#36 Attention to the Ad (General)

SCALE NAME: Attention to the Ad (General)

SCALE DESCRIPTION:

The scale is composed of multiple statements using a seven-point response format to
indicate the extent of cognitive resources a person indicates having devoted to an
advertisement, the product in an ad, or a portion of an ad.

SCALE ORIGIN:

The scales were originally developed by Laczniak, Muehling, and Grossbart (1989).
Muehling, Stoltman, and Grossbart (1990) indicated that the scale had previously been used
by Cohen (1983) and Mitchell (1979). They used two versions of the scale, the first version
measuring the amount of attention paid to the written message in an ad while the second
version measured the visual aspects of the ad. A slightly modified version of the scale was
used with broadcast ads by Bucholz and Smith (1991) to measure the amount of attention
paid to a computer. Laczniak and Muehling (1993) used the scale to measure the attention
paid to the written message in an ad. Stevenson, Bruner, and Kumar (2000) adapted the
scale slightly for use with a commercial run at a website.

RELIABILITY:

Alphas of .91, .95, .90, .94, .76 were reported for the versions of the scale used by Bruner
and Kumar (2000), Bucholz and Smith (1991), Cline, Altsech, and Kellaris (2003),
Laczniak and Muehling (1993), and Stevenson, Bruner, and Kumar (2000), respectively.
Muehling, Stoltman, and Grossbart (1990) reported alphas of .94 (written message) and .86
(visual aspects).

VALIDITY:
No examination of scale validity was reported in any of the studies.
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SCALE ITEMS:?

How much attention did you pay to

How much did you concentrate on

How involved were you with

How much thought did you put into evaluatlng
How much did you notice .

arODE

Bruner and Kumar (2000): 1, 2,5

Bucholz and Smith (1991): 1-5

Cline, Altsech, and Kellaris (2003): 1, 2, 5
Laczniak and Muehling (1993): 1-5

Moore, Stammerjohan, and Coulter (2005): 1-5
Muehling, Stoltman, and Grossbart (1990): 1, 2,5
Muehling, Stoltman, and Grossbart (1990): 1, 2,5
Stevenson, Bruner, and Kumar (2000): 1, 2,5

! Most if not all of the studies used verbal anchors on their response scales ranging from none / not at all to very
much.
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