative ads, narrative ads 

generate more positive feelings, more positive cognitive responses, fewer negative 

cognitive responses, and more favorable ad and brand attitudes (e.g., Chang 2009a, 

2009b; Escalas 2004a, 2004b; Green and Brock 2000).   

In addition to demonstrating these positive outcomes, researchers have offered 

many different explanations for why narrative ads can be superior to non-narrative ads. 

For example, Deighton, Romer, and McQueen (1989) have suggested that dramatic 

narrative ads, which draw the viewer into an ad, enhance persuasion through empathetic 

processing. Green and Brock (2000) have proposed a somewhat different causal 

mechanism, transportation, which they define as absorption into a story. They have 

shown that transportation enhances narrative persuasion by fostering fewer negative 

thoughts and strong affective responses. On the other hand, De Graaf et al. (2011) have 
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proposed that identification is a key mechanism in narrative persuasion.  Studies have 

shown that identification engenders fewer counterarguments and more positive emotions

 (e.g., De Graaf et al. 2011; Escalas and Bettman 2003; Kim, et al. 2012; Slater 

and Rouner 2002). Escalas (2004a) has also suggested that the process of identification 

can promote a “self-brand connection,” that is, assimilation of an advertised brand into 

the consumer’s self-concept. Such self-brand connections help a viewer understand 

how the advertised product/brand can help him/her achieve specific consumption goals. 

Finally, it has also been hypothesized that mental simulation is a key to improving 

narrative effectiveness (Chang 2013, Escalas 2004, 2012). Because mental simulation 

enables a viewer to rehearse the events in an ad, it makes it easier for the viewer to 

visualize himself/herself using the advertised product/brand and thus benefitting from it 

(Escalas 2004). 

Notwithstanding these theoretical advances on the topic of narrative advertising, 

significant gaps exist in the literature. First, the current literature indicates a fragmented 

state of knowledge, with many different and partly overlapping theoretical explanations. 

It is possible that some of these explanations are true only in the context of the specific 

stimuli used in the authors’ particular studies. For example, in Green and Brock’s 

(2000) work, narratives were presented in a textual format, while Escalas (2004a) and 

Deighton et al. (1989) used imagery-rich stimuli involving film and storyboard. 

Consumers often process imagery information differently from verbal information (e.g., 

Childers and Houston 1984). Further, Lien and Chen (2013) have shown that 

transportation mediates the effects of narrative ads on attitude toward the ad (AAd) and 
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product attitudes in the case of verbal narrative ads, but not in the case of visual 

narrative ads. Consequently, while each of the aforementioned papers has resulted in 

some important insights, when taken together, they do not seem to add up to a coherent 

explanatory framework. 

Second, prior empirical research has mainly focused on the relative 

effectiveness of narrative vs. non-narrative ads (e.g., Chang 2009a; Deighton et al. 

1989; Escalas 2004a, 2004b). But as Fisher (1989) has pointed out, not all narrative ads 

are likely to be equally effective, and it is important to study why some narrative ads 

might be more effective than others. Fisher (1989) has proposed that the quality of a 

narrative depends on two factors, narrative coherence and narrative fidelity. Narrative 

coherence refers to the extent to which a story hangs together, whereas narrative 

fidelity refers to whether one buys into a story. Both narrative coherence and narrative 

fidelity should increase the effectiveness of narrative persuasion (Fisher 1989). It has 

also been hypothesized that the quality of a narrative is enhanced by a narrative 

imbalance, such as unexpected elements in a story (Escalas 2012; Feldman et al. 1990). 

But the theoretical conjectures offered by Escalas (2012), Feldman et al. (1990), and 

Fisher (1989) have not been verified empirically, and the question of why some 

narrative ads may be more effective than others remains largely unanswered.  

Finally, prior empirical studies, such as those discussed in the previous 

paragraphs, have invariably relied on experimental designs with manipulated variables 

involving laboratory stimuli. While such experiments are important for demonstrating 

true causality between individual variables, the stimuli used in the experiments 
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inevitably are impoverished representations of real ads, lacking considerably in 

ecological validity. It is not clear which of the insights generated from these laboratory 

experiments would generalize to real narrative ads, such as those in actual commercials. 

Therefore, to advance our knowledge of narrative advertising, what is needed is 

a more comprehensive, integrative theoretical framework, one that is empirically 

verified in the context of real-world ads. Therefore, my dissertation develops and tests a 

comprehensive framework of (1) why and how narrative ads, in general, are more 

effective than non-narrative ads (see Figure 1) and (2) the factors that make some 

narrative ads more effective than others (see Figure 2). My conceptual framework 

synthesizes as well as builds on much prior literature. It includes four explanatory 

variables, namely, emotive response, ad hedonic value, ad credibility, and perceived 

goal facilitation, and provides for a mediating role for Aad in explaining brand attitudes. 

Further, my dissertation tests and validates the conceptual framework and hypotheses 

with a large sample of actual commercials, using both experimental and survey research 

methods.   

The rest of my dissertation is structured as follows. Chapter Two provides 

conceptual background and a literature review. In Chapter Three, I develop a set of 

hypotheses for the relative effectiveness of narrative (vs. non-narrative) ads as well as 

the factors that make some narrative ads superior to other narrative ads. Chapter Four 

presents two empirical studies. Study 1 tests the hypotheses regarding the relative 

effectiveness of narrative (vs. non-narrative) ads. Study 2 examines the factors that 
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make some narrative ads superior to other narrative ads. Chapter Five provides a 

General Discussion, including implications and limitations.  
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CHAPTER TWO 

CONCEPTUAL BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 

 

The Concept of Narrative Advertising 

Most scholars agree that narrative ads communicate through a story-like format 

(e.g., Escalas 1998; Padgett and Allen 1997), while non-narrative ads typically 

communicate via argument and explanation. However, there have been differing 

opinions on what constitutes a story, and narrative advertising has been labeled 

differently by different scholars. Narrative ads have been called transformational ads 

(Puto and Wells 1984), drama ads (Deighton et al. 1989), slice-of-life ads (Mick 1987), 

vignette ads (Stern 1994), etc. Padgett and Allen (1997) have defined a story ad as an 

ad involving “actors with motives, an event sequence, a setting that has physical, social, 

and temporal components” (p. 53). Schank and Berman (2002) have argued that a story 

is essentially a retelling of an actual or fictional experience. Further, a story is typically 

characterized by central themes, protagonists’ goals, action taken to fulfill those goals, 

and the outcomes of those actions (Schank and Berman). Escalas (1998) has suggested 

that a narrative ad is characterized by two structural components, (1) chronology, i.e., a 

particular sequence of events and (2) causality, i.e., defined relationship between story 

elements and what causes things to happen (see also Bruner 1986).  

For the purpose of this research, I define the concept of narrative ads by 

synthesizing key elements from the prior literature (e.g., Burke 1969; Bruner 1986; 
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Escalas 1998; Deighton et al. 1989; Padgett and Allen 1997; Shankar et al. 2001; 

Schank and Berman 2002). Specifically, I define a narrative ad as one that tells a story 

with the following necessary elements: who, what, when, where, why, how, and 

chronology. “Who” refers to the presence of main actor(s), character(s), protagonist(s), 

or agent(s) in the ad. “What” refers to actions taken by the actor, the outcomes of those 

actions, and what happens to the actor. “When” and “where” refer to the situation, 

setting, or context. “Why” refers to the actor’s purpose, intentions, or goals (which may 

or may not be explicitly stated) in taking the actions depicted in the ad. “How” is the 

manner in which the actor tries to achieve his or her goals. Finally, chronology refers to 

the sequence of events in the ad and the time frame over which they occur. Note that 

the elements of who, what, when, where, why, and how (6 Ws and an H) parallel the 

pentad of five essential elements of narrative proposed by Burke (1969). The element 

of chronology is included because of its conceptual importance in the discussions of 

scholars such as Bruner (1986), Escalas (1998), and Foss (2009). Note also that the 

present definition of narrative advertising is inherently structural in that it focuses on 

the “internal message reality” or within-text elements of an ad (Stern 1994).  

Further, I propose that a good narrative ad should have the following 

characteristics: (1) the viewer should be able to relate to or identify with the actor, (2) 

the ad should have narrative coherence, meaning the story should hang together in 

terms of chronology and causality, (3) the ad should have some elements of 

entertainment, and (4) the ad preferably should have some elements of surprise.  
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Major Themes in the Literature on Narrative Advertising 

 As mentioned earlier, the prior literature on narrative advertising has mainly 

focused on the relative effectiveness of narrative (vs. non-narrative) advertising. To 

explain the superiority of narrative (vs. non-narrative) advertising, various researchers 

have proposed different yet interrelated explanations. These explanations have drawn 

on sources in literary studies, cognitive psychology, social psychology, communication, 

and consumer research. There are four major themes in this literature: (1) empathetic 

processing of narrative ads (2) transportation of the viewer into the story told by an ad, 

(3) the viewer’s mental simulation of the events portrayed in an ad, and (4) the viewer’s 

identification with the story characters in an ad. Each of these four themes is discussed 

below.  

 

Narrative Ads and Empathetic Processing 

Previous studies have demonstrated that narratives enhance advertising 

persuasion by provoking viewers’ emotional responses (e.g., Deigthon et al. 1989; 

Escalas, Moore, and Britton 2004; Green and Brock 2000; Stern 1994). Further, the 

emotional responses prompted by narrative ads usually take the form of upbeat, warm 

feelings (Escalas et al. 2004). Narrative ads typically create such positive emotions by 

engaging viewers with the narratives (Deighton et al., 1989). It has also been shown 

that compared to non-narrative ads, narrative ads are likely to produce more positive 

cognitive responses and fewer negative cognitive response (e.g., Chang, 2009a, 2009b; 

Escalas 2004a, 2004b; Green & Brock, 2000).  
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Another aspect of the empathetic processing of narrative ads is its relationship 

to the structural aspects of such ads. The stories told by narrative ads are often 

characterized by dramatic structures involving characters and plots (Deighton et al. 

1989). The presence of main characters in a story and their actions in the dramatic plot 

of a narrative ad enable the viewer to relate to the story in the ad, thereby evoking 

positive emotions in the viewer (Deighton et al. 1989; Stern 1994). Similarly, Laer et 

al. (2014) have argued that narrative structures such as identifiable characters and 

imaginable plots facilitate vicarious experience of main characters’ feelings in the 

viewer. Further, it has also been argued that narrative ads foster perspective-taking by 

the viewer such that he or she is able to see how the advertised product/brand could be 

personally beneficial (Escalas 2004b).  

The empathetic responses prompted by narrative ads are enhanced when the 

viewer is transported into the story in an ad in terms of feeling deeply immersed in the 

story (Green and Brock 2000; Wang and Calder 2006). Empathetic processing of 

narrative ads is also increased when the viewer is able to mentally simulate the events 

portrayed in a story ad (Escalas 2012). Both of these themes are discussed in more 

detail in the material that follows.  

 

Narrative Ads and Transportation 

Transportation is a pleasurable state in the viewer, which is caused when he or 

she is carried away by a story (Green, Brock, and Kaufman 2004). Transportation can 

also be thought of as a distinctive mental process, characterized by a synthesis of 
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attention, imagery, and pleasant feelings (Green and Brock 2000). Transportation 

involves a focus of one’s mental resources and capacities on the characters and events 

portrayed in a story (Green and Brock 2000). In that sense, transportation is similar to 

telepresence (Biocca 2002), indicating a state of “being there” in a story (Busselle and 

Bilandzic 2009).  

Researchers have also debated similarities and differences between 

transportation and a related construct called flow (Csikszentmihalyi 1992). Green and 

Brock (2000) have proposed that transportation into a narrative produces a flow-like 

state, characterized by absorption into a story, losing track of time, and lack of 

awareness of surrounding events (see also Tellegen and Atkinson 1974). Other 

researchers have voiced somewhat different opinions, claiming that flow is a more 

general construct and that a flow state can be produced by a variety of different 

activities or stimuli, including non-narrative ads (Laer et al. 2014). In contrast, 

transportation is a specific state induced by story elements of an ad (Laer et al 2014). 

Further, unlike transportation, flow does not necessarily involve empathetic responses 

and mental imagery (Bracken 2006; Laer et al 2014).           

 The presence of main characters and story plot elements in narrative ads makes 

it more likely that such ads will cause transportation in the viewer relative to non-

narrative ads (Green et al. 2008; Escalas, Moore, and Britton 2004; Slater and Rouner 

2002). And when narrative ads transport viewers, by definition they are able to 

visualize the events in the ad in their minds and their thoughts focus on the story (Green 

and Brock 2000). Moreover, viewers are able to relate to the story in the ad and respond 
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emotionally to it (Green and Brock 2000). As a consequence, transportation enhances 

narrative persuasion by fostering fewer negative thoughts, stronger and more positive 

affective responses, and a greater sense of verisimilitude of the events portrayed in the 

ad (Chang 2009, Dal Cin et al. 2007; Escalas 2004a, Green 2006; Green and Brock 

2000, 2004). 

 Regarding the cognitive aspects of the aforementioned effects of transportation,  

Green and Brock (2000) have proposed that processing narratives demands cognitive 

resources, thereby leaving less cognitive resources for generating counterarguments to 

story elements. It is also likely that viewers will find it harder to counterargue with the 

implied or indirect messages that are hidden in the story (Dal Cin et al 2007; Green 

2006). Further, in order to maintain the pleasant mood state induced by the narrative, 

viewers may not be motivated to disagree with the story (Green 2006). Finally, it has 

been also suggested that narratives are powerful because they are able to give concrete 

form to relatively abstract ideas (Green 2006). Thanks to the concreteness of the ideas 

portrayed in narratives, viewers are able to visualize and mentally rehearse the events in 

the narratives (Green and Brock 2002; Green 2006). The visualization and imagery 

properties of narratives are linked to the ability of viewers to mentally simulate the 

events portrayed in narratives. This issue is discussed in more depth in the next section.  

 

Narrative Ads and Mental Simulation 

As discussed earlier, imagery is a key element of narratives (Green and Brock 

2000). When narratives make it easy for the viewer to imagine the events in an ad, it is 
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also easier for the viewer to mentally simulate those events in “the minds’ eye” (e.g., 

Green 2006; Gregory, Cialdini and Carpenter 1982). Formally, mental simulation can 

be defined as “the imitative mental representation of the functioning or process of some 

event or series of events” (Taylor and Schneider 1989, p. 175). As such, mental 

simulation is a constructive cognitive act, involving imitative mental representations of 

the events in the original stimulus ad (Chang 2013; Taylor and Schneider 1989). It 

involves both, the reconstruction of the events narrated in the ad as well as the 

generation of hypothetical scenarios that resemble those events (Chang 2013, Escalas 

2004). Narrative ads that involve vivid images and details are the ones that are most 

likely to prompt mental simulation in the viewer (e.g., Petrova and Cialdini 2008; 

Zheng and Phelps 2012). 

Because mental simulation enables the viewer to rehearse the events in an ad, it 

makes it easier for the viewer to visualize himself/herself using the advertised 

product/brand and benefitting from it (Chang 2009; Escalas 2004a; Philips, Olson, and 

Baumgartner 1995; Zheng and Phelps 2012). Similarly, mental simulation makes it 

possible to engage in “consumption visions,” that is, project future events where the 

advertised product/brand could be instrumental for achieving the viewer’s consumption 

goals (Escalas 2004a, Escalas, Moore, and Britton 2004; Philips et al. 1995). Further, 

since the imagery processes implicit in mental simulation often require substantial 

cognitive resources, fewer cognitive resources will be available for counteraruging in 

response to the claims in the ad (Adaval and Wyer 1988; Escalas 2004). Rather, mental 
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simulation is likely to prompt holistic processing of narrative ads, such that less 

attention is paid to specific attributes of the ad (Petrova and Cialdini 2008).  

Mental simulation promoted by narrative ads has not only cognitive processing 

implications, but also affective consequences (Chang 2013). These affective 

consequences are linked to fluency effects (Chang 2013). Fluency effects refer to the 

ease with which viewers can engage in the imagery-based processing that is typical of 

mental simulation. Ease of processing generates positive affect in the viewer, and this 

positive affect is likely to transfer over to evaluations of the ad as well as the advertised 

product/brand (Chang 2013; Escalas 2004; Winkielman and Cacioppo 2001).  

Yet another consequence of mental simulation is that it makes it easier for the 

viewer to adopt the perspective of the main character in a narrative ad. Similarly, 

because mental simulation also enhances the realism of the events portrayed in a 

narrative ad, it makes it more likely that the viewer will relate well to those events. 

Both of these outcomes are related to the phenomenon of identification, which is 

discussed in more detail in the next section.  

 

Narrative Ads and Identification with Ad Characters 

Identification refers to a phenomenon wherein a viewer takes on the perspective 

of the main character in a narrative ad and perceives the events in the narrative from 

that character’s vantage point (Busselle and Bilandzic 2008). In so doing, the viewer 

vicariously experiences what the main character is feeling, thinking, and doing, thereby 

also adopting the attitudes of the main character (Deighton et al. 1989; Hoffner and 
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Buchanan 2005; Slater and Rouner 2002). Viewers are more likely to identify with a 

main character when they perceive similarities between themselves and the main 

character (De Graaf et al. 2011; Escalas and Bettman 2003; Hoffner and Buchanan 

2005). For example, De Graaf, Hoeken, Sanders, and Beentjes (2011) have 

demonstrated that perceived similarity between a viewer and the main character is 

conducive to a positive effect on identification, and higher levels of identification lead 

to more narrative persuasion. Identification is also facilitated when there is congruence 

between the goals of a viewer and the main character’s goals (Bandura 2001; Hoeken 

and Sinkeldam 2014).  

Identification can result in both cognitive and emotional consequences for the 

viewer. In terms of cognitive implications, identification enables the viewer to learn 

how the advertised product/brand can help him/her achieve specific consumption goals. 

Consequently, the process of identification can also foster self-brand connections 

between the viewer and the advertised product/brand (Escalas 2004a). It has been 

shown that such self-brand connections make it difficult for the viewer to criticize ad 

content in terms of counterarguments, thereby enhancing narrative persuasion (Escalas 

2004a). Regarding the emotional implications of identification, narrative ads are 

usually designed to portray main characters in a positive light. Thus, the vicarious 

transfer of those characters’ thoughts and experiences, which is integral part of the 

experience of identification, is likely to engender positive emotions in the viewer 

(Deighton et al. 1989; Puto and Wells 1984). 
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CHAPTER THREE 

 

HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT 

 

 

 

I propose that narrative ads with greater emotive response, ad hedonic value, ad 

credibility, and perceived goal facilitation will result in more favorable Aad and brand 

attitudes. Each of these constructs is defined and discussed in the material that follows. 

Further, I link each of these constructs to the greater effectiveness, in general, of 

narrative (vs. non-narrative) ads as well as the factors that make certain narrative ads 

superior to other narrative ads. 

 

Emotive Response 

Emotive response refers to the extent to which a viewer responds to an ad at an 

emotional level. Prior studies have demonstrated that relative to non-narrative ads, 

narrative ads enhance persuasion by producing strong affective responses towards the 

ad (e.g., Escalas et al. 2004; Deighton et al. 1989; Stern 1994). For example, Escalas et 

al. (2004) have argued that narrative ads “hook” viewers and engender more upbeat and 

warm feelings. Such positive feelings produce empathetic responses by engaging the 

viewers with the narrative and inducing vicarious emotions that draw on the main 

characters’ feelings. Similarly, Green and Brock (2000) have posited that narrative 

messages generate strong affective responses by emotionally drawing viewers into the 

narrative. This process, in turn, transfers positive emotions to the advertised product, 

thereby increasing persuasion. Several other studies have also suggested that structural 
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differences between narrative and non-narrative ads lead to differences in viewers’ 

emotional responses (Aaker et al. 1986; Deighton et al. 1989; Iser 1978; Laer et al. 

2014)). For example, Aaker et al. (1986) have proposed that the presence of story 

elements such as characters and situations in narrative ads is crucial for evoking 

emotional responses from viewers. Further, Laer et al. (2014) have claimed that 

identifiable characters and plots in narrative ads enable viewers to vicariously 

experience characters’ feelings and thoughts, thereby transporting viewers into the ad 

stories. In sum, based on the conceptual and empirical points made by the prior 

literature, I propose that in general narrative ads will produce greater emotive responses 

than non-narrative ads. 

Notwithstanding, it is also likely that some narrative ads are more likely to 

evoke emotive responses than others, depending on the extent to which viewers identify 

emotionally with story characters and situations in a specific narrative ad. Studies have 

shown that viewers are likely to identify with the characters, situations, or other 

elements in an ad when they perceive similarities with those elements (e.g., Andsager et 

al. 2006; Hoeken and Sinkeldam 2014). Hoffner and Buchanan (2005) have pointed out 

that viewers tend to feel similar to characters who are like themselves in terms of 

demographic characteristics, personal characteristics, or behavioral tendencies. 

Narrative ads can also induce a greater sense of similarity when viewers engage in 

wishful identification with the ad’s characters (Hoffner and Buchanan 2005). Further, 

MacInnis, Moorman, and Jaworski (1991) have argued that ads featuring a character or 

situation relevant to the viewer are more likely to capture the viewer’s attention, which 
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in turn is likely to engender emotional responses. Similarly, Slater and Rouner (2002) 

have suggested that identification with characters allow viewers to vicariously 

experience story characters’ emotions and perspectives, thereby eliciting empathetic 

emotions. Induction of vicarious emotions in the viewer is likely to result in a positivity 

bias in processing the ad (Hoffner, Levine, and Toohey 2008; Laer et al. 2014), which 

is likely to promote favorable Aad and brand attitudes.  

H1a: Narrative (vs. non-narrative) ads will result in greater emotive response. 

H1b: Emotive response will mediate the positive effects of narrative (vs. non-

narrative) ads on Aad. 

H2: Narrative ads that elicit greater emotive response from the viewer will result 

in more favorable Aad. 

 

Ad Hedonic Value  

Ad hedonic value refers to the extent to which a viewer finds an ad to be 

pleasurable and entertaining. Today, advertisers are playing in an intensely competitive 

attention economy, one where consumer attention is a limited resource. Building 

hedonic value into ads has become as a vital method for capturing and retaining 

consumer attention (Teixeira, Picard, and Kaliouby 2014). In fact, scholars have 

emphasized the importance of hedonic value for increasing ad effectiveness. For 

example, Batra and Ahtola (1991) have found that positive mood induced by hedonic 

gratification is an important determinant of people’s attitude towards the ad and attitude 

towards the brand. Similarly, Olney, Holbrook, and Batra (1991) have empirically 
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demonstrated that ad content that induces pleasurable and/or stimulating responses in 

the viewer has a positive impact on attitude towards the ad, which in turn increases ad 

viewing time. Further, Holbrook and Hirshman (1982), Hung (2014), and Pollay and 

Mittal (1993) have emphasized that the process of viewing an ad is often pleasurable 

and perceived as a fun- and fantasy-filled, amusing, or interesting experience. 

Ample studies have suggested that ads with stories can be inherently engaging, 

interesting, entertaining, and enjoyable (e.g., Deighton et al. 1989; Escalas 2012; 

Lundqvist et al. 2013). For example, Deighton et al. (1989) have found that dramatic 

narrative ads elicit more enjoyment, entertainment, and positive feelings among 

viewers than argumentative ads. Escalas (2012) has pointed out that storytelling can be 

an entertaining form of communication, capturing viewers’ attention and appealing to 

viewers’ emotions. Additional arguments can be made for why the greater ad hedonic 

value of narrative (vs. non-narrative) ads is conducive to more favorable Aad. These 

arguments are based on the general principle that the hedonic aspects of an ad are likely 

to elicit a positive mood in the viewer, and the positive mood, in turn, has direct and 

indirect effects on ad and product/brand evaluations (e.g., Adaval 2001; Ayleworth and 

MacKenzie 1998; Batra and Stayman 1990; Escalas 2004b; MacKenzi, Lutz, and Belch 

1986). First, the positive mood is likely to transfer directly from the viewer to the ad 

(i.e., a halo effect; Dean 1999; Dion and Berscheid 1972), thereby leading to more 

favorable Aad. Second, Adaval (2001) has argued that people in a positive mood are 

more likely to focus on the positive aspects of an ad (e.g., positive consequences and 

product benefits) compared to people in a neutral or negative mood, because people are 
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inherently motivated to maintain the positive mood (e.g., Bless et al. 1990). Thus, a 

positive mood in the viewer is carried over to the advertisement and the advertised 

product/brand (e.g., MacKenzie, Lutz, and Belch 1986; Pham, Geuens, and Pelsmacker 

2013). Third, many studies have shown that people who are in a pleasant mood are less 

likely to engage in analytical or central processing (Mackie and Worth 1991). People 

who are in a positive mood tend to recall positively valenced memories. When a person 

in a positive mood recalls positive memories, the person’s working memory becomes 

depleted, thus inhibiting central processing (Mackie and Worth 1991). Further, from a 

motivational stand point, Bless et al. (1990) have argued that since central processing 

typically requires a shift in state from a pleasant state to a neutral or negative state in 

the individual, a positive mood is not conducive to central processing. In the absence of 

central processing, the viewer is less likely to generate counterarguments in response to 

the ad claims. Accordingly, the viewer is likely to evaluate narrative ads more 

favorably than non-narrative ads (e.g., Ayleworth and MacKenzie 1998; Escalas 2004; 

Kamins, Marks, and Skinner 1991).   

Nonetheless, it is likely to that the stories in some narrative ads are particularly 

interesting, entertaining, and amusing. Holbrook and Hirshman (1982) have 

emphasized that hedonic components of ads are salient and memorable in consumer 

experience. When narrative ads have significant hedonic components, they are likely to 

attract viewers’ attention and generate positive mood. As such, narrative ads that are 

humorous, entertaining, fantasy-filled,  etc., are more likely to produce favorable Aad 

(e.g., Alwitt and Prabhaker 1992; Pollay and Mittal 1993).   
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H3a: Narrative (vs. non-narrative) ads will induce greater ad hedonic value.  

H3b: Ad hedonic value will mediate the positive effects of narrative (vs. non-

narrative) ads on Aad. 

H4: Narrative ads with greater hedonic value for the viewer will result in more 

favorable Aad. 

 

Ad Credibility 

Ad credibility refers to the extent to which a viewer believes that the 

information in an ad is truthful. Ad credibility has been an important factor in 

determining advertising effectiveness. Studies have demonstrated that ads that are 

perceived as credible produce a positive impact on consumers’ cognitive and affective 

responses as well as behavioral intentions (e.g., Friedman and Friedman 1979; 

MacKenzie and Lutz 1989; Petty and Cacioppo 1986; Yoo and MacInnis 2005). For 

example, Yoo and MacInnis (2005) have shown that for informational ads, ad 

credibility enhances ad liking, which in turn improves attitude towards the ad. In 

contrast, for emotional ads, Yoo and MacInnis found that ad credibility has a direct 

effect on attitude towards the ad and the brand. Further, MacInnis, Ambar, and Allen 

(2002) have found that ad credibility is positively associated with an increase in sales. 

Also, there is ample evidence that ads that lack credibility produce negative emotional 

and cognitive responses such as disliking the ad and counterarguing (see e.g., 

Obermiller, Spangenberg, and MacLachlan 2005). In addition, many studies have found 
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that advertising claims are often rejected due to viewer disbelief in the claims (e.g., 

Calfee and Ringold 1994; Drake and Ritchie 2007; Obermiller and Spangenberg 1998).  

In the context of narrative advertising, Dal Cin, Zanna, and Fong (2004) have 

argued that the power of narrative ads lies in their ability to inhibit counterarguing. 

Because viewers often don’t perceive such ads as persuasion attempts, they are less 

likely to engage in the types of critical thinking needed for counterarguing when 

processing narrative ads. Additional reasons can be offered for why narrative ads are 

likely to be perceived as more credible than non-narrative ads. First, Dal Cin et al. 

(2004) have suggested that viewers may not challenge the content of narrative ads, 

since narrative ads often involve the real-life experiences of others, and discounting 

others’ lived experiences typically is very difficult (Slater 2002). Second, Escalas 

(2004a) has argued that narrative ads facilitate a connection between the advertised 

brand and the self, making it difficult for the viewer to criticize ad content. Third, 

Escalas (2004b) has argued that narrative transportation depletes the cognitive 

resources that are necessary for critical thinking on the part of the viewer. Consistent 

with Escalas’s (2004b) view, Green and Brock (2000) have contended that 

comprehending narratives demands both cognitive and emotional resources. Devoting 

the resources necessary for processing and comprehending narratives is likely to impair 

viewers’ ability and/or motivation to discount the stories contained in narrative ads. All 

in all, based on the aforementioned arguments, I propose that in general narrative ads 

will be perceived as more credible than non-narrative ads. Further, in view of the 

general principle that greater credibility of persuasive message leads to more favorable 
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Aad (Petty and Cacioppo (1986), I predict that narrative (vs. non-narrative ad) will lead 

to more favorable Aad. 

Regarding variability across narrative ads, no matter how good a story told by 

an ad, if consumers don’t believe that the story in the ad is truthful, they are unlikely to 

accept ad claims, this in turn will result in less favorable Aad. Fisher (1989) has 

proposed that narrative coherence (i.e., internal consistency) and fidelity (i.e., 

believability) as measures of a story’s truthfulness. Boller and Olson (1991) have 

suggested that perceived truthfulness of a story is undermined when the portrayed ad 

story is not in harmony with viewers’ experiences. Similarly, Busselle and Bilandzic 

(2008) have argued that stories (i.e., story events and characters) are often accepted as 

true at first; however, the viewer is likely to evaluate the truthfulness of the story 

content more critically when there is a discrepancy between the story and the viewer’s 

background knowledge (Oatley 2002).  

Further, Busselle and Bilandzic (2008) have argued that when the viewer is 

aware of the persuasive intent of a narrative, the viewer is likely to shift his/her focus 

from comprehending the narrative to evaluating ad claims. Narrative ads are likely to 

be more effective when the persuasive messages are hidden in the narrative ads such 

that the ads are perceived as less manipulative. However, when an ad’s messages are 

not well integrated in the narratives, those messages are likely to disrupt viewers’ story 

comprehension. Consequently, in such cases the ads are likely to be perceived as 

persuasive attempts, rather than as stories. Many studies have shown that awareness of 

persuasive intent significantly lowers ad evaluations, because such persuasive attempts 
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are considered as controlling or manipulative (Bilandzic and Busselle 2012; Friestad 

and Wright 1994). Therefore, when a narrative ad lacks fidelity, there will be more 

awareness of persuasive intent, which in turn is likely to prompt reactance in the 

viewer, thereby leading to less favorable Aad.     

H5a: Narrative (vs. non-narrative) ads will be perceived as more credible.  

H5b: Ad credibility will mediate the positive effects of narrative (vs. non-

narrative) ads on Aad. 

H6. Narrative ads that are perceived as more credible will result in more 

favorable Aad.  

 

Relationship between Aad and Brand Attitudes 

 It is well established that Aad is a precursor of brand attitudes (e.g., Lutz, and 

Belch 1986) and mediates the effects of ad content on brand attitudes (e.g., Batra 1984; 

Brwon and Stayman 1992; Mackenzie, Lutz, and Belch 1986).  Therefore, I expect 

emotive response, ad hedonic value, and ad credibility to have positive effects on brand 

attitudes and these effects to be mediated by Aad.  

H7: Aad will mediate the effects of emotive response, ad hedonic value, and ad 

credibility on brand attitudes.  

 

Perceived Goal Facilitation 

Perceived goal facilitation refers to the extent to which the viewer of an ad believes 

that the product/brand featured in the ad will facilitate various consumer goals. For 
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present purposes, goals can be broadly classified at two levels, “being” and “doing” 

(Belk 1988). Being goals refer to a consumer’s identity projects, while doing goals refer 

to purposeful actions or activities that people intend to engage in (Huffman, 

Ratneshwar, and Mick 2000). Being goals can be achieved through a product/brand’s 

self-enriching benefits that confirm, validate, or signal a person’s sense of identify 

(Park et al. 2013). Doing goals can be accomplished through a product/brand’s self-

enabling benefits, e.g., when a product/brand is instrumental to an intended action or 

activity (Huffman et al. 2000; Park et al. 2013; Richins 2013).  

Narrative ads can be an effective way to communicate self-enriching and self-

enabling benefits. For example, Escalas (1998) argues that ads that tell stories can 

enhance communication effectiveness by grabbing viewers’ attention and helping them 

to understand how the advertised product/brand can help them to accomplish their goals. 

Further, narrative ads typically portray consumption experiences, often including vivid 

imagery as well as concrete details (Escalas 2004, 2007; Puto and Wells 1984; Zheng 

2010). Vivid images and details are known to trigger mental simulation in the viewer, 

and thereby making the ad more personally relevant and memorable (Escalas 2007). 

Vividness and details can also help to relate the advertised product/brand to the 

viewer’s consumption goals by mentally simulating consumption benefits. Mental 

simulation of consumption benefits should enable the viewer to perceive the 

product/brand as means to achieving his/her goals. In contrast, non-narrative ads, being 

more expository, tend to be more abstract in the manner in which they link the 

advertised brand to goal fulfillment (Green 2006; Padget and Allen 1997; Mattila 2000). 
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Therefore, the structure of the narrative ads is inherently more conducive than that of 

non-narrative ads for consumers to perceive how their goals might be fulfilled via 

consumption of the advertised product/brand.  

I further propose that some narrative ads may be better than other narrative ads on 

three aspects (1) telling a coherent story, that is, a story that makes sense to the viewer, 

(2) using vivid imagery that makes a memorable impression on the viewer, and (3) 

effectively conveying the instrumentality of the featured products/brands in goal 

accomplishment for consumers. For example, some narrative ads may provide rich 

imagery that serves as a source of vicarious experiences (Escalas 2004b; Kisielius and 

Sternthal 1984), and these vicarious experiences should increase the salience of the 

consumption benefits of the product/brand, which in turn should enhance the perception 

of goal facilitation.  

H8a: Narrative (vs. non-narrative) ads will lead to a perception of greater goal 

facilitation. 

H8b: Perceived goal facilitation will mediate the positive effects of narrative (vs. 

non-narrative) ads on brand attitudes. 

H9: Narrative ads that lead to a perception of greater goal facilitation by the 

advertised brand will result in more favorable brand attitudes. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

 

STUDY 1 

 

 

 

Method 

 

Overview  

  Study 1 is a two-group randomized experimental design. The hypotheses were 

tested in a study involving 50 TV commercials (25 non-narrative commercials and 25 

narrative commercials) that had aired in the United States in 2015. Participants (N = 

530) were recruited through an online panel (Amazon Mechanical Turk) and were 

provided monetary compensation. The study was conducted online with Qualtrics 

software. Each participant was exposed to one randomly selected commercial and then 

asked to respond to various dependent measures. 

 

Participants 

All participants were at least 18 years old, residents of the United States, and 

native speaker of English. They were widely distributed in age, with 65% between 18 

and 40 years; 62% were female, and 70 % had completed college. The participants’ 

characteristics are summarized in Table 3.  
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Stimuli 

The TV commercials used in the study were a sample drawn from all the 

commercials that had aired on CBS from 5:30pm to 11:30pm over a two week period 

(February 20- March 6, 2015). CBS was selected for the purpose of the study because it 

was the top-rated network among the four major broadcast TV networks, both for 

adults 18-49 and for total viewers, in January-February, 2015 (Nielson ratings).  

A total of 312 unique commercials aired during the aforementioned two weeks. 

These 312 commercials then were classified as either non-narrative or narrative, using 

the six necessary criteria discussed earlier (who, what, when/where, why, how and 

chronology). This classification process resulted in 248 non-narrative commercials and 

64 narrative commercials.  

To sample narrative and non-narrative commercials, 25 non-narrative 

commercials were randomly selected from the pool of 248 commercials, and 25 

narrative commercials were randomly selected from the pool of 64 commercials. Next, 

these commercials were scrutinized to detect any that were highly targeted in terms of 

gender; such commercials were deleted from the sample. Similarly, commercials for 

prescription drugs were eliminated from the sample, because of their targeted nature. 

This process resulted in the elimination of six non-narrative commercials and three 

narrative commercials. The eliminated commercials were replaced with new 

commercials selected at random from the same base of commercials as the original set.  

The 25 non-narrative commercials in the final sample included 16 30-second 

commercials, five 15-second commercials, two 1-minute commercials, one 21-second 
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commercial, and one 2-minute commercial. The 25 narrative commercials in the final 

sample included one 15-second commercial, one 25-second commercial, 18 30-second 

commercials, four 1-minute commercial, and one 1-minute and 14-second commercial. 

25 non-narrative commercials included a variety of consumer products and services, 

such as Twizzlers, Coke, H&R Block, Office Depot, Purina Go Cat, Advil PM, 

Cadillac, Mr. Clean, Boeing, Applebee, and T-Mobile (see Table 1 for the full list of 

non-narrative commercials used as stimuli). The 25 narrative commercials also 

included a variety of consumer products and services, such as Kohler, Delta, Lexus, US 

Cellular, Wendy’s, Eggo, M&M, Kleenex, Farmers Insurance, Cesar dog food, and 

Ally Bank (see Table 2 for the full list of narrative commercials used as stimuli). Two 

judges used the six necessary criteria discussed earlier (who, what, when/where, why, 

how, and chronology) to verify that the commercials classified as non-narrative and 

narrative were, in fact, classified correctly. Commercials that were classified as 

narrative were those that had all six aforementioned criteria. Commercials that were 

classified as non-narrative lacked one or more of the six criteria. The two judges agreed 

100% on the classification of the final set of 25 non-narrative and 25 narrative 

commercials.  

To set up the commercials in Qualtrics, the 50 commercials were first 

downloaded from YouTube and saved into a private YouTube account. Next, the 

commercials were cleaned using HTML programming so as to disable embedded ads 

and additional video suggestions. Links to the commercials were then placed on the 

appropriate page of the Qualtrics survey.  
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Procedure 

Participants were first randomly assigned to one of the two conditions, non-

narrative condition and narrative condition, and then one of 25 commercials within 

each condition was randomly assigned to each participant. Each commercial was seen 

by 10 to 13 participants. Participants were informed that they were participating in an 

“Ad Response Study,” and that the purpose of the study was to better understand how 

people respond to certain ads. They were also told that there were no right or wrong 

answers and we expected frank answers. Participants were instructed to complete the 

study without taking a break and to do the study only on a laptop or desktop computer. 

Participants were asked to watch the commercial as they would watch any other ad and 

to watch it on full screen. 

After watching the commercial, participants responded to scale items for 

various dependent measures in the following order: Aad, brand attitudes, perceived goal 

facilitation, ad empathy, ad credibility, and ad hedonic value. Note that Aad and brand 

attitudes were measured prior to the other variables to minimize the possibility of 

support for the hypotheses on account of mere halo effects in taking the survey. Order 

of presentation of items for each measure was randomized. Further, to ensure that 

participants were reading the scale items for the measures carefully, I included an 

attention-check question, “How often do you pay a lot of attention to TV commercials? 

The actual purpose of this question is to make sure you take the time to read all the 

survey instructions. To show that you have read the instructions carefully, please ignore 

your true answer to this question and check ‘Very Frequently 7’ as your answer.” 24 
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participants answer this attention-check question incorrectly and hence were eliminated 

from the data. Additionally, 22 other participants were eliminated due to insincere 

responses such as a uniform response pattern on all measures. Elimination of some 

participants in this manner left 484 participants in the usable data. Towards the end of 

the survey, participants were administered a suspicion probe to check on hypotheses 

guessing with the question, “In your opinion, what was the objective of this research 

study? If you have an idea of the research hypothesis, please describe.” Scrutiny of the 

data for this suspicion probe question confirmed that none of the participants were able 

to guess any of the hypotheses. 

 

Measures 

The items for the dependent measures in the study are shown in Table 4, along 

with their psychometric properties. Emotive response, ad credibility, and perceived goal 

facilitation were measured with nine-point Likert scales. Ad hedonic value was indexed 

by summing the responses to 16 Yes/No dichotomous items, with Yes responses scored 

as 1 (scale range 0-16). Aad and brand attitudes were assessed with nine-point, semantic 

differential scales. Table 5 shows descriptive statistics and correlations for the study 

measures.  

For emotive response, one of the items, “The ad affected me emotionally,” was 

taken from Green and Brock (2000). The other four items were created by the author. 

Regarding ad hedonic value, previous studies have suggested that ad hedonic value can 

be captured by various viewer responses such as perceptions of fun, amusement, humor, 
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fantasy, arousal, etc. (e.g., Holbrook and Hirshman 1982; Hung 2014; and Polly and 

Mittal 1991; Olney, Holbrook, and Batra 1991). Such elements, acting individually or 

in conjunction, can provide greater ad hedonic value to the viewer. Therefore, to 

effectively assess ad hedonic value, it is important to account for the many elements 

that can contribute to it. Accordingly, ad hedonic value was measured by an index 

consisting of 16 dichotomous items, which were taken from sources such as Holbrook 

and Hirschman (1982), Olney, Holbrook, and Batra (1991), and Voss et al. (2003). The 

three items for ad credibility were taken from Obermiller and Spangenberg (1998). The 

six items for the perceived goal facilitation were adapted from Park et al. (2013) and 

Richins (2013). The items for Aad and brand attitudes were taken from Mackenzie and 

Lutz (1989). 

Regarding the manipulation check for narrative (vs. non-narrative) commercials, 

five items (nine-point Likert scales) were used, all based on prior literature (e.g., 

Escalas 1998; Deigthton et al. 1989; Padgett and Allen 1997; Shankar et al. 2001). 

Specifically, these items measured the degree to which participants perceived the 

commercial as a narrative ad in terms of “the commercial tells a story,” “the 

commercial shows the main actors or characters in a story,” “the commercial shows 

how a series of events unfolded in a story format,” “the commercial shows when and 

where things happened in a story,” and “the commercial shows why things happened in 

a story.” An index measure was created for the manipulation by averaging the scores of 

the five items (α = .90). 
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Results 

Overview of Data Analyses 

All data analyses were done after aggregating participants’ responses across the 

50 commercials. To assess psychometric properties, scale items for all measures except 

ad hedonic value were first subjected to an exploratory factor analysis (EFA). Further, 

to assess the internal consistency of the scales, Cronbach’s α was computed for each 

scale. Next, psychometric properties of the measurement model were tested with 

confirmatory factory analyses (EQS 6.2 software). Subsequently, the data were 

subjected to mixed-model GLM analysis and tests of mediation using bootstrapping 

procedures.   

 

Manipulation Check for Narrative (vs. Non-Narrative) Commercials 

Participants who watched narrative commercials scored significantly higher on 

the index measure for narrative commercials compared to their counterparts who 

watched non-narrative commercials (Mnarrative = 6.00 vs. Mnon-arrative = 3.53; F(1, 482) = 

191.93, p < .001).  

 

Measurement Model 

EFA was conducted using principal axis factoring with Varimax rotation. The 

EFA accounted for 79% of the total variance and generated a five-factor solution, with 

all items loading as expected on the constructs emotive response, ad credibility, 

perceived goal facilitation, Aad, and brand attitudes. All items had factor loadings 
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above .60 and there were no significant cross loadings. All of the Cronbach’s alphas 

exceeded the recommended .70 threshold (Nunnally 1978).  

Next, to test convergent and discriminant validity of the factors, confirmatory 

factor analysis (CFA) was conducted. The CFA model was estimated by the elliptical 

reweighted least square (ERLS) procedure of the EQS program (see Bentler 1995).  

The adequacy of model fit was evaluated by examining chi-square statistics (χ
2
), 

the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Bentler-Bonett normed fit index (NFI), and root 

mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). The results met the criteria suggested 

by Bentler (1995), with a good fit of the model to the data: 
2
 (252) = 1155.71, CFI = 

.95, NFI = .95, RMSEA = .076 (90% confidence interval of 071 to .081). All factor 

loadings were significant (p’s <. 01) and the standardized factor loadings for all items 

exceeded the minimum level of .50 (see Table 4). Construct reliabilities (CR) and 

average variance extracted (AVE) of each construct were calculated and were found to 

exceed the minimum criteria of 0.70 and 0.50 respectively. These data hence provide 

evidence of adequate convergent validity. Discriminant validity was tested using 

Fornell and Larcker’s (1981) criterion of ensuring that the average variance extracted 

(AVE) exceeds the square of the pairwise-correlation between constructs. All AVE 

estimates were greater than the squared inter-construct correlations, thus demonstrating 

discriminant validity.  
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Tests of Hypotheses 

 

The data were first analyzed by conducting a mixed-model MANOVA with 

narrative (vs. non-narrative) commercials as a between-subjects variable and with 

emotive response, ad hedonic value, ad credibility, perceived goal facilitation, and Aad, 

and brand attitudes as within-subjects variables. The results of this analysis showed a 

large main effect of narrative (vs. non-narrative) commercials (F(1,482) = 552.6, p 

<.001, ηp = .53). Inspection of the means for the various dependent measures confirmed, 

as predicted, that narrative (vs. non-narrative) commercials yielded significantly higher 

scores on all variables (see Table 5 for means and standard deviations). Specifically, 

narrative (vs. non-narrative) commercials resulted in more emotive response (H1: 

Mnarrative = 5.25 vs. Mnon-narrative = 2.96; p < .001), more ad hedonic value (H3: Mnarrative = 

12.15 vs. Mnon-narrative = 7.70; p < .001), more ad credibility (H5: Mnarrative = 6.51 vs. 

Mnon-narrative = 4.83; p < .001), more perceived goal facilitation (H8: Mnarrative = 5.11 vs. 

Mnon-narrative = 4.27; p < .001), more positive Aad (Mnarrative = 7.62 vs. Mnon-narrative = 5.30; 

p < .001), and more positive brand attitudes (Mnarrative = 7.13 vs. Mnon-narrative = 5.39; p 

< .001). The main effect for narrative (vs. non-narrative) commercials was qualified by 

an interaction of this independent variable with the within subject variable (Wilks’ 

Lamda F(5, 478) = 33.8, p < .001, partial eta square =. 26). However, this interaction 

does not pose a threat to the results supporting the hypotheses. As can be seen from 

Table 6, the direction of the effects for narrative (vs. non-narrative) commercials are 

consistent for all six dependent measures (mean values were greater for narrative ads 

when compared to non-narrative ads). Thus, this statistically significant interaction 



35 

 

merely indicates that the effect size for narrative (vs. non-narrative) commercials varies 

across the various dependent measures  

Tests of Mediation Effects Using Bootstrapping Procedures 

 A parallel multiple mediator model was tested using the bootstrapping method 

with the “PROCESS” macro (model 4) in SPSS (Hays 2013; Preacher and Hayes 2008). 

The analyses and bootstrap estimates are based on 5,000 bootstrap samples with bias-

corrected confidence estimates. The results of these analyses are summarized in Table 

7a and Table 7b.  

The results failed to support a mediating role for emotive response in the effect 

of narrative (vs. non-narrative) ads; hence the mediation stated in H1b was not 

supported (point estimate of indirect effect = -.05, SE =.07; 95% CI = -.19 to .06). But, 

the bootstrap results confirmed that the effect of narrative (vs. non-narrative) ads on Aad 

was mediated by ad hedonic value, thus supporting H3a and H3b (point estimate of 

indirect effect = .41, SE =.07; 95% CI = .28 to .56). Similarly, the bootstrap results 

confirmed the effect of narrative (vs. non-narrative) ads on Aad was also mediated by ad 

credibility, thereby supporting H5a and H5b (point estimate of indirect effect = .49, SE 

=.07; 95% CI = .37 to .65). Furthermore, even with the three mediators included in the 

model, the direct effect of narrative (vs. non-narrative) ads on Aad was still significant 

(p < .05). This result indicates that the three mediators accounted for partial rather than 

full mediation.  

 My hypothesized model also predicts that Aad will mediate the effects of 

emotive response, ad hedonic value, and ad credibility on brand attitudes. This 
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prediction was tested by examining the mediating role of Aad individually for each of 

the three aforementioned variables while controlling for the effects of the other two 

variables on brand attitudes (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). The result of this analysis 

confirmed that in support of H7, Aad mediated the effects of all three variables on brand 

attitudes: emotive response (point estimate of indirect effect = .05, SE =.02; 95% CI 

= .02 to .08), ad hedonic value (point estimate of indirect effect = .08, SE =.01; 95% CI 

= .06 to .10), and ad credibility (point estimate of indirect effect = .21, SE =.03; 95% CI 

= .16 to .26). Furthermore, even with Aad included in the model, the direct effects of all 

three variables on Aad were still significant (p’s < .05). This result indicates that Aad 

accounted for partial rather than full mediation.  

Lastly, the result also confirmed that the effect of narrative (vs. non-narrative) 

ads on brand attitudes was mediated by perceived goal facilitation (point estimate of 

indirect effect = .08, SE = .03; 95% CI = .03 to .16), thereby supporting H8a and H8b. 

Furthermore, even with perceived goal facilitation included in the model, the direct 

effects of narrative (vs. non-narrative) ads on brand attitudes were still significant (p 

< .01). This result indicates that perceived goal facilitation accounted for partial rather 

than full mediation.  

 

Discussion 

 Study1 yielded support for the prediction that narrative (vs. non-narrative) 

commercials will result in more emotive response, more ad hedonic value, more ad 

credibility, more perceived goal facilitation, more positive Aad, and more positive brand 
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attitudes. Further, the results supported the mediating role of ad hedonic value and ad 

credibility in terms of the effects of narrative (vs. non-narrative) ads on Aad. However, 

the mediating role of emotive response in the effects of narrative (vs. non-narrative) ads 

on Aad was not supported in the simultaneous mediation test. It is likely to that this 

failure to find support for the mediating role of emotive response was on account of 

multicoliniearity between this variable and the other two mediators, ad hedonic value 

and ad credibility (Pearson r = .46 with both variables). I conducted a follow-up 

analysis where I examined the mediating role of emotive response as a single mediator. 

The bootstrap result confirmed the effect of narrative (vs. non-narrative) ads on Aad was 

mediated by ad empathy (point estimate of indirect effect = .16, SE = .07; 95% CI = .01 

to .31). Further, the result also supported the hypotheses that the effects of emotive 

response, ad hedonic value, and ad credibility on brand attitudes would be mediated by 

Aad. Finally, the result confirmed that the effects of narrative (vs. non-narrative) ads on 

brand attitudes were mediated by perceived goal facilitation. 
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STUDY 2 

 

 

 

Method  

 

Overview  

 The hypotheses were tested in a study involving 50 narrative TV commercials 

that had aired in the United States between 2010 and 2014. Participants (N =550) were 

recruited through an online panel (Amazon Mechanical Turk) and were provided 

monetary compensation. The study was conducted online with Qualtrics software. Each 

participant was exposed to one randomly selected commercial and then asked to 

respond to various dependent measures. 

Note that although the Study 1 data included narrative commercials, it was not 

possible to test the hypotheses for variations among narrative commercials with the 

Study 1 data set. There are two reasons for this. First, Study 1 had only 25 narrative 

commercials and I felt I needed 50 narrative commercials in order to have a 

representative sample for testing my hypotheses. Second, for testing my hypotheses 

regarding variations among narrative commercials, I needed to use structural equation 

modeling (SEM). SEM requires a sample size of at least 400, whereas in Study 1 only 

244 participants viewed narrative commercials.  
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Participants 

All participants were at least 18 years old, residents of the United States, and 

native speaker of English. They were widely distributed in age, with 63% between 25 

and 44 years; 58% were female, and 75 % had completed college. The participants’ 

characteristics are summarized in Table 9.  

 

Stimuli 

The TV commercials used in the study were a convenient sample drawn from 

all the commercials that had aired on various channels in the United States between 

2010 and 2014. All of these commercials had been released on YouTube by the various 

advertisers. The 50 commercials included a variety of consumer products and services, 

such as Bud Light beer, Kia automobiles, Wendy’s fast food, Samsonite luggage, Tide 

detergent, Sears Optical retail store, and GEICO insurance. I tried to include 

commercials that varied considerably in structural elements such as gender and age of 

the main character, use of humor, drama, suspense, fantasy, etc. I excluded highly 

targeted products such as those intended for only one gender, prescription drugs, etc. 

The complete list of the 50 commercials is shown in Table 8. Three narrative 

commercials overlapped between Study 1 and Study 2. The commercials ranged in 

length from 30 seconds to three minutes, but most were 30 seconds long. All of the 

commercials were downloaded from YouTube. Two judges used the six necessary 

criteria discussed earlier (who, what, when/where, why, how, and chronology) to verify 

that the commercials were, in fact, narrative ads. Commercials that did not have all the 
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six necessary elements were excluded. The two judges agreed 100% on the 

classification of the final set of 50 narrative commercials. To set up the commercials in 

Qualtrics, the 50 commercials were first downloaded from YouTube and saved into a 

private YouTube account. Next, the commercials were cleaned using HTML 

programming so as to disable embedded ads and additional video suggestions. Links to 

the commercials were placed on the appropriate page of the Qualtrics survey.  

 

Procedure 

As noted earlier, one of the 50 commercials was randomly assigned to each 

participant. Each commercial was seen by a minimum of 10 and a maximum of 13 

participants. Participants were informed that they were participating in an “Ad 

Impressions Study,” and that the purpose of the study was to better understand how 

people feel about certain ads. They were also told that there were no right or wrong 

answers and we expected frank answers. Participants were instructed to complete the 

study without taking a break and to do the study only on a laptop or desktop computer. 

Participants were asked to watch the commercial as they would watch any other ad and 

to watch it on full screen. 

After watching the commercial, participants responded to scale items for 

various dependent measures in the following order: Aad, brand attitudes, perceived goal 

facilitation, emotive response, ad credibility, and ad hedonic value. Note that Aad and 

brand attitudes were measured prior to the other variables to minimize the possibility of 

support for the hypotheses on account of mere halo effects in taking the survey. Order 
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of presentation of items for each measure was randomized. Further, to ensure that 

participants were reading the scale items for the measures carefully, I included an 

attention-check question, “How often do you pay a lot of attention to TV commercials? 

The actual purpose of this question is to make sure you take the time to read all the 

survey instructions. To show that you have read the instructions carefully, please ignore 

your true answer to this question and check ‘Very Frequently 7’ as your answer.” 37 

participants answer this attention-check question incorrectly and hence were eliminated 

from the data. Elimination of some participants in this manner left 515 participants in 

the usable data. Towards the end of the survey, participants were administered a 

suspicion probe to check on hypotheses guessing with the question, “In your opinion, 

what was the objective of this research study? If you have an idea of the research 

hypothesis, please describe.” Scrutiny of the data for this suspicion probe question 

confirmed that none of the participants were able to guess any of the hypotheses. 

 

Measures 

The items for various measures in the study are shown in Table 10, along with 

their psychometric properties. Emotive response, ad credibility, and perceived goal 

facilitation were measured with nine-point Likert scales. Ad hedonic value was indexed 

by summing the responses to 16 Yes/No dichotomous items, with Yes responses scored 

as 1 (scale range 0-16). Aad and brand attitudes were assessed with nine-point, semantic 

differential scales. Table 11 shows descriptive statistics and correlations for the study 

measures.  
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For emotive response, one of the items, “The ad affected me emotionally,” was 

taken from Green and Brock (2000). The other two items were created by the authors. 

Regarding ad hedonic value, previous studies have suggested that ad hedonic value can 

be captured by various viewer responses such as perceptions of fun, amusement, humor, 

fantasy, arousal, etc. (e.g., Holbrook and Hirshman 1982; Hung 2014; and Polly and 

Mittal 1991; Olney, Holbrook, and Batra 1991). Such elements, acting individually or 

in conjunction, can provide greater ad hedonic value to the viewer. Therefore, to 

effectively assess ad hedonic value, it is important to account for the many elements 

that can contribute to it. Accordingly, ad hedonic value was measured by an index 

consisting of 16 dichotomous items, which were taken from sources such as Holbrook 

and Hirschman (1982), Olney, Holbrook, and Batra (1991), and Voss et al. (2003). The 

three items for ad credibility were taken from Obermiller and Spangenberg (1998). The 

six items for the perceived goal facilitation were adapted from Park et al. (2013) and 

Richins (2013). The items for Aad and brand attitudes were taken from Mackenzie and 

Lutz (1989 

 

Results 

Overview of Data Analyses 

All data analyses were done after aggregating participants’ responses across 50 

commercials. To assess psychometric properties, scale items for all measures except ad 

hedonic value were first subjected to an exploratory factor analysis (EFA). Further, to 

assess the internal consistency of the scales, Cronbach’s α was computed for each scale. 
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Next, the measurement model and the hypothesized relationships were tested with 

structural equation modeling (EQS 6.2 software), using the two-step procedure 

recommended by Anderson and Gerbing (1988).   

 

Measurement Model 

EFA was conducted using principal axis factoring with Varimax rotation. The 

EFA accounted for 81% of the total variance and generated a five-factor solution, with 

all items loading as expected on the constructs emotive response, ad credibility, 

perceived goal facilitation, Aad, and brand attitudes. All items had factor loadings 

above .60 and there were no significant cross loadings. All of the Cronbach’s alphas 

exceeded the recommended .70 threshold (Nunnally 1978).  

Next, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted for testing convergent 

and discriminant validity of the factors. The CFA model was estimated by the elliptical 

reweighted least square (ERLS) procedure of the EQS program (see Bentler 1995). 

After the initial purification of the scale items, the measurement model was included in 

the structural model. This two-stage approach minimizes the potential for 

interpretational confounding due to model misspecification and thus allows robust 

testing for measurement reliability and validity (Anerdson and Gerbing, 1988). 

The adequacy of model fit was evaluated by examining chi-square statistics (χ
2
), 

the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Bentler-Bonett normed fit index (NFI), and root 

mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). The results met the criteria suggested 

by Bentler (1995), with a good fit of the model to the data: 
2
 (253) = 11254.17, CFI = 
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.94, NFI = .93, RMSEA = .08 (90% confidence interval of .077 to .088). All factor 

loadings were significant (p’s <. 01) and the standardized factor loadings for all items 

exceeded the minimum level of .50 (see Table 10). Construct reliabilities (CR) and 

average variance extracted (AVE) of each construct were calculated and were found to 

exceed the minimum criteria of 0.70 and 0.50 respectively, with the marginal exception 

of ad empathy (CR = .67; AVE = .49). These data hence provide evidence of adequate 

convergent validity. Discriminant validity was tested using Fornell and Larcker’s 

(1981) criterion of ensuring that the average variance extracted (AVE) exceeds the 

square of the pairwise-correlation between constructs. All AVE estimates were greater 

than the squared inter-construct correlations, thus demonstrating discriminant validity.  

 

Test of Hypothesized Model 

The hypotheses were tested with structural equation modeling, using the ERLS 

estimation in the EQS program. As shown in Figure 3, the fit indices suggest a strong 

fit of the hypothesized model to the data, 
2
 (225) = 572.69, CFI = .97, NFI = .96, 

RMSEA = .060 (90% confidence interval of .054 to .066). As anticipated, all of the 

standardized path coefficients in the model had positive signs and were statistically 

significant (see Table 12). As shown in Figure 3, emotive response (H1, γ = .13, p < 

.05), ad hedonic value (H2, γ = .55, p < .01), and ad credibility (H3, γ = .32, p < .01) 

were positively related to Aad. Further, Aad (H4, γ = .53, p < .01) and perceived goal 

facilitation (H5, γ = .20, p < .01) were positively related to brand attitudes. Thus, all of 

the five hypotheses were supported. 
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Tests of Alternative Models 

Given the correlational nature of the data, it is important to test plausible 

alternative models to see whether they fit the data equally well as, or better than, the 

hypothesized model. Two alternative models were examined. The first alternative 

model (AM1) eliminates the direct effect of perceived goal facilitation on brand 

attitudes, such that the effects of emotive response, ad hedonic value, ad credibility, and 

perceived goal facilitation on brand attitudes are fully mediated by Aad. The second 

alternative model (AM2) reverses the causal link between Aad and brand attitudes, such 

that the effects of ad empathy, ad hedonic value, ad credibility, and perceived goal 

facilitation on Aad go through brand attitudes.  

The comparative results of the two alternative models versus the hypothesized 

model are summarized in Figures 3 through 5. Overall, based on Akaike’s information 

criterion (AIC), RMSEA, parsimonious comparative fit index (PCIF), standardized path 

coefficients, and R-squared values (R
2
), it is apparent that the hypothesized model has 

the best fit. Note that smaller values of AIC and RMSEA, and larger values of PCIF 

and R
2
, indicate a model with a better fit. For our data, AIC and RMSEA for the 

hypothesized model were 122.69 and .060 (90% CI of .054 - .066), while the AIC and 

RMSEA were 145.39 and .062 (90% CI of .056-.068) for AM1 and 180.13 and .064 

(90% CI of .058 - .070) for AM2, respectively. Similarly, the hypothesized model had a 

higher PCIF than AM1 and AM2. Finally, the R
2 

values for both Aad and brand attitudes 

for the hypothesized model were better than those of the two alternative models.  
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Discussion 

Study 2 provided support for all of the hypotheses regarding the issue of factors 

that make some narrative ads superior to other narrative ads. Specifically, narrative ads 

that produced more emotive response, more ad hedonic value, and more ad credibility 

resulted in more positive Aad, which in turn enhanced brand attitudes. The results of the 

SEM analysis also indicated that among these three independent variables, ad hedonic 

value had the largest effect on Aad, followed by ad credibility. Note that the results also 

supported the hypothesis that Aad will fully mediate the effects of the three independent 

variables on brand attitudes. Further, as predicted, narrative ads that produced more 

perceived goal facilitation also resulted in more positive brand attitudes. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 

 

 

Advertising scholars have become very interested in the topic of narrative 

advertising in recent years. Several researchers have demonstrated the superiority of narrative 

ads over non-narrative ads and have offered many different explanations for this phenomenon 

(e.g., Chang 2009a, 2009b; Deighton et al. 1989; Escalas 2004a, 2004b; Green and Brock 

2000). As discussed in detail in Chapter Two, these explanations have invoked various 

constructs such as empathetic processing (e.g., Deighton et al. 1989), transportation (e.g., Green 

and Brock 2000), mental simulation (Escalas 2004), and identification (e.g., De Graaf et al. 

2011). Notably, all of these explanations and related empirical studies have focused on the 

relative persuasiveness of narrative versus non-narrative ads (e.g., Chang 2009a; Deighton et al. 

1989; Escalas 2004a, 2004b) and have not inquired into the differential persuasiveness of 

narrative ads that vary on specific dimensions. Also, most of the prior empirical studies in this 

area have used simple stimuli created by researchers and therefore lacked ecological validity.  

Given this background of prior research on narrative advertising, my objectives 

for this dissertation were as follows: (1) to develop and test an integrative, 

comprehensive framework for why and how narrative ads, in general, are more 

persuasive than non-narrative ads, (2) to develop and test an integrative, comprehensive 

framework for the factors that make some narrative ads are more persuasive than other 

narrative ads, and (3) to test and validate all my hypotheses with actual TV 

commercials, using both survey and experimental research methods.  
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My conceptual framework posited four explanatory variables, namely, emotive 

response, ad hedonic value, ad credibility, and perceived goal facilitation. I developed 

hypotheses for these variables in Chapter Three and argued that narrative (vs. non-

narrative) ads, in general, produce more emotive response, more ad hedonic value, 

more ad credibility, and more perceived goal facilitation. Further, I proposed that the 

same four variables explain why and how some narrative ads are more effective than 

other narrative ads. I posited that the effects of emotive response, ad hedonic value, and 

ad credibility on brand attitudes would be mediated by Aad, whereas perceived goal 

facilitation would directly impact brand attitudes. The reason for positing a direct path 

from perceived goal facilitation to brand attitudes, rather than a path going through Aad 

is that while ad empathy, ad hedonic value, and ad credibility are variables that relate to 

elements of an ad, perceived goal facilitation relates to the manner in which the 

advertised product/brand can potentially help viewers achieve various consumption 

goals.  

My two studies, conducted with large samples of non-student research 

participants, provided support almost all of my hypotheses. Study1 confirmed that 

narrative (vs. non-narrative) commercials result in more emotive response, more ad 

hedonic value, more ad credibility, more perceived goal facilitation, more positive Aad, 

and more positive brand attitudes. Further, the results supported the mediating role of 

ad hedonic value and ad credibility in terms of the effects of narrative (vs. non-

narrative) ads on Aad. The result also supported the hypotheses that the effects of 

emotive response, ad hedonic value, and ad credibility on brand attitudes would be 
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mediated by Aad. Finally, the result confirmed that the effects of narrative (vs. non-

narrative) ads on brand attitudes were mediated by perceived goal facilitation. 

Study 2 provided support for all of the hypotheses regarding the factors that 

make some narrative ads superior. Specifically, narrative ads that produced more 

emotive response, more ad hedonic value, and more ad credibility resulted in more 

positive Aad, which in turn enhanced brand attitudes. The results of the SEM analysis 

also indicated that among these three independent variables, ad hedonic value had the 

largest effect on Aad, followed by ad credibility. Note that the results also supported the 

hypothesis that Aad will fully mediate the effects of the three independent variables on 

brand attitudes. Further, as predicted, narrative ads that produced more perceived goal 

facilitation also resulted in more positive brand attitudes.  

 

Theoretical Implications 

 An important contribution of my dissertation is to posit and demonstrate that 

multiple explanatory processes work in conjunction to enhance narrative persuasion. As 

discussed in detail in Chapters One and Two, previously researchers have offered 

individual process mechanisms to explain the superiority of narrative (vs. non-

narrative) ads. In contrast, I proposed a set of four explanatory variables (emotive 

response, ad hedonic value, ad credibility, and perceived goal facilitation) as part of a 

comprehensive framework. My results demonstrate that each of these four variables 

plays a role in explaining why narrative ads, in general, are more persuasive than non-

narrative, and also why some narratives ads are superior to other narrative ads.  
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Note that of my four explanatory variables, two, emotive response and ad 

hedonic value are primarily emotional in nature, whereas the other two, ad credibility 

and perceived goal facilitation, are primarily cognitive in nature. Prior research has 

often touched on both emotional and cognitive effects produced by narrative ads (e.g., 

Deighton et al. 1989; Green and Brock 2000; Escalas 2004), but has not provided a 

systematic framework for organizing the explanatory variables. My conceptual 

framework provides a path forward for future research in this area by identifying the 

specific process variables that lead to more narrative persuasion.  

Of my four explanatory variables, emotive response is obviously closely related 

to the construct of empathetic processing proposed by Deighton et al. (1989), Green 

and Brock (2002), and others. My construct of ad hedonic value, which refers to the 

extent to which the ad is playful and provides pleasure and enjoyment, is related to the 

ideas implied in discussions by Deighton et al. (1989), Escalas (2012), and others. 

However, these previous researchers did not clearly define the construct and also did 

not empirically measure it. As such, my research provides both an explication of this 

construct as well as empirical verification of its value in explaining the persuasiveness 

of narrative advertising. Further, as evidenced by the results of study 2, ad hedonic 

value seems to have the biggest explanatory role in explaining why some narrative ads 

are more persuasive than other narrative ads. Regarding the construct of ad credibility, 

previously researchers have suggested that one of the advantages of narrative ads is that 

they invite fewer counterarguments from viewers (e.g., Chang 2009a; Dal Cin et al. 

2004; Green and Brock 2002). Researchers have also suggested that narrative fidelity is 
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important for narrative ads to be effective (Fisher 1989). My research builds on these 

ideas by specifying the construct of ad credibility and demonstrating its explanatory 

value. Finally, the construct of perceived goal facilitation is related to the idea of self-

brand connections posited by Escalas (2004), but is broader in scope. My 

conceptualization of this construct draws on research on consumer goals and branding 

(e.g., Belk 1988; Park et al. 2013; Richins 2013). The results of both studies confirm 

the important role of perceived goal facilitation in explaining the effects of narrative 

advertising on brand attitudes.  

 

Practical Implications 

 My research provides some straightforward implications for advertising 

practitioners. First, my study 1 provides solid evidence regarding the relative 

effectiveness of narrative (vs. non-narrative) ads. Second, the results of both studies 

indicate that in creating narrative ads, advertisers should create (1) narrative structures 

that engender emotive response, (2) narrative ads that are playful and entertaining, (3) 

narrative ads that are credible, and (4) narrative ads that provide clear sense of how 

consumers could achieve their consumption goals by buying and using the advertised 

product/brand. Undoubtedly, it may be difficult to achieve all four these objectives 

within the same narrative ad. Nonetheless, my findings provide a set of general 

guidelines to advertisers for creating more effective narrative ads.  
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Limitations and Future Research 

Although my research has produced some valuable insights on the topic of 

narrative advertising, some limitations need to be acknowledged. First, the design of 

study 1 emphasized ecological validity by using a random sample of narrative and non-

narrative TV commercials. Given that the sample included as many as 25 commercials 

of each type and spanned many different product categories, it is unlikely that any 

alternative explanation exist for my findings. Nonetheless, one limitation of using 

actual TV commercials is that one cannot carefully control the manipulation so as to 

exclude variations on aspects extraneous to the manipulated variable. Future research 

may be able to confirm the same set of hypotheses using carefully controlled laboratory 

stimuli. Second, the present study focused on the medium of TV commercials and did 

not examine other media. Future research could examine the applicability of the present 

findings to other advertising media such as print or radio. Third, like many other 

academic studies of advertising effects, the participants in the present studies were 

asked to watch the stimulus ads such that ad exposure was intentional, rather than 

incidental. Future research could confirm the generalizability of the present findings to 

situations where ads are embedded within program content. In so doing, researcher 

could also examine potential interactions between specific types of program content 

(e.g., comedy, sports, news shows) and narrative ad characteristics (see also Zheng and 

Phelps 2012).  

Fourth, in study 2, like other research involving survey data and structural 

equation modeling, I tested a comprehensive set of causal relationships with 
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correlational data. Once again, future research may be able to validate my findings with 

controlled experiments. Fifth, in my empirical research, I focused on scaled variables to 

examine process mechanisms. But additional insight may be possible on theses process 

mechanisms with the use of thought protocols. Such thought protocols may also be able 

to provide insight on issues related to the present process mechanism by inquiring into 

issues such as the level of integration of the advertised product/brand into the narrative 

and the activation/use of persuasion knowledge by viewers. Finally, the present 

research did not investigate the role of specific features of narrative ads such as heavy 

use of imagery in storytelling or narrative structures that promote the perception of self-

protagonist similarities. Future research could focus on investigating such features as 

well as their interactions with situational variables such as the viewer’s mood or 

distractions in the viewing environment (Zheng and Phelps 2012). These are just a few 

of the many interesting research issues that surround the important topic of narrative 

advertising. 
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Table 1 

Study 1: List of Non-Narrative Commercials Used as Stimuli 

Category Product/Brand 

Aircraft/ Technology Boeing  

Automobile Cadillac Escalade 

  Ram Truck 

Beverage Coke 

Communication/Technology T-mobile 

Fast Foods Burger king 

  Papa John's 

Household consumables Arm&Hammer Clump and Seal 

  Mr. Clean 

Medical Devices Copper Fit Back Pro 

Over The Counter Drugs Advil PM 

 
Claritin 

  Icy Hot Smart Relief 

Pet Foods Purina Go Cat 

Restaurants Applebee 

  Red Lobster 

Retail TrueCar 

  Office Depot 

Services Ancestry.com 

 
Think about your eyes.com 

 
H&R Block 

 
Lumosity.com 

  Neat.com 

Snacks Twizzlers 

  Lindor 
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Table 2 

Study 1: List of Narrative Commercials Used as Stimuli  

 

Category Product/Brand 

Appliances  Kohler 

Airlines  Delta 

Automobile Kia Sorrento 

 

Lexus 

  Subaru 

Communication/Technology Intel 

 

US Cellular 

  Verizon 

Fast Foods Wendy's 

Foods Eggo  

  Real California Milk 

Household Consumables Kleenex 

  Swiffer 

Insurance Farmers Insurance 

 

GEICO 

  Progressive 

Pet Foods Cesar  

Services Match.com 

 

Ally Bank 

 

Century link 

 

Certified Financial Planner 

 

Netflix 

 

Wix.com 

  Zillow 

Snacks M&M 
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Table 3 

Study1: Participants’ Profile 

 

Gender % 

Male 36.9 

Female 63.1 

Total 100 

Education 
 

Less than High School .6 

High School/GED 12.8 

Some College 26.5 

2 year College 10.6 

4 year College 35.2 

Graduate /Professional degree 14.3 

Total 100.0 

Age 

 18-24 15.1 

25-44 58 

45-64 26.9 

65+ 0 

Total 100 
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Table 4 

Study1: Measures and Psychometric Properties 
 EFA CFA 

Construct/item 
Factor 

loading 
Alpha 

Factor 

loading 
AVE CR 

Emotive Response  .93  .72 .72 

I felt emotionally involved in the ad. .84  .84   

I found the ad moving. .83  .83   

The ad affected me emotionally. .84  .83   

I was able to connect with this ad emotionally. 

The ad hooked me in terms of my feelings. 

.85 

.84 
 

.89 

.85 
  

Ad Hedonic Value N.A N.A N.A. N.A. N.A. 

Not fun - fun      

Dull - exciting      

Not Thrilling - thrilling      

Not enjoyable - enjoyable      

Not playful - playful      

Not sensuous - sensuous      

Not arousing - arousing      

Not entertaining - entertaining      

Boring -  not boring      

Not interesting - interesting      

Did not keep my attention - kept my attention      

Routine - novel      

Not fantasy-filled - fantasy-filled      

Did not hooked me - hooked me      

Not rich in imagery - rich in imagery      

Not intriguing - intriguing      

Ad Credibility  .86  .68 .71 

This ad is generally truthful. .79  .84   

This ad leaves one feeling accurately informed. .77  .80   

This ad is believable. .76  .84   

Perceived Goal Facilitation  .89  .67 .70 

I would be able to communicate who I am to other 

people. 
.83  .87   

I would be able to express who I wish to be. .81  .84   

I would be able to express my values in life. .81  .84   

I would be able to accomplish some of my personal 

projects. 
.80  .83   

I would be able to get things done. .77  .78   

I would be more efficient. .74  .75   

Aad  .96  .82 .82 

Very unfavorable - favorable .83  .93   

Bad - good .82  .92   

Unappealing - appealing .81  .90   

Dislike - like .80  .91   

Negative - positive .74  .87   

Brand Attitude  .98  .89 .90 

Very unfavorable - favorable .90  .94   

Bad - good .89  .96   

Unappealing - appealing .88  .93   

Dislike - like .88  .94   

Negative - positive .87  .95   

  2 (252) = 1155.71 (p < .001), CFI = .95, NFI = .95, RMSEA = .076 (95% CI: .071 - .081) 
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Table 5 

Study 1: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations between Measures 

 

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Emotive Response 4.10 1.97      

2. Ad Hedonic Value 9.91 3.94 .46     

3. Ad Credibility 5.67 1.63 .46 .35    

4. Perceived Goal Facilitation 4.69 1.95 .21 .31 .26   

5. Aad 6.45 1.58 .48 .58 .61 .28  

6. Brand Attitudes 6.25 1.54 .32 .44 .54 .24 .68 

Notes: (1) the theoretical scale range is 1-9 for all variables, except for Ad Hedonic Value (0-16). For 

more details of the measures, see Table 4. (2) All correlations are significant, p < .01 (2-tailed) 
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Table 6 

Study 1: Dependent Measures as a Function of Narrative vs. Non-Narrative Ads 

 

 

Dependent Variables 

Non-Narrative Ads  

(N=244) 

Narrative Ads  

(N=240) 

Emotive Response 2.96 (1.37) 5.25 (1.80)*** 

Ad Hedonic Value 7.70 (3.87) 12.15 (2.48)*** 

Ad Credibility 4.83 (1.28) 6.51 (1.50)*** 

Perceived Goal Facilitation 4.27 (2.09) 5.11 (1.69)*** 

Aad 5.30 (1.00) 7.62 (1.13)*** 

Brand Attitudes 5.39 (1.00) 7.13 (1.50)*** 

Notes: (1) The numbers in the columns represent means and standard deviations (in 

parentheses) for the various dependent variables. (2) *** indicates that the means in the 

two columns are significantly different (p < .001). 
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Table 7a 

Study1: Testing for Mediation with Bootstrapping 
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Table 7b 

Study1: Testing for Mediation with Bootstrapping 

 

    Consequent 

  

M (Perceived Goal 

Facilitation) 

 

Y (Brand Attitude) 

Antecedent   Coeff. SE 

 

  Coeff. SE 

 
X (Narrative vs. Non-Narrative) a1 0.83*** 0.17 

 

c' 1.66*** 0.12 

 
M (Perceived Goal Facilitation) 

 
─ ─ 

 

b1 0.1*** 0.03 

 
Constant i1 3.44*** 0.27 

  
3.3*** 0.21 

 

  

  

R
2
 = .338 

F(1.482) = 245.94*** 

  

R
2
 = .646 

F(4.479) = 218.69*** 

Note: ***p < .001 

 
 

        Indirect Effect of X on Y Coeff. SE LLCI ULCI 

    M (Perceived Goal Facilitation) 0.08 0.03 0.03 0.16 
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Table 8 

Study 2: List of Commercials Used As Stimuli 

 

Category Product/Brand 

Apparel & Fashion Accessories  Nike 

Automobile Volkswagen 

 

Kia 

 

Porsche 

  Jeep 

Beer  Bud Light 

 

Heineken 

 

Dos Equis  

  Keith Stone  

Beverage Diet Coke 

 

Mountain Dew 

 

Gatorade 

Communication/Technology  Samsung Galaxy 

 

Kindle Fire 

 

Sony 

 

Verizon 

 

Microsoft 

Consumer Durables  Samsonite  

Fast Foods KFC/food 

 

McDonald 

 

Wendy's 

 

Taco Bell 

  Pizza Hut 

Retail  Best Buy 

 

H&M 

  Sears Optical 

Food Products Danon 

 

Chreeos 

  Delissio Pizza 
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Table 8 

Study 2: List of Commercials Used As Stimuli Continued 

 

Category Product/Brand 

Insurance Aflac 

 

GEICO 

  Prudential Life 

Over The Counter Drugs VICKS 

  DrugStore.com 

Pet Foods Cat Food 

Services Booking.com 

  Brussels Airlines 

 

Netflix 

 

Zillow 

Snack Butterfinger 

 

Doritos 

 

M&M 

  Snickers 

Toiletries & Household Consumables Charmin 

 

Dove 

 

Secret (Deodorant) 

 

Duracell 

 

Bounty Kitchen Towel 

 

Tide 
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Table 9 

 

Study 2: Participants’ Profile 

 

 

Gender % 

Male 42.1 

Female 57.9 

Total 100 

Education 
 

Less than High School .4 

High School/GED 10.7 

Some College 25.5 

2 year College 13.3 

4 year College 40.0 

Graduate /Professional Degree 10.1 

Total 100.0 

Age 

 18-24 14.4 

25-44 62.8 

45-64 21.1 

65+ 1.8 

Total 100 
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Table 10 

Study2: Measures and Psychometric Properties 

 
 EFA CFA 

Construct/item 
Factor 

loading 
Alpha 

Factor 

loading 
AVE CR 

Emotive Response  .75  .49 .67 

I felt emotionally involved in the ad. .80  .77   

I found the ad moving. .77  .73   

The ad affected me emotionally. .68  .59   

Ad Hedonic Value N.A N.A N.A. N.A. N.A. 

Not fun - fun      

Dull - exciting      

Not Thrilling - thrilling      

Not enjoyable - enjoyable      

Not playful - playful      

Not sensuous - sensuous      

Not arousing - arousing      

Not entertaining - entertaining      

Boring -  not boring      

Not interesting - interesting      

Did not keep my attention - kept my attention      

Routine - novel      

Not fantasy-filled - fantasy-filled      

Did not hooked me - hooked me      

Not rich in imagery - rich in imagery      

Not intriguing - intriguing      

Ad Credibility  .87  .70 .73 

This ad is generally truthful. .81  .88   

This ad leaves one feeling accurately informed. .75  .78   

This ad is believable. .74  .84   

Perceived Goal Facilitation  .90  .72 .77 

I would be able to communicate who I am to other 

people. 
.81  .80   

I would be able to express who I wish to be. .81  .76   

I would be able to express my values in life. .79  .79   

I would be able to accomplish some of my 

personal projects. 
.79  .73   

I would be able to get things done. .77  .74   

I would be more efficient. .77  .81   

Aad  .98  .86 .91 

Very unfavorable - favorable .89  .96   

Bad - good .89  .95   

Unappealing - appealing .88  .92   

Dislike - like .87  .90   

Negative - positive .87  .92   

Brand Attitude  .98  .90 .93 

Very unfavorable - favorable .90  .97   

Bad - good .89  .95   

Unappealing - appealing .89  .95   

Dislike - like .88  .93   

Negative - positive .88  .96   

  2 (253) = 11254.17 (p < .001), CFI = .94, NFI = .93, RMSEA = .08 (95% CI: .077 - .088) 
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Table 11 

Study 2: Descriptive Statistics and Correlations between Measures 

 

 

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Emotive Response 4.26 2.13      

2. Ad Hedonic Value 10.97 3.16 .34     

3. Ad Credibility 5.19 2.07 .40 .24    

4. Perceived Goal Facilitation 4.29 2.15 .41 .24 .36   

5. Aad 6.62 2.13 .48 .49 .52 .34  

6. Brand Attitudes 6.61 1.89 .37 .52 .33 .39 .61 

Notes: (1) The theoretical scale range is 1-9 for all variables except for Ad Hedonic Value (0-16).  

For more details of the measures, see Table 10. (2) Correlation is significant, p < .01 level (2-tailed) 
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Table 12 

Study 2: Results of the Structural Equation for the Hypothesized Model 

 

 

Relationships Main Model (N =515) 

H2: Emotive Response → Aad  .13* 

H4: Ad Hedonic Value → Aad   .55** 

H6: Ad Credibility→ Aad    .32** 

H7: Aad → Brand Attitudes   .53** 

H9: Goal Facilitation → Brand Attitudes    .20** 

Note: ** Significant at p < .01, * significant at p < .05  
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Figure 1 

Study 1: Hypothesized Model 
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Figure 2 

 Study 2: Hypothesized Model  
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Figure 3 

Study 2: Results for Hypothesized Model 
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Figure 4 

Study 2: Results for Alternative Model 1 
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Figure 5 

Study2: Alternative Model 2 
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Appendix A 
 

Study 1: Instruments 

 

 

 

  

I am conducting this study to better understand how people feel about certain ads. There 

are no right or wrong answers – please be frank. Please go through the survey 

carefully and read all the instructions thoroughly before responding to each question. 

Also, it is most important that you take this ENTIRE survey completely and without 

taking a break. 
  

In order to participate, you must be at least 18 years old and live in the U.S. Participation 

is voluntary and will take about 10 minutes. There are no known risks to participating in 

this research study. 

  

Screening Questions 
 

1. What type of device are you using to take this survey? 

 

a. Desktop Computer 

b. Laptop Comupter 

c. Smartphone 

d. Tablet 

e. Other (                                  ) 

 

 

Instructions for commercial watching 

 

Please check the audio (speaker control) on your device. Make sure it is not muted 

and that the volume is set at a satisfactory level. 
 

Please do not use the forward and backward navigation buttons in your browser while 

taking this survey. Use only the forward progress button on the bottom right of your 

screen. 

 

You will now see a commercial. Please watch this ad just as you would watch any other 

ad. You will then answer various questions. Please click the play button in the window on 

the next screen to launch the commercial. As soon as it starts playing, click the icon on 

the bottom right of your screen to watch the commercial in full screen. Once you 

have seen the entire commercial, hit ESC to get out of full screen, and then hit the 

forward progress button. 
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Memory Test 

 

What was the advertised product/brand in the ad you just saw?  

Please briefly describe the ad. 

 

 

Main Questions  

 

Aad 

Please indicate your attitude towards the commercial you just saw.  

1. Very unfavorable (1) ------very favorable (9) 
2. Bad (1) ------------good (9) 
3. Unappealing (1) ------appealing (9) 
4. Dislike (1) -------like (9) 
5. Negative (1) -------positive (9) 

 
 
Brand Attitudes 
Please indicate your attitude towards the advertised brand.  
 

1. Very unfavorable (1) ------very favorable (9) 
2. Bad (1) ------------good (9) 
3. Unappealing (1) ------appealing (9) 
4. Dislike (1) -------like (9) 
5. Negative (1) -------positive (9) 

 

 

Perceived Goal Facilitation (Disagree (1) – Agree (9) scale) 
 

Based on the ad you just saw, how likely is it that each of these things would happen if 

you were able to buy and consume the advertised product/brand? 

 

1. I would be able to communicate who I am to other people.  
2. I would be able to express who I wish to be. 
3. I would be able to express my values in life. 
4. I would be able to accomplish some of my personal projects. 
5. I would be able to get things done.  
6. I would be more efficient. 

          
 
 
 
 



87 

 

Emotive Response (Disagree (1) – Agree (9) scale) 
 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements. 
 

1. I felt emotionally involved in the ad. 
2. I found the ad moving. 
3. The ad affected me emotionally. 
4. I was able to connect with the ad emotionally. 
5. This ad hooked me in terms of my feelings. 

 
 
Ad Credibility (Disagree-Agree: 1-9 scale) 
 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements. 
 

1. This ad is generally truthful. 
2. This ad leaves one feeling accurately informed. 
3. This ad is believable.  
 
 

Hedonic Appeal (0/1, yes/no items, summed up for 0 -16 scale) 
 
For each pair of words in the list below, please pick the one that applies to you. 
Watching this commercial was... 

 
1. Not fun-fun 
2. Dull-exciting 
3. Not thrilling-thrilling 
4. Not enjoyable-enjoyable 
5. Not playful-playful 
6. Not sensuous-sensuous 
7. Not arousing- arousing 
8. Not entertaining-entertaining 
9. Boring-not boring 
10. Not interesting-interesting 
11. Did not keep my attention-kept my attention 
12. Routine-novel 
13. Not fantasy-filled-fantasy-filled 
14. Did not hooked me-hooked me 
15. Not rich in imagery-rich in imagery 
16. Not intriguing-intriguing 
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               Attention-check Question 
How often do you pay a lot of attention to TV commercials? The actual purpose of 
this question is to make sure you take the time to read all the survey instructions. To 
show that you have read the instructions carefully, please ignore your true answer 
to this question and check “Very Frequently 7” as your answer. (1) Very Rarely – (7) 
Very Frequently 
 
 
Manipulation check for Narrative (Disagree (1) – Agree (9) scale) 
 
Now think back to the commercial that you just watched. The commercial 
that SOME of you watched had a story-like format, story plot, etc. In contrast, some 
other participants in the study watched a commercial that did NOT really tell a story 
with a plot etc. You were randomly assigned by the software to watch ONE of 
these TWO types of commercials. Answer the questions below while keeping in 
mind that you may have watched ONE of these TWO types of commercials. 
 Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the 
following statements in regard to this commercial. 

The commercial tells a story. 
The commercial shows the main actors or characters in a story 
The commercial shows a series of events unfolded in a story form. 
The commercial shows when and where things happened in a story. 
The commercial shows why things happened in a story. 
 
 

Guess of Research Purpose 

 

In your opinion, what was the objective of this research study? If you have an idea of the 

research hypothesis, please describe. 

 

 

Demographics 

 

Education  

In your opinion, what was the objective of this research study? If you have an idea of the 

research hypothesis, please describe. 

 

Less than high school 

High school/GED 

Some college 

2 year college 

4 year college 

Graduate degree/professional degree (e.g., JD; MD) 
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Gender 

What is your gender? 

 

Male / Female 

 

Age 

What is your age in years? 

 

 

# of Years of Residence  

How many years have you been residing in the US? (Indicate numbers of years in the box 

below) 

 

 

Language 1 

List all the languages you speak fluently: 

 

English 

Spanish 

Chinese 

Others 

 

 

Language 2 

What is/are the language(s) you speak at home? 

 

English 

Spanish 

Chinese 

Others 

 

 

English Speaking 

At what age did you start to speak English? Enter as a number. 
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Appendix B 
Study 2: Instruments 

 

 

 

 

Instructions 

 

I am conducting this study to better understand how people feel about certain ads. There 

are no right or wrong answers – please be frank. Please go through the survey 

carefully and read all the instructions thoroughly before responding to each question. 

Also, it is most important that you take this ENTIRE survey completely and without 

taking a break. 
  

In order to participate, you must be at least 18 years old and live in the U.S. Participation 

is voluntary and will take about 10 minutes. There are no known risks to participating in 

this research study. 

  

For the purpose of this research, it is necessary that you should take the survey ONLY on 

a laptop/notebook computer or a desktop computer. Please do NOT take this survey on a 

smartphone or tablet.  

  

 

Screening Questions 
 

1. What type of device are you using to take this survey? 

 

a. Desktop Computer 

b. Laptop Comupter 

c. Smartphone 

d. Tablet 

e. Other (                                  ) 

 

 

Instructions for commercial watching 

 

 

Please check the audio (speaker control) on your device. Make sure it is not muted 

and that the volume is set at a satisfactory level. 
 

Please do not use the forward and backward navigation buttons in your browser while 

taking this survey. Use only the forward progress button on the bottom right of your 

screen. 
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You will now see a commercial. Please watch this ad just as you would watch any other 

ad. You will then answer various questions. Please click the play button in the window on 

the next screen to launch the commercial. As soon as it starts playing, click the icon on 

the bottom right of your screen to watch the commercial in full screen. Once you 

have seen the entire commercial, hit ESC to get out of full screen, and then hit the 

forward progress button. 

 

 

Memory Test 

 

What was the advertised product/brand in the ad you just saw?  

 

Please briefly describe the ad. 

 

 

Main Questions  

 

Aad 

Please indicate your attitude towards the commercial you just saw.  

1. Very unfavorable (1) ------very favorable (9) 
2. Bad (1) ------------good (9) 
3. Unappealing (1) ------appealing (9) 
4. Dislike (1) -------like (9) 
5. Negative (1) -------positive (9) 

 
 
Brand Attitudes 
Please indicate your attitude towards the advertised brand.  
 

1. Very unfavorable (1) ------very favorable (9) 
2. Bad (1) ------------good (9) 
3. Unappealing (1) ------appealing (9) 
4. Dislike (1) -------like (9) 
5. Negative (1) -------positive (9) 

 

 

Perceived Goal Facilitation (Disagree (1) – Agree (9) scale) 
 

Based on the ad you just saw, how likely is it that each of these things would happen if 

you were able to buy and consume the advertised product/brand? 

 

1. I would be able to communicate who I am to other people.  
2. I would be able to express who I wish to be. 
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3. I would be able to express my values in life. 
4. I would be able to accomplish some of my personal projects. 
5. I would be able to get things done.  
6. I would be more efficient. 

          
 
Emotive Response (Disagree (1) – Agree (9) scale) 
 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements. 
 

1. I felt emotionally involved in the ad. 
2. I found the ad moving. 
3. While watching the ad, I felt as if the events were really happening to me. 

 
 
Ad Credibility (Disagree-Agree: 1-9 scale) 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements. 
 

1. This ad is generally truthful. 
2. This ad leaves one feeling accurately informed. 
3. This ad is believable.  
 
 

Hedonic Appeal (0/1, yes/no items, summed up for 0 -16 scale) 
 
For each pair of words in the list below, please pick the one that applies to you. 
Watching this commercial was... 

 
1. Not fun-fun 
2. Dull-exciting 
3. Not thrilling-thrilling 
4. Not enjoyable-enjoyable 
5. Not playful-playful 
6. Not sensuous-sensuous 
7. Not arousing- arousing 
8. Not entertaining-entertaining 
9. Boring-not boring 
10. Not interesting-interesting 
11. Did not keep my attention-kept my attention 
12. Routine-novel 
13. Not fantasy-filled-fantasy-filled 
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14. Did not hooked me-hooked me 
15. Not rich in imagery-rich in imagery 
16. Not intriguing-intriguing 

 
 
Attention-check Question 
 
How often do you pay a lot of attention to TV commercials? The actual purpose of 
this question is to make sure you take the time to read all the survey instructions. To 
show that you have read the instructions carefully, please ignore your true answer 
to this question and check “Very Frequently 7” as your answer. (1) Very Rarely – (7) 
Very Frequently 
 

 

Guess of Research Purpose 

 

In your opinion, what was the objective of this research study? If you have an idea of the 

research hypothesis, please describe. 

 

 

Demographics 

 

Education  

In your opinion, what was the objective of this research study? If you have an idea of the 

research hypothesis, please describe. 

 

Less than high school 

High school/GED 

Some college 

2 year college 

4 year college 

Graduate degree/professional degree (e.g., JD; MD) 

 

 

Gender 

What is your gender? 

 

Male / Female 

 

 

Age 

What is your age in years? 
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# of Years of Residence  

How many years have you been residing in the US? (Indicate numbers of years in the box 

below) 

 

 

Language 1 

List all the languages you speak fluently: 

 

English 

Spanish 

Chinese 

Others 

 

 

Language 2 

What is/are the language(s) you speak at home? 

 

English 

Spanish 

Chinese 

Others 

 

 

English Speaking 

At what age did you start to speak English? Enter as a number. 
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