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[bookmark: _Toc364975029]Management Summary
The purpose of this research was to identify the type of male spokespersons which generates the highest positive attitude towards the ad, in order to serve as a guideline for companies wishing to maximize the effectiveness of an ad targeting the male audience. In order to fulfil this purpose, four different ads were used: an ad with a both a successful and attractive male spokesperson, an ad with a successful non-attractive male spokesperson, an ad with a non-successful attractive male spokesperson, and finally, one ad with a non-successful average looking male spokesperson. The figure below shows the ranking of the respondents’ preferences for each of the ads. 






Figure 1: Ranking of attitude towards the ad for the four ads
Although attractiveness creates a higher positive attitude towards the ad, which indicates that men do not show the same jealousy towards attractive spokespersons as women do, the effect between attractive and non-attractive spokespersons in the ads is not statistically significant. In addition to that, the ad preferred the least by men, contrary to expectations, is the one with the average looking non-successful spokesperson. A second interesting finding in this research is that among men who compare themselves (i.e. higher on social comparison) to an attractive spokesperson, the attitude towards the ad is significantly positive; among men who compare themselves (i.e. higher on social comparison) to a successful spokesperson, the attitude toward the ad is significant and negative. In this sense, men who compare themselves with a successful spokesperson do show a similar derogation effect seen with women who compare themselves with a highly attractive model. This is not the case for men who compare themselves with an attractive spokesperson. Therefore, men who compare themselves with the ad do feel more negative towards an ad with a successful spokesperson than with an attractive one. Hence, the results of this research indicate that looks do matter in an ad for the male audience.
Because consumers get into comparison mode as the social comparison theory predicts, using a successful male spokesperson can have a derogation effect for consumers who compare themselves with the spokesperson, and therefore could hurt the image that the brand want to create on consumers, as they would have a negative feeling towards it. On the other hand, an attractive spokesperson creates a more positive attitude towards the ad for consumers who compare themselves (Figure 15); hence the ad will create a positive image on the consumers’ minds, making it easier to persuade them. Therefore, it is important that the right message is being communicated, along with the right spokesperson.
When making a cross-country comparison, for respondents who compare themselves with a successful spokesperson in the ad, Brazilians showed a more negative attitude towards the ad than the Dutch did. This effect was not seen for the attractive spokesperson. However, among non-comparers, Brazilians were more positive towards every type of advertisement than the Dutch. Therefore, the derogation effect occurs for Brazilians as compared to the Dutch among comparers, but not among non-comparers. It also became apparent that Brazilians do compare themselves more with the spokesperson that the Dutch do: 54% of Brazilian respondents compared themselves to the spokesperson in the ad, versus 39% of Dutch respondents (Figure 16). Both groups showed the same preference pattern for all of ads, indicating that the ads would not need to be customized for these two countries (Figure 2). 





Figure 2: Attitude towards the ad for Brazil and the Netherlands among non-comparers
In terms of the purchase intention, the results from Brazil follow the same pattern as the attitude towards the ad: a higher purchase intention for the ads with attractive spokespersons than for ads with successful spokespersons. On the other hand, although the Dutch also show a more positive attitude for ads with attractive spokespersons, their purchase intention is higher for ads with successful spokespersons (Figure 17). For both countries, the ad with an average looking, non-successful spokesperson generates the lowest purchase intention. Hence, as companies spend large sums of money to create a positive image on the consumers’ minds with the aim to increase purchase volumes, it is important to keep these findings in mind when targeting the male audience in these countries.
The results of this research make a significant contribution to a field scarcely studied in the past: the male behaviour with regard to spokesperson effectiveness. Men who compare themselves with a successful spokesperson do show a similar derogation effect seen with women who compare themselves with a highly attractive model. This was not the case for men who compared themselves with an attractive spokesperson. Therefore, for companies targeting the male audience, the most effective way of generating a positive attitude towards the ad is by using a handsome spokesperson in the ad. Furthermore, using an average-looking spokesperson in an ad is least desired by men. This is an important finding given the significant effect the evaluation of a spokesperson can have on product evaluations and the desire of brands to communicate the right message, persuading consumers to purchase their products. 
[bookmark: _Toc364975030]1. Introduction
Advertising has the power to persuade, to influence the mind and shape destiny. It has the power to change markets and improve profit margins. In the short-term, advertising conveys new information, builds awareness and enhances credibility. In the long-term, it conveys brand image, attaches emotional values to the brand (which generates loyalty), and builds positive reputation. The most important role of advertising is the help to increase sales by creating awareness. As consumers become acquainted with different products from different brands, a decision is made to purchase these products based on the information they have about the brand. Therefore, the more advertising, the more information the consumer receives about the brand. Besides from creating brand awareness, advertising can be used to make a brand more popular within its core target audience. Moreover, the expenditure made on advertisement can boost the profits of the company. 
Advertising continues to grow despite the recession. In 2012, ad expenditure amounted to a total of $508 billion worldwide, a 4.6% increase over 2011, when ad expenditure reached $486 billion. The expectation for 2013 is that ad expenditure will increase 4.5%, representing $531 billion (GroupM, 2013). These numbers show the increasing importance given by companies to advertising. Due to the importance in generating the intended results via advertising, ad effectiveness attracts many researchers with studies that touch on different aspects of ad effectiveness. These studies have investigated the effect of physical attractiveness on ad effectiveness from different aspects (Petty, Cacioppo and Schumann, 1983; Bower, 2001; Trampe et. al 2010), endorser credibility/expertness on ad effectiveness (Hung, 2011), celebrity endorsements on ad effectiveness (Till, 1998; Silvera and Austad, 2004). Recent study indicated the effect of female spokesperson attractiveness on ad effect differs across gender. This leads to wondering how using successful male spokesperson influences ad effectiveness. 
Although the previous researches’ results are very interesting, no research has yet been elaborated on analysing the male behaviour with regard to spokesperson effectiveness. Willis and Carlson (1993) found that whilst men select their partners based on physical attractiveness, women select partners based on their social power and their financial ability. Therefore, financial success can be considered an important feature of males. Moreover, besides attractiveness, social status among boys is also associated with high expected earning power (Dong et al. 1996). This leads to wondering whether financial success is for men what attractiveness is for women. In addition to that, Gulas and McKeage (2000) found that exposure to advertising containing idealized images of financially successful males reduced male viewers' level of self-esteem. This shows that success plays an important role in how men see themselves. 
Therefore, taking these findings into consideration, it is important to investigate the derogation effect of a successful (male) spokesperson on male behaviour as opposed to the derogation effect that the use of an attractive (male) spokesperson would cause. In order to do so, an analysis will be made on the presence of successful versus handsome male spokespersons in an ad, more specifically, the aim is to research the derogation effect of successful spokespersons in the ad and the brand compared with the derogation effect of handsome spokespersons in the ad and the brand. This is based on the above assumption that men tend to feel more threatened by successful men than by handsome men, which would result in a higher level of derogation. 
In addition to that, the cross-cultural differences of Brazil and the Netherlands will be studied, by comparing the derogation effects between successful and male spokespersons resulted from the answers from Dutch and Brazilian respondents. The reason why these two countries will be compared is, in addition to the researcher’s own interest, due to their striking differences in their level of the 4 cultural dimensions found by Hofstede (1983) in his study of cross-cultural differences, which are: power distance, individualism/collectivism, uncertainty avoidance and masculinity.
In this study, power distance measured the degree of inequality between a less powerful and a more powerful person; individualism/collectivism refers to the form of relationship between the individual and the collectivism in a society; uncertainty avoidance refers to the anxiety level among respondents in a country and avoidance of attitudes and behaviours that could increase this anxiety (doing away with rules, considering leaving one's employer); and finally, masculinity, indicates the relative importance of the job aspects earnings, recognition, advancement, and challenge.
These measures can be very significant in terms of how respondents will perceive an ad with a successful person. For example, income inequality (reflected in the power distance dimension), was found to generate a status effect among the rich and a jealousy effect amongst the poor (Smyth and Qian, 2008). Respondents from a country with a high level of power distance can therefore show higher derogation levels to an ad with a successful spokesperson due to the jealousy perceived. The uncertainty avoidance dimension is not perceived to impact how people may perceive successful persons.
In addition to that, in collectivist societies people are less inner-directed, which results in a higher need to maintain face (desire to fit in). Face is lost when individuals fail to meet the obligations placed on them by virtue of their social position (Bochner and Hesketh, 1994). Masculinity, as mentioned above, indicates the relative importance of the job aspects earnings, recognition, advancement, and challenge, which is in line with the dominant pattern of sex roles found to exist in nearly all societies: boys are socialized toward assertiveness and self-reliance, and girls, toward nurturance and responsibility. Both dimensions can have a significant effect in the ad perception with a successful male spokesperson in an ad: a person from a more collectivist and masculine society has a higher pressure to keep up with appearances and to have higher earnings and recognition, which can lead to higher jealousy of a successful person (Bhugra, 1993).
With the findings of this research, it will be possible to conclude if there is higher level of derogation when males compared themselves with a successful male as opposed to an attractive male as well as how this effect differs between countries (i.e. Netherlands and Brazil). This will add value to the social comparison theory, in which Festinger (1954) states that individuals have a drive for self-evaluation and this self-evaluation can only be accomplished by means of comparisons with other persons. Thus, individuals seek continuous improvement and, in order to achieve this improvement, they would compare themselves to similar others.
[bookmark: _Toc364975031]1.1 Research question and sub-questions
The research objective is therefore to investigate the level of derogation effect that successful male spokespersons have on the ad as opposed to the level of derogation effect that attractive male spokespersons have on the ad. Moreover, the differences between respondents that compare themselves to the ad and respondents who do not compare themselves to the ad will be researched.
This leads to the following research question and sub-questions:
What is the effect of using attractive males versus successful male spokespersons in ads on advertising effectiveness? 
· What is the attitude towards the ad of male respondents on an ad with attractive spokespersons?
· What is the attitude towards the ad of male respondents on an ad with successful spokespersons?
· Do the results differ between respondents who compare themselves to the spokesperson and those who do not compare themselves to the spokesperson?
· How do these effects differ across the Netherlands versus Brazil?

[bookmark: _Toc364975032]1.2 Scientific relevance
Several previous researches have been conducted linking physical attractiveness to advertising effectiveness. Petty, Cacioppo and Schumann (1983) showed that, all else being equal, a message delivered by a physically attractive source will tend to be more persuasive than a similar message delivered by a less physically attractive source. In addition to that, they showed that the attractiveness of a message source has a greater impact on persuasion under conditions of low involvement rather than high involvement. Bower (2001) linked female attractiveness to advertising effectiveness and concluded that the use of highly attractive models in an ad leads to derogation of the ad and of the brand.
A more recent study from Trampe et. al (2010) shows that, when individuals cognitively elaborate on the ad, its effectiveness depends on the type of product the attractive model endorses. That is, the use of an attractive model is more effective when a product relevant for attractiveness is promoted than for a product less relevant for attractiveness. When elaboration likelihood is high, the attractive model serves as a persuasive argument for a product for which attractiveness is relevant, but not for a product for which attractiveness is less relevant. For the latter, an attractive model was not more effective than a regular-looking model. 
Another recent article shows that the endorser credibility affects advertising effectiveness and the trustworthiness, relevance, and likability has higher positive relationship whilst attractiveness and expertness were found to have lower positive relationship (Hung, 2011). Several other studies show how celebrity endorsers affect product evaluations. Silvera and Austad (2004) found that the attitude toward the (celebrity) endorser was associated with the attitude toward the product, and furthermore, when individuals believed the endorser truly liked the advertised product, a more favorable attitude toward the endorsed product is found. Till (1998) shows some important findings, such as that the consistent use over time of the celebrity endorser increases the strength of the link between the celebrity and the endorsed brand, as well as ensuring that there is a ‘fit’ between the celebrity and the brand increases the believability of the endorsement.
As mentioned in Section 1, there are 3 out of 4 Hofstede’s dimensions that can impact how people in a country view a successful person. These are: power distance, individualism/ collectivism and masculinity (Hofstede, 1983). Income inequality, measured by the power distance dimension between a less powerful and a more powerful person, was found to generate a status effect among the rich and a jealousy effect amongst the poor (Smyth and Qian, 2008). Moreover, a person from a more collectivist and masculine society has a higher desire to fit in and to have higher earnings and recognition, which can lead to higher jealousy of a more powerful/successful person (Bhugra, 1993).
Therefore, a country with a higher level of power distance, collectivism and masculinity is expected to show higher derogation levels towards successful spokespersons in an ad than countries scoring lower on these dimensions. This is likely to be reflected in the answers from Brazilian respondents versus the Dutch respondents when viewing an ad with a successful spokesperson. This is because Brazil scores higher on the abovementioned dimensions than the Netherlands. With regards to power distance, Brazil has a score of 69 against 38 of the Netherlands. In what concerns individualism (as opposed to collectivism), its score is of 38 against 80 in the Netherlands. Lastly, with regard to masculinity, it scores 49 against 14 in the Netherlands. Hence, it is possible to conclude that Brazil is more collective, masculine country with higher power distance. All these dimensions can reflect on how people view a successful person and it is therefore expected that Brazilian respondents will show higher levels of derogation toward a successful person in an ad compared to Dutch respondents.
As best of author knowledge, none of these studies has investigated either the effect of successful versus attractive male spokesperson on ad effectiveness or its cross-cultural differences, yet. The moderating role of social comparison on these effects is also under researched area on this topic. As the social comparison theory states, individuals constantly compare themselves to others in order to look for improvement. Richins (1991) hypothesized that consumers compare themselves with idealized advertising images, and suggested that idealized images raised the individuals’ comparison standards for attractiveness and lowered satisfaction with their own attractiveness. This lower satisfaction may influence their attitude towards the ad negatively, resulting in a lower purchase intention. Therefore, this research will investigate whether this is indeed the case, by comparing ads with successful, attractive and average-looking spokespersons and investigating the respondents’ attitude towards the ad, as well as their purchase intention.
[bookmark: _Toc364975033]1.3 Managerial relevance
Companies spend large sums of money to create a positive image on the consumers’ minds and to persuade them. Because consumers get into comparison mode as the social comparison theory predicts, using a spokesperson that would cause a high level of derogation towards the ad and the brand would create a negative attitude towards the ad, and the purchase intention would decrease; customers would ignore the ad, and even worse, can have a negative feeling towards it. Therefore, it is important that the right message is being communicated, along with the right spokesperson.
Based on this research, managers and ad agencies can understand whether an attractive versus a successful (male) spokesperson should be used in their advertising, and the importance to create effective ads. Companies want creative ads which get attention of audience in the first place, persuade them by delivering a positive message, and want them to remember it easily; not ads that would take away the desired effect and in turn lead to a bad attitude of the consumer towards the ad and to the brand. Thus, with the results of this research it will be possible to conclude whether the use a successful spokesperson would be more, or less effective than using a handsome one in an ad.  This would be an important finding given the significant effect that the evaluation of a spokesperson can have on product evaluations.
In addition to that, it will be possible to account for cross-country differences in the attitude of consumers towards an ad with a specific spokesperson. This will be useful for companies when deciding whether to adapt a specific ad to a different culture or to change it completely (in this case, by changing the type of spokesperson). Moreover, a successful spokesperson in one country does not necessarily guarantee its success in other countries. The results of this research will make it possible for the countries studied (and similar ones) to know which type of spokesperson will be more effective for an ad, and thus the type of spokesperson that can generate higher likability and success for the ad.
Table 1 shows how the current literature contributed to ad effectiveness studies. Although attractiveness and successfulness have been studied separately, no research has yet investigated the different effects on the consumer behaviour between a successful (male) spokesperson in an ad as opposed to an attractive one. This research aims to add value to the current literature investigating these effects.
	Source
	Attractive-ness
	Successful-ness
	Gender studied
	Attitude towards the ad
	Social Compari-son Theory 
	Cross-country comparison
	Method

	Bower (2001)
	Yes
	No
	Female
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Experimental survey

	Dong et al. (1996)
	Yes
	Yes
	Male and Female
	No
	No
	No
	Experimental survey

	Gulas and McKeage (2000)
	Yes
	Yes
	Male and Female
	No
	Yes
	No
	Experimental survey

	Silvera and Austad (2004)
	Yes
	No
	Male and Female
	Yes
	No
	No
	Experimental survey

	Petty, Cacioppo, and Schumann (1983)
	No
	No
	Male and Female
	Yes
	No
	No
	Experimental survey

	Till (1998)
	No
	No
	Male and Female
	Yes
	No
	No
	Qualita-tive study

	Trampe et. al (2010)
	Yes
	No
	Female
	Yes
	No
	No
	Experimental survey

	Willis and Carlson (1993)
	Yes
	Yes
	Male and Female
	No
	No
	No
	Experimental survey


	This study
	Yes
	Yes
	Male
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Experimental survey


Table 1. Overview of previous studies on ad effectiveness in usage of attractive and/or successful spokespersons.
[bookmark: _Toc364975034]1.4 Outline
The chapters that follow attempt to provide additional insight in what contributes to ad effectiveness and in which situations specific spokespersons should be used. Chapter 2 will discuss the theory behind advertising effectiveness and social comparison, Chapter 3 will discuss the methodology used for the experiment. Results will be presented in Chapter 4, followed by the conclusion of the research and directions for future studies. 


[bookmark: _Toc364975035]2. Theory Chapter
[bookmark: _Toc364975036]2.1 Factors influencing spokesperson effectiveness
The selection of a spokesperson for an ad can be one of the most important decisions for companies as spokespersons are an important part of the cognitive representation of the products they endorse (Burroughs and Feinberg, 1987). The authors found that products were more quickly identified when the product was linked to a spokesperson’s name rather than by no name or a name not associated with the products. Furthermore, characteristics that increase the strength of memory linkages between products and endorsers were found to be present in effective spokespersons. Thus, if this linkage between a product name and a spokesperson is highly important, presentation of a spokesperson name will significantly increase the likelihood that the product name will be called to mind. Taking this into account, it is important to examine which characteristics make a good spokesperson.

Petroshius and Crocker (1989) assessed the impact of the physical attractiveness, sex and race of a spokesperson on the respondent's evaluation of an advertisement. They concluded that the overall liking of an ad and the willingness to purchase the product were influenced by spokesperson attractiveness. With regards to the spokesperson sex, a significant impact was found on respondent's perceptions of the product: female spokespersons resulted in respondents perceiving performance, distinctiveness compared to other products, and quality compared to other products as superior than a male spokesperson whilst male spokespersons resulted in more positive evaluations of distinctiveness and quality. Moreover, the spokesperson’s race of the communicator had a significant impact on quality perceptions: ads containing white communicators resulted in respondents perceiving the advertised product as better quality, better comparative quality, and better expected performance whilst black communicators resulted in more positive ratings on distinctiveness compared to other products.
Kanungo and Pang (1973) showed that there should be ‘fittingness’ between a model in an ad and the type of product being advertised. If there is a match between the product and a model in an ad, consumer evaluations of the product will be more positive. The use of a model with one product can have a positive attitude toward the product, whilst use of the same model with another product may cause a negative attitude. For instance, overall favourable attitude toward the product was created when a male model was used for the car and when a female model was used for the sofa. Therefore, what determines the product-model interaction is the "fittingness" of the model for the product: some products are perceived as either being masculine, feminine or neither. Fittingness of a male model is greater for a product with a masculine image fittingness of a female model is greater for a product with feminine image.
[bookmark: _Toc364975037]2.1.1 Using attractive persons in ads
There have been numerous studies examining the role of attractive spokespersons in ad effectiveness. For instance, Patzer (1983) suggested a causal relationship between communicator physical attractiveness and perceived trust, expertise, and likeability. Kahle and Homer (1985) found that brand recall is enhanced by source attractiveness and thus the use of an attractive spokesperson appears to enhance memory. Moreover, Baker and Churchill (1977) found that attractive models produce higher ad ratings than unattractive models. Patzer (1983) made four generalizations with regard to physical attractiveness: attractive people have greater social power than unattractive people; they are perceived to have more favourable personal and non-personal characteristics, such as intelligence, personality traits, and success in life; attractive people have more positive effects on other people and receive more positive responses from others, including work requests, and requests for help, than do unattractive people; and, finally and attractive people are more persuasive than unattractive people. In summary, the consequences of being attractive are positive, while the consequences of being unattractive are negative. 
[bookmark: _Toc364975038]2.1.2 Using celebrity endorsements in ads
The use of celebrity endorsers in ads is very popular. However, is it always a good idea to use celebrity endorser? Despite their popularity, many commercials using celebrity endorsers do not live up to advertisers’ expectations (Miciak and Shanklin, 1994). Nevertheless, celebrity endorsers can help develop brand equity and improve a brand’s competitive position if used in the right way. Till (1998) has identified how basic associative learning principles can be invoked to improve the use of celebrity endorsers. The author has found important aspects to take into account when selecting a celebrity endorser: celebrity endorsements will be more effective when used consistently over time to increase the strength of the link between the celebrity and the endorsed brand; when selecting an endorser, it is better to choose a celebrity who is not already strongly associated with another product and it is very important to carefully consider the “fit” of the celebrity and brand. Another important aspect to bear in mind is the potential risk of the celebrity’s reputation damaging the brand’s image.
There are also instances when the use of a celebrity does not have any effect of on product evaluations. For instance Petty, Cacioppo and Schumann (1983) have shown that when an advertisement concerned a product of low involvement, the celebrity status of the product endorsers was a very potent determinant of attitudes about the product. On the other hand, when the advertisement concerned a product of high involvement, the celebrity status of the product endorsers had no effect on attitudes, but the strength of the information about the product contained in the ad was a powerful determinant of product evaluations.
Choi et. Al (2005) studied the cross-cultural similarities and differences in the practice of celebrity endorsement in advertising from two very different countries, the United States, an individualistic culture with a low-context communication style, and South Korea, which represents a collectivistic culture with a high-context communication pattern. One difference found was that celebrities in U.S. advertising often portrayed themselves (serving as spokespersons), whereas the majority of Korean celebrities acted in roles, which enhances the entertainment or publicity value of the commercials. Results also showed that Korean celebrity advertising contained less information and exhibited more collectivism-oriented values American celebrity advertising. Both Korean and U.S. commercials used celebrities mainly for food/ beverages, personal care products, and services. Since it is not easy to differentiate products in terms of technologies or physical features in these categories, celebrities might be used as a means of creating and maintaining distinctive images for brands.
[bookmark: _Toc364975039]2.1.3 Using Expert/Credible persons in ads
Ad effectiveness depends mainly on the credibility of the source (Patzer, 1983). Source credibility refers to the characteristics of a communicator that have a positive effect on the receivers’ acceptance of a message (Ohanian, 1990). Patzer (1983) identified three elements of source credibility: expertise, trust, and likeability. Moreover, attractiveness and similarity are also elements of source credibility. Expertise refers to the perceived ability of a source to make valid claims, and spokespersons with higher expertise levels are more believable. When expertise is desired in an ad, a CEO or an educated expert in the field is often chosen. CEOs appear to be trustworthy, have expertise and have credibility. As to trustworthiness, it represents the degree of acceptance of the consumers to the spokesperson’s message, or the believed willingness of the spokesperson to make those claims (Hovland, Janis, and Kelley 1953; Ohanian 1990). Likeability and trustworthiness are highly related. People who are liked tend to be trusted, and people who are disliked tend not to be trusted. Attractiveness and similarity are closely related: ads with attractive spokespersons score better than ads with less attractive spokespersons; at the same time, consumers are more inclined to be influenced by a message delivered by a person who is similar to them, as it allows them to identify with the spokesperson (Clow and Baack, 2007). 
Yoon et. Al (1998), examined if the underlying dimensions (expertise, trustworthiness and attractiveness) of source credibility found mostly in the United States (a more individualistic country) would also emerge in a widely different culture, such as South Korea (a more collectivistic country). This is because the influence of source credibility on the dependent variables may be different in different cultures. For example, a message source perceived as an expert might be more persuasive than a source perceived as trustworthy in certain culture; and a trustworthy source might be more effective in other cultures in eliciting more positive reactions to the advertisement and the advertised brand. The results did not differ among the countries. However, one surprising finding of the authors when testing the collectivism of South Korean participants showed that the Korean participants revealed a stronger tendency toward independence rather than interdependence, which is inconsistent with the literature that classifies Korea as a highly collectivistic culture. This might explain why no difference was seen in the results between US and South Korea.
[bookmark: _Toc364975040]2.1.4 Using successful persons in ads
There have not been many studies analysing the impact of successful spokesperson in ads up until now. Most studies analysing the role of success concern gender differences for desired partner attributes as well as how success replicates in social status, which can reflect on how men see themselves or would like to see themselves. According to Goode (1996), attractiveness tends to be valued more in women by men, whereas economic success tends to be valued more in men by women. This suggests that the desire for being successful is very important to men, and can be even more important than being attractive, as men are significantly more likely to request attractiveness in a partner and offer financial and occupational success whilst women are more likely to request financial and occupational success and offer attractiveness. 
In the same study, when women were asked whether they preferred an attractive male who ranks low in economic success as opposed to an ordinary-looking male who ranks high in economic success, they opted for the latter. This again shows that success can be a bigger desire for men rather than attractiveness. In a similar line of thought, Davis (1990) found that women are more likely to emphasize desirable masculine traits such as financial, employment, and intellectual status, and valued commitment in a relationship, and therefore men are viewed as success objects.
[bookmark: _Toc364975041]2.2 Social Comparison theory
Festinger (1954) proposed that persons have a drive for self-evaluation and the necessity for such evaluation is based on the comparison with other persons, to the extent that self-evaluation can only be accomplished by means of comparison with other persons. Other authors recognized that when we do not compare well to others, we may experience envy and jealousy (Salovey and Rodin, 1984).  Moreover, the authors stated that, when we attack a similar other, we attack part of ourselves, because our self-definition was obtained through social comparison in the first place. In addition to that, Bers and Rodin (1984) use the term social-comparison jealousy to describe “feelings, thoughts, and behaviour that occur when another person enjoys more success and advantages, attainments, or possessions of the other person provoke dissatisfaction, resentment, and sometimes behaviours such as backbiting”. Thus, the envious behaviour of the comparer results in depreciation, taking the form of backbiting the superior person.
According to Silver and Sabini (1978), social-comparison jealousy occurs when the possessions, attributes, and attainments of one person diminish the status of another person. In such a situation, if the person diminished is seen to depreciate the character of the successful person or derogation of the person’s success, envy will be perceived. The envious person is someone who is threatened by the accomplishments of a comparable other. Thus, there must be a demeaning difference between the estate of the envious person and that of the superior person. This difference can be small or large, but in order for envy to take place, there must be a disparaging difference.
Social comparison jealousy has been associated with a diversity of negative emotions, such as depression, anger and frustration (Salovey and Rodin, 1984). Furthermore, social comparison has been found to lower the self-esteem of the comparers (Gulas and McKeage, 2000). One of the consequences of this social comparison jealousy resulting in a lower self-esteem is the derogation of the comparison other (Bower, 2001). According to the author, social comparison jealousy is said to only exist when the comparer begins to depreciate the other person. They do so as an attempt to stop their loss of self-esteem resulted from the comparison and, in order to regain their self-evaluation, they belittle the superior person, causing the derogating behaviour.
Sweeney and McFarlin (2004) examined the cross-country effect of social comparisons on pay satisfaction. In their study, social comparison was used to predict that our satisfaction with work outcomes (e.g. pay) depends on relative comparisons with other people. Contrary to the authors’ expectations that comparison levels would be lower in Japan than in the US (as the Japanese culture is collectivist, takes an interdependent view of the self, and emphasizes harmony), comparison effects were found for these countries, even though their cultures and work environments are very different from the American ones. 
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As discussed in section 2.1.4, success can be a bigger desire for men rather than attractiveness (Davis 1990; Goede 1996). Given the importance that financial success can be considered have on males (Willis and Carlson 1993; Dong et al., 1996) and the fact that advertising containing idealized images of financially successful males reduces male viewers' level of self-esteem (Gulas and McKeage, 2000), it becomes essential to find out what level of derogation advertising images of successful spokespersons can have on the respondents. If the level of derogation is high, using an average looking spokesperson (neither successful nor attractive) might in fact be the best option if it increases the positive attitude towards the ad. The first hypothesis illustrates this:
H1: Using a successful spokesperson in an ad will have a more negative effect on attitude towards the ad than if a non-successful spokesperson is used.
In section 2.1.1 we have already discussed positive effects of using attractive spokesperson in ads (Patzer 1983; Kahle and Homer 1985; Baker and Churchill 1977). However, researchers have investigated specifically the potential for derogation of beautiful comparison others. For instance, Bower (2001) found that subjects that were exposed to a highly attractive model showed high levels of derogation toward the model, followed by negative perceptions of model expertise, which suggests that using an average looking person may be more effective as the ad would seem more real and not lead to negative attitudes towards the ad. Furthermore, a study from Trampe et. al (2010) shows that, when elaboration likelihood is high, an attractive model that advertises a product that is relevant for physical attractiveness affects product attitudes more favourably than does an attractive model that advertises a product that is less relevant for attractiveness. This suggests that, for products which attractiveness is less relevant, the usage of a more ‘normal-looking’ spokesperson will lead to more favourable attitudes as the ad would seem more real. This therefore leads to hypothesis H2:
H2: Using an attractive spokesperson in an ad will have a more negative effect on attitude towards the ad than if a non-attractive spokesperson is used.
As discussed in section 2.4, social comparison jealousy occurs not only because a person is exposed to a superior one, but as a result of comparison between the comparer and the person who is perceived to be superior. This derogation is thus driven by the comparison and its consequences resulting from it. Therefore, a better way to predict jealousy and derogation may be to consider specifically the extent to which the male compares himself with successful and attractive male spokespersons. Moreover, Bower (2001) found that subjects who compared themselves with a highly attractive model experienced more negative feelings towards the ad than did non-comparers. This leads to the following two hypotheses:
H3a: The higher the comparison made between the respondents and a successful male spokesperson, the lower the attitude towards the ad.
H3b: The higher the comparison made between the respondents and an attractive male spokesperson, the lower the attitude towards the ad.
As discussed in section 2.1.4, men are more likely to desire economic success as economic success tends to be valued more in men by women (Goode, 1996; Davis 1990). Although attractiveness tends to be valued more in women by men, this is not the so much the case the other way around. This suggests that success is the ultimate goal for men, even more than attractiveness, and therefore they might be likely to develop a more negative attitude towards the ad when a successful male spokesperson is used than when an attractive male spokesperson is used, given the fact that their main aim is to be successful. This leads to the following hypothesis:
H4: Using a successful spokesperson in an ad will have more negative effect on attitude towards the ad compared to using an attractive spokesperson in an ad.
Given the stronger negative effect expected in H1 and H2 if a successful/attractive spokesperson is used in an ad compared with an average looking spokesperson, it is expected that an ad with a successful and attractive spokesperson will generate a more negative attitude towards the ad than if a successful average-looking spokesperson is used. The following hypothesis is developed based on this assumption.
H5: Using a successful and attractive spokesperson in an ad will have more negative effect on attitude towards the ad compared to using a successful average looking spokesperson in an ad.
Many studies have focused on understanding how ads affect consumers' attitudes toward advertised brands. Research has shown that consumers' brand beliefs affect brand attitude formation (e.g., Mitchell and Olson 1981). Moreover, it has been found that the attitude towards the brand attitudes is based on both brand-related beliefs and attitude towards the ad (Gardner, 1985). Hence, it is essential to find out if the respondents who show a more positive attitude towards the brand will also show a positive attitude towards the ad, that is, if a positive attitude towards the brand is indeed a mediator to a positive attitude towards the ad in this study. Generating a positive attitude towards the brand and, in turn, a positive attitude towards the ad may increase the likelihood of a purchase intention of the brand. This is very important for companies, as generating sales is their main reason to advertise. For that reason, hypothesis 6 will test whether this assumption is indeed the case. 
H6: The attitude towards the brand in the ad will act as a mediating effect between the attitude towards the ad and the purchase intention.
As mentioned in Section 1.2, Brazilian respondents are expected to show higher levels of derogation toward a successful person in an ad compared to Dutch respondents due to the country’s high levels of power distance, collectivism and masculinity as compared to the Netherlands (Hofstede, 1983). Power distance reflects the high degree of inequality between a less powerful and a more powerful person in Brazil, which results in a jealousy effect of a high power person (Smyth and Qian, 2008). Collectivism refers to the form of relationship between the individual and the collectivism in a society which is followed by the desire to fit in; and masculinity, indicates the relative importance of the job aspects earnings, recognition, advancement, and challenge, which can lead to jealousy of a more powerful/successful person (Bhugra, 1993). The three hypotheses below therefore illustrate results that are expected to come out of the comparison between Dutch and Brazilian respondents.
H7: The attitude towards the ad will be more negative among Brazilian respondents (compared to Dutch respondents) if a successful male spokesperson is used in an ad than if an average looking male spokesperson is used.
H8: The attitude towards the ad will be more negative among Brazilian respondents (compared to Dutch respondents) if an attractive male spokesperson is used in an ad than if an average looking male spokesperson is used.
H9: The attitude towards the ad will be more negative among Brazilian respondents (compared to Dutch respondents) for respondents who compare themselves with a successful male spokesperson than for respondents who do not compare themselves.
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)Figure 3 is a representation of the expected relationships in this research. The hypothesized types of spokespersons are included on the left-hand side of the model. Because of the potential influence that the different spokespersons may have on the attitude towards the ad, attitude towards the brand and purchase intention, both attitudes and purchase intention are included in this research to establish that a connection between the type of spokesperson and attitudes/intention may exist. Furthermore, hypotheses 3a and 3b are moderated by social comparison, with the expectation that comparers will show a more negative attitude towards the ad than non-comparers.
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Figure 3: Conceptual Framework (General)
Figure 4 is a representation of the expected relationships in this research for respondents from the Brazil and the Netherlands. The hypothesized relationships are the same as the Figure 3.
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Figure 4: Conceptual Framework (Brazil and the Netherlands)
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In order to minimize the chance of error, a minimum of 30 participants are required to participate in this experimental survey in each of the conditions (successful spokesperson, attractive spokesperson and control group), totalling 120 participants (Fraenkel and Wallen, 1993). Since a comparison will be made between the answers of the Dutch and Brazilian citizens, a minimum of 240 male respondents (120 Dutch and 120 Brazilians) will be required for the experiment. The participants will be assigned randomly to conditions in a 2 X 2 between-subject design with two levels of success (successful or not successful) and two levels of attractiveness (attractive or not attractive). A third independent variable (social comparison) will be included to test if the respondents who compare themselves to the spokesperson will show a stronger negative effect.

	
	Successful
	Not successful

	Attractive 
	Successful, and attractive
	Not successful, but attractive

	Not Attractive
	Successful, but not attractive
	Not successful, not attractive


Figure 5: 2 X 2 between subject design

One male product (i.e. men’s perfume) will be selected and four advertisements will be created. The first ad will contain a successful and attractive male spokesperson (David Beckham), the second ad will contain a successful and non-attractive male spokesperson (Lionel Messi), the third ad will contain a non-successful but attractive spokesperson and the fourth ad will contain an average looking spokesperson as a control condition. The successful spokespersons were selected from a pre-test conducted with 6 different ads with different types of spokesperson (football players, actors, and businessmen). The pair of David Beckham and Lionel Messi was chosen given that the former received the highest score for success and attractiveness and the latter received the highest score for success and lowest score for attractiveness.
The ads for each condition are indicated in the Appendix.  The data will be gathered via a questionnaire sent to male respondents (see Appendix 7.1). To minimize bias, the hypotheses of the study and the purpose of this study will not be revealed to the respondents. Each respondent will be randomly assigned to one ad. The questionnaire will contain ratings of the attitude towards the ad, social comparison, attitude towards the brand and purchase intention on a multi-item with Likert-type scaling ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree/ Very Unlikely) to 7 (Strongly Agree/Very Likely). A manipulation check will be conducted in order to verify if the respondent considers the spokesperson attractive and successful for each ad. Moreover, an additional question will be included in order to account for the nationality of the respondent. The answers of the respondents will be collected and regressed in a SPSS output, with the results based on analysis of variance (ANOVA) method.
Independent variable
X1: dummy variable for the condition 1- successful 0=not – successful
X2: dummy variable for the condition 1- attractive 0=not – attractive
X3: social comparison: The independent variable X3 will be measured by the Social Comparison Tendency scale, which will be composed seven-point Likert-type statements intended to measure the tendency to compare one's self to people in ads or to friends as a way to determine how to look (Bruner II, 2012).
Dependent variable
Attitude towards the ad (Y1): The dependent variable Y1 will be measured by the Attitude Toward the Ad (Overall) scale, in addition to four questions from the Attitude Toward the Ad (Cognitive) scale, in order to make this measure more complete. This scale will be composed of a seven-point scale and is used to assess a person's attitude toward some specific advertisement (Bruner II, 2012).
Attitude towards the brand in the ad (Y2): The dependent variable Y2 will be measured by the Attitude Toward the Product/Brand (General Evaluative) scale, which is composed of a seven-point scale that measures a consumer's evaluation of a product. The scale measures some aspects of purchase intention and/or product quality (Bruner II, 2012).
Purchase intention of the brand (Y3): The dependent variable Y3 will be measured by the Purchase Intention scale, which is a Likert-type measure of the degree to which a consumer means to buy/try a specified brand in the future and recommend it to a friend if asked (Bruner II, 2012).
Testing hypotheses
Although in experimental research ANOVA analysis is commonly preferred, multiple regression analysis will be used in this research. Multiple regression analysis will be conducted in order to find out if the independent categorical variables and one continuous independent variable “social comparison” have any effect on the dependent variable. For instance in this research we hypothesize that a successful/attractive spokesperson and social comparison causes the attitude towards the ad to be more negative, therefore the variable "attitude towards the ad" is dependent on the independent variables "successfulness", "attractiveness" and "social comparison". Successfulness and attractiveness are categorical (if the spokesperson is successful, successfulness = 1, if not, successfulness = 0; same applies for attractiveness). Therefore the independent categorical variables may influence in the dependent variable attitude towards the ad.  Social comparison is a continuous independent variable. If we have a continuous independent variable next to categorical independent variables, we can use both ANCOVA and multiple regression analysis. 
Testing H1 – H5
The dependent variable Y1 will be a measure of the 4 independent variables (success, attractiveness, their interaction and social comparison) via the models below:
Y1= β0 + β1 X1 (successful) + β2 X2 (attractive) + β3 X3 (social comparison) + β4 (X1 X3) + β5 (X2 X3) + β6 (X1 X2) + error term
The significance and sign of the coefficient of:
β1 will be checked for H1,
β4 will be checked for H3a,
β2 will be checked for H2,
β5 will be checked for H3b; and
β6 will be checked for H5.
To test H4, the coefficient of (β1- β2>0) will be tested.
Testing H6
Mediating effect
Attitude towards the brand in the ad (Y2): this variable will act as a mediator for the attitude towards the ad (Y1) and the purchase intention (Y3) via the models below:
I. Y2= β0 + β1 Y1 + error term				Y3 = β0 + β1 Y1 + error term
II. Y3= β0 + β2 Y2 + error term	
III. Y3= β0 + β1 Y2 + β2 Y1 + error term
In step I, β1 should be significant. 
In step II, β2 should be significant. 
In step III, if the coefficient of Y2 is not significant, but Y1 is significant, Y1 is a full mediator.
If the coefficient of Y2 is significant but smaller than in step II, and Y1 is significant, Y1 is a partial mediator.
Testing H7 – H9
Data will be combined via the below model:
Y1= β0 + β1 X1 (successful) + β2 X2 (attractive) + β3 X3 (social comparison) + β4 (X1 X3) + β5 (X2 X3) + β6 (X1 X2) + β7 X4 (country dummy 1=Brazil, 0=NL) + β8 (X1 X4) + β9 (X2 X4) + β10 (X1 X3 X4) + β11 (X2 X3 X4) + error term
β8 should be significant and negative to conclude H7,
β9 should be significant and negative to conclude H8,
β10 should be significant and negative to conclude H9.
When interaction effects are added, multicollinearity might occur. This will be checked with the VIF values. If the sample size is not enough or data is not normal or homogenous for the full model testing, a simpler independent t-test will be employed to test hypotheses (bivariate test).  
The dependent variable can be influenced by other variables. When investigating the effect of a variable on a response, we have to control for other variables that can influence results if omitted. In this research, three control variables will be used: age, involvement with the brand and self-perceptions of attractiveness and success compared with the spokesperson in the ad. They will be controlled in order to balance the effect across subjects and groups, and only study the relationship between the independent and the dependent variables. 
There are five main assumptions made for multiple regression analysis: normality, linearity, equality of variances of the residuals (homoscedasticity), independence of residuals and lack of collinearity. The normality assumption predicts that the residuals should follow a normal distribution; the linearity assumption predicts that the relationship between dependent and independent variables is linear; homoscedasticity predicts that the variance of data in groups should be the same; the independence of residuals assumption predicts that the residuals are uncorrelated with each other; and, lastly, the lack of collinearity assumption predicts that there is no linear relationship between the independent variables.
In order to assure the multi-item scales used in experiment is consistent and measures what it is supposed to, a reliability and validity check will be conducted once all answers are computed. Reliability refers to the extent a study yields consistent results over repeated tests under identical conditions and will be measured by performing a Cronbach alpha (α) test on SPSS: if α < 0.7 then it has unsatisfactory internal consistency reliability. Validity refers to the degree a study correctly measures the concept the research is attempting to measure. A validity test can be done by conducting a factor analysis, in which it detects the constructs of a dataset based on the correlations between the multi-item scales of the questionnaire. If the all the items of a question load on the same factor, it means that they measure the same construct, and therefore are valid.


[bookmark: _Toc364975046]4. Results
A total of 257 males responded to the questionnaires, 131 Dutch and 126 Brazilians. All ads had at least 30 subjects, meeting the sample size requirements. Social comparison had a mean of 2.44 (maximum score is 7), meaning that the respondents in general do not tend to compare themselves with the spokesperson in the ad. However, out of the 257 respondents, 120 were above the median of social comparison: 68 Brazilians and 52 Dutch, meaning that out of the ones who compare themselves with the spokesperson in the ad, the group amongst the Brazilians tend to compare themselves relatively more than the Dutch do, but not with a very high difference (Figure 18; Appendix 7.2).  
[bookmark: _Toc364975047]4.1 Manipulation check
Firstly, a manipulation check was conducted with a two-way ANOVA analysis. Participants were asked to rate spokesperson’s attractiveness and success on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). As Figure 20 of the Appendix shows, the analysis is statistically significant (F(3, 253)=69.90, P=.000; F(3, 252)=51.34, P=.000), and therefore we can conclude that there is a statistically significant difference between the conditions. Participants ranked the attractiveness and success for each of the conditions as expected: the successful and attractive spokesperson was more successful and more attractive than the non-successful and non-attractive spokespersons and the successful and non-attractive spokesperson was more successful than the non-successful spokespersons and less attractive than the attractive spokespersons. The summary of the results can be seen on the below table (Figure 6) and the histograms are presented in Figures 22-29.
Moreover, a post-hoc test was conducted in order to find out which of the condition means were different. As can be seen from Figure 21, no statistical difference was seen between the conditions 1 and 2 and between conditions 3 and 4 in terms of success. This is as expected, since the spokespersons for conditions 1 and 2 are both considered successful and the spokespersons from conditions 3 and 4 are both considered non-successful, and therefore they should not have had indeed any difference in terms of success, as was the case. In terms of attractiveness, no statistically significant difference was seen between conditions 2 and 3. This also occurs as expected, as both spokespersons from conditions 2 and 3 are not considered attractive, and therefore no difference in terms of attractiveness should have occurred, as indeed was the case.
	Condition
	Advertisement
	Successful
	Attractive

	1
	Beckham (Successful and attractive)
	6.13
	5.18

	2
	Messi (Successful non-attractive)
	5.92
	2.71

	3
	Average looking, (non-successful)
	3.65
	2.24

	4
	Attractive non-successful
	3.92
	4.37


Figure 6: Manipulation check
[bookmark: _Toc364975048]4.2 Reliability and Validity analysis
The reliability and factor analysis were also conducted in order to ensure the data was consistent and valid. Cronbach’s alpha was measured for four different constructs: attitude towards the ad, attitude towards the brand, purchase intention and social comparison. As Figures 30-33 show, all constructs had coefficients higher than 0.70 (a coefficient higher than .70 is necessary for satisfactory internal consistency reliability). Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.944 for the construct “attitude towards the ad”, 0.959 for “attitude towards the brand”, 0.924 for “purchase intention”, and 0.824 for “social comparison”, suggesting that all constructs have very high internal consistency.  
In addition to that, in order to test validity, a factor analysis was conducted to find out if the scale items of the questionnaire would load under the same factor. Looking at the Scree Plot (Figure 34), the results suggest a four-factor solution, which explain a 72.8% variance in the survey items (Figure 35). As can be seen, the factors are separated well, with the exception of factor Q11_1. Discriminant validity (i.e. how well different constructs/scale are separated from each other) and convergent validity (i.e. how well the items of construct/scale measure the same concept) are confirmed. Finally, Figure 36 presents the factor loadings from the factor analysis. The Q11 items loaded on the first factor represent the “Attitude towards the brand” scale; the Q10 items loaded on factor 2 represent the ‘’Attitude towards the ad’’ scale; same goes for factor 3, with Q12 items representing the “Purchase Intention” scale, and factor 4 with Q13 items representing the “Social Comparison” scale, therefore it is possible to conclude that the study correctly measures the concept the research is attempting to measure, and is therefore valid.
[bookmark: _Toc364975049]4.3 Hypotheses results
Multiple regression analysis and independent t-tests were conducted, with the findings analysed and discussed below (in relation to the hypotheses). Interpretation of hypotheses 1 to 5 will be based on the model below with the help of Figure 37. As can be seen, the analysis is statistically significant (F=11.916, P =.000), and therefore the null hypothesis can be rejected. This means that independent variables have an effect on attitude towards the ad. The R-squared has a value of 0.472, meaning that 47.2% of the variance in attitude towards the ad can be explained by the independent variables (successfulness, attractiveness, social_comparison, successfulness_comparison, attractiveness_comparison and successfulness_attractiveness). Moreover, this regression has accounted for multicollinearity. All VIF values are smaller than 10, therefore there is no multicollinearity.
To compare the magnitude of effects, standardized beta coefficients are used. As can be seen from the Figure 7 below, the most important effect was attractiveness_comparison (.493), the second was successfulness (.362), and the third and last was successfulness_comparison (-.284). All the other effects were insignificant. Interestingly, for subjects who compare themselves to the model in the ad, the effect of successfulness becomes significantly negative (i.e. when we add the interaction effect: -.284), while successful has a positive main effect (.362), and attractiveness becomes strongly positive (.493) instead of the negative effect expected, while attractiveness has no significant main effect (-.089).
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Figure 7: Testing hypotheses H1-H5
Testing H1 – H5
Y1=3.124 + 1.014*X1 + -.248*X2 + .039*X3 + -.258*(X1*X3) + .434*(X2*X3) + .305*(X1*X2)
	Condition
	Advertisement
	Netherlands
	Brazil
	TOTAL

	1
	Beckham (Successful and Attractive)
	4.35
	5.18
	4.76

	2
	Messi (Successful and Average looking)
	3.54
	3.71
	3.62

	3
	Average looking person (not successful, not attractive)
	3.00
	3.42
	3.21

	4
	Attractive looking person (not successful, attractive)
	3.82
	4.30
	4.02

	(1+2) versus (3+4)
	Successful versus not successful
	3.93
	4.40
	4.17

	(1+4) versus (2+3)
	Attractive versus not attractive
	4.04
	4.73
	4.36


Figure 8: Means “Attitude towards the ad” per condition per country

Hypothesis 1 (H1): Using a successful spokesperson in an ad will have a more negative effect on attitude towards the ad than if a non-successful spokesperson is used. As can be seen in Figure 7, the β1 coefficient of successfulness is positive and statistically significant (P=0.009). This means that, contrary to expected, a successful make spokesperson in an ad leads to a more positive attitude towards the ad (M=4.17 overall i.e. combined Brazil and Netherlands) than if a non-successful spokesperson is used (M=3.62), ceteris paribus.
Hypothesis 2 (H2): Using an attractive spokesperson in an ad will have a more negative effect on attitude towards the ad than if a non-attractive spokesperson is used. As can be seen from Figure 7, β2 coefficient of attractiveness in insignificant (P=0.531). Therefore, it is not possible to confirm the hypothesis. In fact, by looking at Figure 8 above, the mean of the attractive looking spokespersons (M=4.36) is higher than the mean of the average looking spokespersons (M=3.42), meaning that an attractive spokesperson will lead to a more positive attitude towards the ad than a non-attractive spokesperson, however this effect is not statistically significant. 
Hypothesis 3a (H3a): The higher the comparison made between the respondents and a successful male spokesperson, the lower the attitude towards the ad. Indeed, β4 is statistically significant (P=0.055) with a negative coefficient (.-258), therefore it is possible to conclude that respondents who compare themselves with a successful spokesperson will have a more negative attitude towards the ad than those who do not compare themselves, ceteris paribus.
Hypothesis 3b (H3b): The higher the comparison made between the respondents and an attractive male spokesperson, the lower the attitude towards the ad. β4 is statistically significant (P=0.002) with a positive coefficient (.434), therefore respondents who compare themselves with an attractive spokesperson will have a more positive (instead of negative) attitude towards the ad than those who do not compare themselves, ceteris paribus.  
Hypothesis 4 (H4): Using a successful spokesperson in an ad will have more negative effect on attitude towards the ad compared to using an attractive spokesperson in an ad. As β2 (attractiveness) in the regression is insignificant, but β1 (successfulness) is significant, it could be stated that successfulness is more important than attractiveness. Standardized beta coefficient of β1 is 3.602 and of β2 is negative, -.089 (and not significant). A t-test was conducted in order to arrive to a conclusion. As Figure 38 of the Appendix shows, the t-test conducted was significant (P<0.05) and the mean of attractiveness (M=4.36) was higher than the mean of successfulness (M=4.17). Therefore, it can be concluded that using a successful spokesperson in an ad will indeed have a more negative effect on attitude towards the ad compared to using an attractive spokesperson in an ad.
Hypothesis 5 (H5): Using a successful and attractive spokesperson in an ad will have more negative effect on attitude towards the ad compared to using a successful average looking spokesperson in an ad. Figure 7 shows that the β6 coefficient of a both successful and attractive spokesperson is insignificant; therefore we cannot conclude this hypothesis. A t-test was conducted in order to arrive to a conclusion. As Figure 39 of the Appendix shows, the t-test conducted was significant (P<0.05) and the mean of successfulness_attractiveness (M=4.76) was higher than the mean of successfulness/average looking (M=4.17). Therefore, it can be concluded that using a successful and attractive spokesperson in an ad will actually have a more positive effect on attitude towards the ad (instead of negative) compared to using a successful average looking spokesperson in an ad.
In addition to multiple regression analysis, a two-way ANCOVA analysis was conducted. The results can be seen on Figure 40 of the Appendix. As can be seen, the results are very similar to the regression results. The significant variables are the same as the ones from the regression analysis: successfulness (F=10.40; P=.001), attractiveness_comparison (F=9.74; P=.002) and successfulness_comparison (F=3.73; P=.055). All the other variables were insignificant, as was also the case in the regression results. 4% of the variability in attitude towards the ad can be accounted for the independent variable successfulness, 3.8% by attractiveness_comparison and 1.5% by successfulness_comparison. Therefore, successfulness is the most important variable, followed by attractiveness_comparison and successfulness_comparison. Homogeneity of variance was tested using the Levene test. Assuming a significance alpha=0.01, Levene’s test was just above the significant level (P=.011) and thus we can assume equal variances across groups.
Testing H6
H6 is tested and interpreted by making use of Figures 41-44 of the Appendix, which contain the regression results.
	
	Standardized Coefficients, Beta
	Sig.
	R-square

	Attitude towards ad=> Attitude towards brand
	.603
	*(p=.000)
	.363

	Att. Towards Ad=> purchase intention=>
	.514
	*(p=.000)
	.264

	Att. Towards brand=>purchase intention
	.739
	*(p=.000)
	.546

	Att. Towards brand+ Att. Towards Ad =>purchase intention
	.674; .108
	*(p=.000); *(p=.041)
	.553


Figure 9: Testing H6
Hypothesis 6 (H6): The attitude towards the brand in the ad will act as a mediating effect between the attitude towards the ad and the purchase intention. The β coefficients are significant for all three steps. In step III, the coefficient of “Attitude towards the brand” (Y2) is significant but smaller than in step II (Step III=0.819; Step II=0.898) and Y1 is significant, therefore “Attitude towards the brand” indeed acts as a mediating effect between the “Attitude towards the ad” and the “Purchase intention”, but it acts as a partial mediator, which means that the effect of attitude towards the ad on purchase intention is influenced by the attitude towards the brand in the ad. Based on the brand attitude, this effect will either increase, if brand attitude is positive, or decrease, if brand attitude is negative.
Testing H7 – H9
Interpretation of hypotheses 7 to 9 will be based on the model below with the help of Figure 46 of the Appendix. On the initial regression (Figure 45), multicollinearity was taken into account and as most VIF values were larger than 10, mean centering was done in order to account for the multicollinearity. Therefore, Figure 46 shows the results after the mean centering was done. As can be seen, the analysis is statistically significant (F=8.218, P =.000), and therefore the null hypothesis can be rejected. This means that the independent variables have an effect on dependent variable. To understand which variables influential, we look at beta coefficients. The R-squared has a value of 0.519, meaning that 51.9% of the variance in attitude towards the ad can be explained by the independent variables (C_Successfulness, C_Attractiveness, C_Comparison, C_Successfulness_comparison, C_Attractiveness_comparison, C_Successfulness_Attractiveness, C_Brazil, C_Successfulness_Brazil, C_Attractiveness_Brazil, C_Comparison_Brazil_Successfulness, C_Comparison_Brazil_Attractiveness).
Y1= 3.886 + .566*X1 + .997*X2 + .131*X3 + -.194*(X1*X3) + .414*(X2*X3) + .272*(X1* X2) + .446*X4 + .067*(X1*X4) + .295*(X2*X4) + -.706*(X1*X3*X4) + .008*(X2*X3*X4)
To compare the magnitude of effects, standardized beta coefficients are used. As can be seen from the Figure 10 below, for the entire sample, attractiveness is the most important positive effect on attitude towards the ad (.357), followed by successfulness (.202), and attractiveness*comparison (.174). With regard to country-effect, Brazil has a more positive attitude towards the ad relative to the Netherlands (Stand beta= .159). Furthermore, the higher the comparison of all respondents with an attractive spokesperson, the higher the attitude towards the ad (.174); for Brazilian respondents, the higher the comparison to successful spokesperson, the lower the attitude towards the ad (Stand beta= -.151) relative to Dutch subjects. However, comparisons to attractive spokesperson does not influence attitude towards the ad for Brazilian relative to Dutch (i.e. both in the same direction, no differences observed).
[image: ]
Figure 10: Testing hypotheses H7-H9
The reference category is NL
Hypothesis 7 (H7): The attitude towards the ad will be more negative among Brazilian respondents (compared to Dutch respondents) if a successful male spokesperson is used in an ad than if an average looking male spokesperson is used. The coefficient of β8 is insignificant (P=0.829), therefore it is not possible to conclude H7. A t-test was also conducted but the coefficients were insignificant (Figure 47). By looking at the means of Figure 8 above, it is possible to see that Brazilians have, contrary to expectation, a more positive attitude towards the ad with a successful male spokesperson (M=3.71) than the Dutch do (M=3.54), however this effect is not statistically significant. 
Hypothesis 8 (H8): The attitude towards the ad will be more negative among Brazilian respondents (compared to Dutch respondents) if an attractive male spokesperson is used in an ad than if an average looking male spokesperson is used. Again, the coefficient of β9 is insignificant (P=0.360), meaning that it is not possible to conclude H8 Contrary to expectation, the means of Figure 8 point to a more positive attitude of Brazilians (M=4.30) towards an ad with an attractive spokesperson than the Dutch (M=3.82). A t-test was conducted in order to arrive to a conclusion. As Figure 49 shows, the t-test was significant for attractiveness (P=.001) and insignificant for non-attractiveness (P=.242; Figure 48). In addition to that, the Brazilians scored a higher mean for attitude towards the ad for an attractive spokesperson (M=4.73) than the Dutch did (M=4.04). Therefore, there are some indications that the attitude towards the ad is more positive among Brazilian respondents (compared to Dutch respondents) if an attractive male spokesperson is used in an ad than if an average looking male spokesperson is used, but this effect is not statistically significant.
Hypothesis 9 (H9): The attitude towards the ad will be more negative among Brazilian respondents (compared to Dutch respondents) for respondents who compare themselves with a successful male spokesperson than for respondents who do not compare themselves. Β10 is statistically significant (P=0.008) with a negative coefficient (-.706), therefore the attitude towards the ad is indeed more negative among Brazilian respondents (compared to Dutch respondents) for respondents who compare themselves with a successful male spokesperson than for people who do not compare themselves, ceteris paribus. A derogation effect does occur towards a successful spokesperson (higher in Brazil than Netherlands).Moreover, a test was conducted on the following additional hypothesis: The attitude towards the ad will be more negative among Brazilian respondents (compared to Dutch respondents) for respondents who compare themselves with an attractive male spokesperson than for respondents who do not compare themselves. As Figure 10 above shows, the interaction effect attractiveness*comparison*country is not significant (P>0.05), therefore a derogation effect does not occur towards attractiveness of spokesperson.
[bookmark: _Toc364975050]4.4 Control variables
In addition to the variables studied, this research accounts for three control variables that could influence results if omitted. These are: age, involvement with the brand and self- perceptions of attractiveness and success. As Figure 50 shows, the coefficients of age and self-perceptions of attractiveness and success are insignificant and therefore there is not enough evidence that they could influence the attitude towards the ad. Involvement with the brand, on the other hand, has a positive and significant coefficient (P=0.009), which means that respondents that are more involved with the brand tend to have a more positive attitude towards the ad, ceteris paribus. Hence, involvement with the brand can influence attitude towards the ad positively.
Furthermore, the variables self-perception success and self-perception attractiveness have been added on the regression of hypotheses H1-H5 in order to check for any effect on attitude towards the ad and purchase intention. As Figures 51-52 show, both variables are insignificant for both attitude towards the ad and purchase intention, indicating that there is not enough evidence that they could influence the attitude towards the ad. In addition to that, the figure below shows the means of self-perception attractiveness and self-perception success next to the means of the opinion of respondents on how successful, attractive and average looking the spokesperson is based on Figures 53-56 of the Appendix. As can be seen, respondents had the highest self-perception on attractiveness for Condition 3 (average looking spokesperson) and the lowest for Condition 1 (Beckham: successful and attractive spokesperson) which is in line with expectations. As for self-perception on success, respondents scored the highest for Condition 4 (attractive non-successful), and the lowest for Condition 2 (Messi: successful non-attractive spokesperson), which is also in line with expectations.
	Condition
	Advertisement
	Successful
	Attractive
	Average
	Self-perception attractiveness
	Self-perception success

	1
	Beckham (Successful and attractive)
	6.13
	5.18
	2.65
	3.60
	4.07

	2
	Messi (Successful and Average looking)
	5.92
	2.71
	4.73
	3.78
	3.83

	3
	Average looking person (non-successful, non-attractive)
	3.65
	2.24
	5.11
	3.89
	3.95

	4
	Attractive looking person (non-successful, attractive)
	3.92
	4.37
	3.90
	3.80
	4.51


Figure 11: Means of self-perceptions compared to opinion on success/attractiveness of the spokesperson
[bookmark: _Toc364975051]4.5 Additional findings
Purchase intention across conditions
A one-way ANOVA for attitude towards ad and purchase intention was conducted for each of the four conditions separately, in order to find out which one would show the highest attitude towards the ad and the highest purchase intention. As can be seen from the figure below and the means plot on Figures 57-60, the ad with the successful and attractive spokesperson generated the highest attitude towards the ad (M=4.76) and the highest purchase intention (M=3.75). The ad with the average looking (non-successful) spokesperson is the ad which generated the lowest attitude towards the ad (M=3.21) and the lowest purchase intention (M=2.92). The other two ads had insignificant coefficients. 
	Condition
	Advertisement
	Attitude towards the ad
	Purchase intention

	1
	Beckham (Successful and attractive)
	M = 4.76; Sig. = .000
	M = 3.75; Sig. = .013

	2
	Messi (Successful non-attractive)
	M = 3.62; Sig. = 0.66
	M = 3.22; Sig. = .715

	3
	Average looking, (non-successful)
	M= 3.21; Sig. = .000
	M = 2.92; Sig. = .050

	4
	Attractive non-successful
	M = 4.02; Sig. = .382
	M = 3.26; Sig. = .900


Figure 12: Means attitude towards the ad and Purchase Intention
Interesting cross-country differences can be seen from Figures 61-78, which show the means of purchase intentions for Brazil and the Netherlands. The results from Brazil follow the same pattern as the attitude towards the ad: a higher purchase intention for the ads with attractive spokespersons (M=4.31) than for ads with successful spokespersons (M=3.99). The Netherlands, on the other hand, shows the opposite: the purchase intention is higher for the ads with successful spokespersons (M=2.95) than for the ads with attractive spokespersons (M=2.77). This is also surprising because it goes against what was observed in the attitude towards the ad: the Dutch showed a more positive attitude towards the ad for ads with attractive spokespersons (M=4.04) than for ads with successful spokespersons (M=3.93). Therefore, even though the Dutch have a more positive attitude for ads with attractive spokespersons, their purchase intention is higher for ads with successful spokespersons. For both countries, the ad with an average looking, non-successful spokesperson generates the lowest purchase intention.
	Condition
	Advertisement
	Netherlands
	Brazil
	Total

	1
	Beckham (Successful and attractive)
	2.97
	4.54
	3.75

	2
	Messi (Successful and Average looking)
	2.92
	3.50
	3.22

	3
	Average looking person (non-successful, non-attractive)
	2.41
	3.40
	2.92

	4
	Attractive looking person (non-successful, attractive)
	2.62
	4.09
	3.26

	(1+2) versus (3+4)
	Successful versus not successful
	2.95
	3.99
	3.48

	(1+4) versus (2+3)
	Attractive versus not attractive
	2.77
	4.31
	3.49


Figure 13: Cross-country differences on Purchase Intention
Summary Table
	H1: Using a successful spokesperson in an ad will have a more negative effect on attitude towards the ad than if a non-successful spokesperson is used.
	Not confirmed (significant, but in opposite direction)

	H2: Using an attractive spokesperson in an ad will have a more negative effect on attitude towards the ad than if a non-attractive spokesperson is used.
	Not confirmed

	H3a: The higher the comparison made between the respondents and a successful male spokesperson, the lower the attitude towards the ad.
	Confirmed

	H3b: The higher the comparison made between the respondents and an attractive male spokesperson, the lower the attitude towards the ad.
	Not confirmed

	H4: Using a successful spokesperson in an ad will have more negative effect on attitude towards the ad compared to using an attractive spokesperson in an ad.
	Confirmed

	H5: Using a successful and attractive spokesperson in an ad will have more negative effect on attitude towards the ad compared to using a successful average looking spokesperson in an ad.
	Not confirmed

	H6: The attitude towards the brand in the ad will act as a mediating effect between the attitude towards the ad and the purchase intention.
	Confirmed

	H7: The attitude towards the ad will be more negative among Brazilian respondents (compared to Dutch respondents) if a successful male spokesperson is used in an ad than if an average looking male spokesperson is used.
	Not confirmed

	H8: The attitude towards the ad will be more negative among Brazilian respondents (compared to Dutch respondents) if an attractive male spokesperson is used in an ad than if an average looking male spokesperson is used.
	Not confirmed

	H9: The attitude towards the ad will be more negative among Brazilian respondents (compared to Dutch respondents) for respondents who compare themselves with a successful male spokesperson than for people who do not compare themselves.
	Confirmed


Figure 14: Results Summary

[bookmark: _Toc364975052]5. Conclusion
This research makes a number of theoretical and practical contributions. In a scale of the ads which generated the most positive attitude, there are: 
1. Ad with a spokesperson who is both successful and attractive
2. Ad with an attractive spokesperson, but not successful
3. Ad with a successful spokesperson, but not attractive
4. Ad with an average spokesperson, not successful and not attractive
Firstly, contrary to expectations, men do seem to prefer ads with attractive looking spokespersons, given that the highest positive attitude towards the ad comes from the ads with attractive spokespersons; however this result was not statistically significant. Second, men are prefer the ad with an average looking spokesperson the least, both in comparison with attractive and with successful spokespersons. Third, when comparing an ad of a non-successful attractive looking spokesperson with a successful average looking one, men do prefer an ad with the non-successful attractive spokesperson; therefore looks do matter for men. This research confirmed that, as predicted, amongst respondents who compare themselves with a successful spokesperson, a derogation effect occurs, as the attitude towards the ad is negative. This derogation effect does not occur for attractive-looking spokespersons, on the opposite, the attitude towards the ad becomes positive when respondents compare themselves with an attractive-looking spokesperson.
Therefore, the effect that social comparison has on the attitude towards the ad leads to two conclusions. On the one hand, the attitude towards the ad is more negative for respondents who compare themselves with a successful male spokesperson than for people who do not compare themselves. On the other hand, the attitude towards the ad is more positive for respondents who compare themselves with an attractive male spokesperson than for people who do not compare themselves, again highlighting the effect that looks have on the attitudes. Moreover, the attitude towards the brand has been found to act as a partial mediating effect between the attitude towards the ad and the purchase intention, therefore a person who is more involved with a brand will show a more positive attitude towards the ad and hence will be more inclined to purchasing the brand’s products. 
With regard to the cross-cultural differences, an interesting fact has been observed. Brazilian respondents were expected to show higher levels of derogation toward a successful and attractive spokespersons in the ads compared to Dutch due to the country’s high levels of power distance, collectivism and masculinity (Hofstede, 1983). On the one hand, Brazilians showed a more positive attitude towards the ads than the Dutch did, for all the 4 ads. On the other hand, when a regression was run only amongst respondents who compared themselves with a successful spokesperson, the derogation effect was indeed higher among Brazilian comparers than among Dutch comparers, as predicted. No derogation effect was seen among respondents comparing themselves with an attractive-looking spokesperson. 
[bookmark: _Toc364975053]5.1 Scientific Implications
Given the lack of previous research in the effect of successful versus attractive male spokesperson on ad effectiveness, this study makes a number of contributions.  Contrary to the findings of Bower (2001), in which women who compared themselves showed a high level of derogation towards highly attractive models, this does not seem to be the case with men. Rather, the derogation effect for men occurs when a successful (rather than attractive) spokesperson is used, which is in line with expectations. In fact, men seem to prefer ads with highly attractive male spokespersons, as measured by the means of the ads with attractive looking spokespersons as opposed to ads with average looking spokespersons. These findings confirm those of Petty, Cacioppo and Schumann (1983) who showed that, all else being equal, a message delivered by a physically attractive source will tend to be more persuasive than a similar message delivered by a less physically attractive source. Moreover, confirming the study of Gardner (1985), attitude towards the ad was a significant (partial) mediator of purchase attitude in this study.
Richins (1991) hypothesized that consumers compare themselves with idealized advertising images, and suggested that idealized images raised the individuals’ comparison standards for attractiveness and lowered satisfaction with their own attractiveness, which could influence the attitude towards the ad negatively. Indeed, this was the case with the ad with a successful spokesperson; however, the ad with an attractive spokesperson showed the reverse effect: those who compared themselves with the ad showed a more positive attitude towards the ad. This suggests that men do not show the same pattern of jealousy towards other males with regard to attractiveness like women do with other females; but jealousy occurs for successfulness of spokesperson for men (H3a).
Lastly, when comparing answers from Brazil and the Netherlands, Hofstede’s theory was proven correct for respondents who compare themselves with a successful spokesperson in the ad: Brazilians indeed showed a more negative attitude towards the ad than the Dutch did, as it was expected since Brazil is a country with a higher level of power distance, collectivism and masculinity. However, among non-comparers, Brazilians were more positive towards every type of advertisement than Dutch men. Therefore, the derogation effect occurs for Brazilians as compared to the Dutch among comparers, but not among non-comparers. 
[bookmark: _Toc364975054]5.2 Managerial Implications
Based on this the importance of creating an effective advertisement and a positive image on consumers’ minds, this research contributes to the understanding of managers and ad agencies to the type of spokesperson that generate the most positive attitude towards the ad, and thus purchase intention for male consumers. It has been found that, for consumers who compare themselves to the spokesperson in the ad, the effect of successfulness on attitude towards the ad becomes significantly negative, and attractiveness becomes strongly positive (instead of the negative effect expected). Following this line of thought, using a successful spokesperson in an ad leads to a derogation from consumers who would compare themselves with a spokesperson, but this derogation effect does not occur when an attractive-looking spokesperson is used.  Thus, it would be more effective to use an attractive spokesperson in an ad over a successful one for consumers who would compare themselves, as it would create a more positive image on their minds, instead of causing derogation. Moreover, the use of an average looking spokesperson in an ad is the least desired by a male consumer. 
In addition to that, with regard to cross-country differences in the attitude of consumers towards an ad, although results were more positive for Brazilian respondents in all ads (among non-comparers), for consumers who compared themselves with a successful spokesperson, Brazilians showed a more negative attitude towards the ad than the Dutch. This did not occur for the attractive-looking spokesperson. Overall, both nationalities show the same pattern of preferences for all four ads, indicating that ads do not need to be changed or adapted when used in one of the two countries. This way, if companies are facing a decision on whether to adapt a specific ad to a different culture or to change it completely, this would not be necessary, at least in countries such as Brazil and the Netherlands, given the fact that both countries showed similar preferences. 
[bookmark: _Toc364975055]5.3 Limitations
One of the limitations of this research was the use of football players for featuring the ads with successful spokespersons, given the fact that Brazil has a strong passion for football. Originally the intention was to use famous businessmen as successful spokespersons for the ads; however, the believability of the ads would be very low as, in real life businessmen are not used for in product ads in general. Therefore, a pre-test was conducted prior to the research in order to find out which pair of successful spokespersons (attractive and average looking) would be the most effective to use, given how realistic the ad looked, spokesperson recognition and the opinion of the respondent on the looks of the spokesperson. Out of three pairs of successful spokespersons (actors Bradley Cooper and Jonah Hill, businessmen Mark Zuckerberg and Eduardo Saverin, and footballers Beckham and Messi), the pair of footballers (Beckham and Messi) was the one which scored the highest in both realism of the ad, spokesperson recognition and looks (M=6.66 for Beckham and M=2.6 for Messi); hence this pair was chosen. It would be interesting to use another type of successful spokesperson in order to confirm the results.
In addition to that, it is possible that respondents were very positive about the brand “Hugo Boss” used in the ads, as it is a high end brand and might be more relevant for attractiveness. Ads from a more functional (“neutral”) type of brand for the same category can produce different results, as a more functional brand could be seen as less relevant for attractiveness. Therefore, further research is needed for other types of brands, product category and spokespersons. Another limitation of this research was the use of the country as a proxy for masculinity, individualism and power distance. No question was asked with regard to these three cultural dimensions in order to confirm Hofstede’s theory; rather these dimensions were assumed by taking the country as a representation of the dimensions. Given the fact that Hofstede’s study is dated 30 years ago (1983), and that Brazil is a strong emerging country, the scores on these dimensions may no longer reflect today’s reality. Therefore, a new research would be required in order to assess how much the score on the cultural dimensions has changed between the countries. Alternatively, using Schwartz individual values can explain more within country differences. Three of out of seven of Schwartz individual values could be used in future researches to explain more within country differences: conservatism (maintaining the status quo), hierarchy (legitimacy of an unequal distribution of power), egalitarianism (equality) and mastery (ambition, success). Therefore, further research is needed on this topic.
[bookmark: _Toc364975056]5.4 Future Research
Limitations to this study suggest opportunities for further research. A study from Trampe et. al (2010) found that the use of an attractive model was more effective when a product relevant for attractiveness was promoted than for a product less relevant for attractiveness. In this line of thought, due to the fact that perfume can be considered an emotional product and relevant for attractiveness, it would be interesting to conduct a research with a functional product, in which the product is less relevant for attractiveness (i.e. beer or cleaning products) in order to assess the attitude towards the ad. It may be the case the respondents will prefer an average looking spokesperson due to the fact that a functional product is more neutral and less relevant for attractiveness.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Another opportunity for further research arises from the type of successful spokespersons used in the ads from the research conducted. Due to the fact that the successful spokespersons used in this research are also famous football players, this might have had an influence on the results. Using other types of successful spokespersons might have an impact of the attitude towards the ad, and therefore show different results. Given the difficulty in finding the most appropriate successful spokesperson to be used, as well as the type of product (functional or emotional), and the lack of previous research in the topic, further research is necessary. Furthermore, as mentioned in section 5.3, using Schwartz individual values can explain more within country differences for future cross-country comparisons, as it is also a more recent study than Hofstede’s, which was used for this research.
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3. Attractive spokesperson        			4. Average looking spokesperson
Now we will indicate a newcoming ad about Hugo Boss.  Please check the ad carefully and answer the next questions. 
Nationality
1. What is your nationality?
Familiarity with the Spokesperson
(Possible answers to the following questions: Strongly Disagree,	 Disagree, Somewhat Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Somewhat Agree, Agree, Strongly Agree)
2. Do you recognize the person in the ad? (for successful spokespersons only)
3. Do you find the person in ad successful/attractive/average looking?
1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree), what do you think about the person in the ad 
	
	Strongly disagree
	
	
	
	
	
	Strongly agree

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7

	This person is an average looking person
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	This person is a very successful person
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	This person is a very attractive person
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



4. Attitude towards the Ad
Here are a number of statements about the ad with which you may agree or not agree. Please select the answer that best indicates the extent to which you agree or disagree with that statement.
(Possible answers to the following questions: Strongly Disagree,	 Disagree, Somewhat Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Somewhat Agree, Agree, Strongly Agree)
•	I dislike the ad/ I like the ad
•	I react unfavourably to the ad/ I react favourably to the ad
•	I feel negative toward the ad/ I feel positive toward the ad
•	The ad is bad/ the ad is good
•	I find this ad trustworthy/ untrustworthy
•	I find this ad persuasive/ not at all persuasive
•	I find this ad believable/ unbelievable
•	I find this ad appealing/ unappealing 
5. Attitude towards the Brand
(Possible answers to the following questions: Strongly Disagree,	 Disagree, Somewhat Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Somewhat Agree, Agree, Strongly Agree)
• I would not purchase this perfume/ I would purchase this perfume 
• I find this perfume a mediocre product/ an exceptional product 
• I find this brand of not at all high quality/ extremely high quality
• I find this perfume of poor value/ excellent value
• I find this perfume poorly made/ well made
• I find this perfume boring/ exciting
• I find this perfume not a worthwhile product/ a worthwhile product
• I find this perfume an unappealing product/ appealing product
• I find this perfume common/ unique
• I would not recommend this perfume to a friend/ I would recommend this perfume to a friend
• I find this perfume very bad / very good 
6. Purchase Intention
(Possible answers to the following questions: Strongly Disagree,	 Disagree, Somewhat Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Somewhat Agree, Agree, Strongly Agree)
• It is very likely that I will buy the Hugo Boss perfume
• I will purchase Hugo Boss the next time I need a perfume
• I will definitely try the Hugo Boss perfume
• Suppose that a friend called you last night to get your advice in his/her search for a perfume. Would you recommend him to buy a perfume from Hugo Boss?
7. Social comparison
(Possible answers to the following questions: Strongly Disagree,	 Disagree, Somewhat Disagree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Somewhat Agree, Agree, Strongly Agree)
• When I see models in this Hugo Boss ad, I think about how well or how badly I look compared to the person.
• Ads for perfumes make me feel dissatisfied with the way I look.
• When getting ready for a special occasion or buying a perfume, I look at ads to give me ideas about how I should look.
• I have wished that I looked more like models in Hugo Boss advertisements.
• When getting ready for a special occasion or buying a product, I look to Hugo Boss ads to get an idea about how I should look.
Background questions
1. Age
2. Brand  involvement
3. Self-perceptions of attractiveness (success) compared to the one in the ad

	
	1 Strongly disagree
	
	
	
	
	
	7
Strongly agree

	I am as attractive as the guy in the ad
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	I am also a successful person relative to  my environment    like the guy in the ad
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Thank you for your cooperation.
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Figure 15: Social comparison among consumers for successful and attractive spokespersons
Figure 16: Proportion of Brazilian and Dutch respondents who compare themselves with the spokesperson in the ad

Figure 17: Purchase intention of Brazilian and Dutch respondents
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Figure 18: Number of subjects above social comparison mean for Brazil and the Netherlands
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Figure 19: Manipulation check descriptives
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Figure 21: Manipulation check Post Hoc test





Successful and Attractive
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	Statistics

	Validate_attractive

	N
	Valid
	60

	
	Missing
	0

	Mean
	5.18

	Median
	5.50

	Mode
	6

	Sum
	311








Figure 22: Histogram attractiveness for Condition 1
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Figure 23: Histogram success for Condition 1



Successful non-attractive
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Figure 24: Histogram attractiveness for Condition 2
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Figure 25: Histogram success for Condition 2
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Figure 26: Histogram attractiveness for Condition 3
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Figure 27: Histogram success for Condition 3


Attractive non-successful
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Figure 28: Histogram attractiveness for Condition 4
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Figure 29: Histogram success for Condition 4
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Figure 30: Reliability Analysis Attitude Towards the Ad
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Figure 31: Reliability Analysis Attitude Towards the Brand
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Figure 32: Reliability Analysis Purchase Intention
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Figure 33: Reliability Analysis Attitude Social Comparison
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Figure 34: Factor Analysis Scree Plot
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Figure 35: Factor Analysis Total Variance Explained
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Figure 36: Factor Analysis – factor loadings
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Figure 37: Regression analysis H1 – H5
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[image: ]Figure 38: T-test H4 - successfulness vs. attractiveness
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Figure 39: T-test H5 – attractiveness and successfulness vs. successfulness 
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Figure 40: Two-way ANCOVA analysis
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[image: ]Figure 41: Testing H6 (I. Y2= β0 + β1 Y1 + error term)





	







Figure 42: Testing H6 (I. Y3 = β0 + β1 Y1 + error term)
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[image: ]Figure 43: Testing H6 (II. Y3= β0 + β2 Y2 + error term)













Figure 44: Testing H6 (III. Y3= β0 + β1 Y2 + β2 Y1 + error term)
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Figure 45: Regression analysis H7 – H9 before means centering
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Figure 46: Regression analysis H7 – H9 after means centering
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Figure 47: T-test for successful spokespersons Brazil vs. the Netherlands
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Figure 48: T-test for average looking spokespersons Brazil vs. the Netherlands
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Figure 49: T-test for attractive spokespersons Brazil vs. the Netherlands
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Figure 50: Control variables
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[image: ]Figure 51: Self-perception success and self-perception attractiveness on attitude towards the ad
Figure 52: Self-perception success and self-perception attractiveness on purchase intention

[image: ]Figure 53: Control variables - self-perception attractiveness and self-perception success for Condition 1 (Successful and attractive)
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Figure 54: Control variables - self-perception attractiveness and self-perception success for Condition 2 (Successful and non-attractive)
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Figure 55: Control variables - self-perception attractiveness and self-perception success for Condition 3 (Average looking and non-successful)
[image: ]Figure 56: Control variables - self-perception attractiveness and self-perception success for Condition 4 (Attractive and non-successful)
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Figure 57: Additional analysis - attitude towards the ad and purchase intention for attractive and successful spokesperson
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[image: ][image: ]Figure 58: Additional analysis - attitude towards the ad and purchase intention for successful non-attractive spokesperson
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Figure 59: Additional analysis - attitude towards the ad and purchase intention for average looking non-successful spokesperson
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Figure 60: Additional analysis - attitude towards the ad and purchase intention for attractive non-successful spokesperson
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Figure 61: Additional analysis - total mean score for Purchase intention condition 1 (Attractive and successful)
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Figure 62: Additional analysis - total mean score for Purchase intention condition 2 (Successful and non-attractive)
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Figure 63: Additional analysis - total mean score for Purchase intention condition 3 (Average looking non-successful)
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Figure 64: Additional analysis - total mean score for Purchase intention condition 4 (Attractive non-successful)
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Figure 65: Additional analysis - total mean score for Purchase intention successful vs. non-successful -> (1+2) versus (3+4)
[image: ]Figure 66: Additional analysis - total mean score for Purchase intention attractive vs. non-attractive -> (1+4) versus (2+3)
[image: ] Figure 67: Additional analysis - Netherlands mean score for Purchase intention condition 1 (Attractive and successful)
[image: ]Figure 68: Additional analysis - Netherlands mean score for Purchase intention condition 2 (Successful and non-attractive)
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Figure 69: Additional analysis - Netherlands mean score for Purchase intention condition 3 (Average looking non-successful)
[image: ]Figure 70: Additional analysis - Netherlands mean score for Purchase intention condition 4 (Attractive non-successful)
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Figure 71: Additional analysis - Netherlands mean score for Purchase intention successful vs. non-successful -> (1+2) versus (3+4)
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Figure 72: Additional analysis - Netherlands mean score for Purchase intention attractive vs. non-attractive -> (1+4) versus (2+3)

Figure 73: Additional analysis - Brazil mean score for Purchase intention condition 1 (Attractive and successful)[image: ]

[image: ]Figure 74: Additional analysis - Brazil mean score for Purchase intention condition 2 (Successful and non-attractive)
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Figure 75: Additional analysis - Brazil mean score for Purchase intention condition 3 (Average looking non-successful)
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Figure 76: Additional analysis - Brazil mean score for Purchase intention condition 4 (Attractive non-successful)
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Figure 77: Additional analysis - Brazil mean score for Purchase intention successful vs. non-successful -> (1+2) versus (3+4)
[image: ]Figure 78: Additional analysis - Brazil mean score for Purchase intention attractive vs. non-attractive -> (1+4) versus (2+3)
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Purchase_intention
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i Mean N | td. Deviation
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Case Processing Summary
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included Excluded Total
W Parcent W Parcent W Parcent
Furchase_intention * 31 | 1000% 0] o00% 131 | 1000%
Successfliness

Report
Purchase_intention

Successiulness | Mean N Std. Deviation
00 25387 70 121381
1.00 29508 61 1.48548
Total 27200 131 1.34273
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Case Processing Summary
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Furchase_intention * 31 | 1000% 0] o00% 131 | 1000%
Atractiveness

Report
Purchase_intention
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00 26762 Gl 121738
1.00 27750 70 1.45038
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Case Processing Summary
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included Excluded Total
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e
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Case Processing Summary
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included Excluded Total
W Parcent W Parcent W Parcent
Furchase_intention * 126 | 100.0% 0] o00% 126 | 1000%
Average
Report
Purchase_intention
Average | Mean N Std. Deviation
00 40203 54 179862
1.00 3.4083 2 1.85070
Total 38710 126 177672
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Case Processing Summary
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Included Excluded Total
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Case Processing Summary

Cases
included Excluded Total
W Parcent W Parcent W Parcent
Furchase_intention * 126 | 100.0% 0] o00% 126 | 1000%
Successfliness
Report
Purchase_intention
Successiulness | Mean N Std. Deviation
00 37460 3 174913
1.00 3.9960 63 1.80019
Total 38710 126 177672
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Case Processing Summary

Cases
included Excluded Total
W Parcent W Parcent W Parcent
Furchase_intention * 126 | 100.0% 0] o00% 126 | 1000%
Atractiveness

Report
Purchase_intention

Afiractiveness | Mean N Std. Deviation
00 34538 65 175098
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Total 38710 126 177672
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Coefficients®

Standaraized

Unstandardized Cosflicients | Cosflicients Collinsarity Statistics
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Case Processing Summary

included Total

W Parcent Parcent
Social_comparison * 120 | 100.0% 100.0%
Brazil

Social_comparison
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Mean
Mean | Std Deviation | Std Error | LowsrBound | UpperBound | Minimum | Maximum

Validate_successtul 1 50 513 1081 140 588 541 2 7
2 64 502 1.482 183 556 629 2 7

3 2 388 1.221 156 333 398 1 6

4 7 302 1168 139 384 419 1 6

Total 57 487 1672 104 488 507 1 7

Validate_atractve 1 0 518 1887 201 a8 550 1 7
2 63 27 1.850 208 230 313 1 7

3 2 221 1.260 159 102 256 1 6

4 7 437 1579 187 399 474 1 7

Total 56 384 1.917 120 3.40 387 1 7
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ANOVA
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Squares df | meansquars | F sig.
Validate_successiul_ Between Groups 324273 3 108081 | 68,900 000
Within Groups 391221 253 1548
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Within Groups 581690 252 2308
Total 937.215 255
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Scale: Reliability Analysis Attitude Towards The Ad

Case Processing Summary

W %
Cases  vaid 257 556
Excluded® 1 4
Total 258 | 1000

a. Listwise deletion based on all
variables inthe procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha Nof tems
544 5

Item-Total Statistics.
Scale Corected | Cronbach's
ScaleMeanif | Varianceif | Mem-Total | Aphaifitem
Hem Deleted | tem Deleted | _Correlation Deleted

Q101 2727 57183 807 536

Q102 2737 96.374 846 933

Q10_3 2727 98.074 809 936

Q10_s 27.40 95.085 846 933

Q105 2707 99.354 73 940

Q10_6 27689 94.354 823 935

Q10_7 27.20 98.482 725 942

010_8 27.38 96.887 790 937
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Item-Total Statistics.

Scale Corected | Cronbach's
ScaleMeanif | Varianceif | Mem-Total | Aphaifitem
Hem Deleted | tem Deleted | _Correlation Deleted
CIER] BE] 185.041 727 959
Q112 4132 193.387 806 955
Q113 4082 192415 726 958
Qt1_s 4 193.480 844 954
Q115 40903 191.048 853 954
Q11_6 4132 188.083 848 954
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a11_e 4167 194.385 742 957
Q11_10 4170 185.783 97 956
Q11_11 4112 189.867 877 953
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W %
Cases  vaid 257 556
Excluded® 1 4
Total 258 | 1000

a. Listwise deletion based on all
variables inthe procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha Nof tems
524 ]
Item-Total Statistics.
Scale Corected | Cronbach's
ScaleMeanif | Varianceif | Mem-Total | Aphaifitem
Hem Deleted | tem Deleted | _Correlation Deleted
CIEX] e 25426 856 890
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a. Listwise deletion based on all
variables inthe procedure.
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Alpha Nof tems
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Item-Total Statistics.
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ScaleMeanif | Varianceif | Mem-Total | Aphaifitem

Hem Deleted | tem Deleted | _Correlation Deleted
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Q13_s 956 23778 566 804
013.5 1023 24511 690 74
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Total Variance Explained

Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Component | Total | % of Variance | Cumuiative %
1 7363 26.298 26.298
2 6216 22200 48.498
3 3678 13124 61.622
4 3138 11198 72817

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.





image75.png
Rotated Component Matrix™

Component
2 3 4

Q115 572
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Q117 s 3t
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Q124 76 762

Q122 363 760

Q123 362 736

Q111 514 346 45

Q133 807
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Q13_s 747

Q132 743

Q131 702

Exraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimaxwith Kaiser Normalization.

a.Rotation converged in 6 iterations
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Model Summary

AdustedR | Std.Error of
Model | R |RSquars |  Squars the Estimate
1 a7 222 204 125038

a. Predictors: (Constan), Successfulness_Atiractiveness,
Social_comparison, Atractiveness, Successfulness,
Successiulness_comparison, Atractivensss_comparison

ANOVA®
Sum of
Modsl Squares df | meansquars | F sig
1 Regression 11779 6 8630 | 11916 000"
Residual 390,848 250 1863
Total 502625 256

. Dependent Variable: At towards_ad

b. Predictors: (Constant), Successfulness_Atiractiveness, Social_comparisan,
Atractiveness, Successfulness, Successfulness_comparison,

Atractiveness_comparison
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Group Statistics.

Std. Error
Successfulness | N Mean | Std. Deviation Mean

At towards_ad_1.00 128 | 4774 152837 13608
00 133 | 36404 1.22643 10635
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Group Statistics.

Std. Error
Attractiveness | N Mean | Std. Deviation Mean

At towards_ad_1.00 ERIEED 122083 10667
00 126 | 34238 1.41915 12643
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Independent Samples Test

Levene's Testfor Equality of

Variances ttestfor Equaliy of Means
95% Confidence Inteval of the
Mean std. Error Difference
F sig. t df | sio. 2ailed) | Difference Difference Lower Upper

Aft_towards_ad _Equal variances 7.960 005 | 3068 255 002 52798 17211 18904 86693
assumed

Equal variances not 3045 | 236.047 003 52798 17342 18634 86963
assumed
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Independent Samples Test

Levene's Testfor Equality of

Variances ttestfor Equaliy of Means
95% Confidence Inteval of the
Mean std. Error Difference
F sig. t df | sio. 2ailed) | Difference Difference Lower Upper

Aft_towards_ad _Equal variances 1228 269 | 5716 255 000 54280 16494 61799 1.26761

assumed

Equal variances not 5699 | 246301 000 94280 16542 61699 1.26862

assumed
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(Group Statistics

Successiulness_Attractiv std. Error
eness N Mean _| Std Deviation Mean
At towards_ad_1.00 50 | 47667 128623 16605

00 197 | 38415 1.33016 09477
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Independent Samples Test

Levene's Testfor Equality of

Variances ttestfor Equaliy of Means
95% Confidence Inteval of the
Mean std. Error Difference
F sig. t Sig. (2-tailed) | _Difference Difference Lower Upper

Aft_towards_ad _Equal variances 043 835 | 5780 000 12517 19466 74183 1.50851
assumed

Equal variances not 5885 | 100467 000 1142517 19119 4587 1.50447
assumed
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Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

Dependent Variable: Att_towards_ad

Typs Il Sum Partal Eta Noncant Obsenved
Source of Squares df | meansquars | F sig Squared Parameter Power”
Carrected Model 778 5 8630 | 11916 000 222 1498 1,000
Intercept 579.762 1 579762 | 370838 000 597 370838 1.000
Social_comparison 133 1 133 085 m 000 085 060
Suceessfulness_compari 5835 1 5838 | 2732 085 015 3732 486
son

Atractiveness_compariso 15.241 1 15241 | 9749 002 038 9749 875
n

Successfulness 16.268 1 16.268 | 10.405 00t 040 10.408 895
Atractiveness 104 1 104 067 97 000 067 058
Successiuiness * 1.470 1 1.470 940 33 004 940 162
Atractieness

Ertor 390,848 250 1863

Total 4419.984 257

Corrected Total 502625 256

a.R Squared = 222 (Adjusted R Squared = 204)
b. Computed using alpha =05
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Descriptive Statistics.

Dependent Variable: At towards_ad

Successfulness  Afiractiveness | Mean | Std Deviation N

00 00 32187 126915 2
1.00 40282 1.08860 7
Total 36494 1.22843 133

.00 0 36250 153384 64
1.00 47867 1.28623 60
Total 44774 152837 124

Total 0 34238 141918 126
1.00 43864 1.22003 131
Total 3.9042 1.40121 257

Levene's Test of Equality of Error
Variances®

Dependent Variable: Att_towards_ad

F a a2 sig

3767 3 253 011

Tests the null iypothesis that the error
variance of the dspendsntvariabls is squal
across groups.

a Design: Intercept +
Social_comparison +
Successiuiness_comparison +
Atractiveness_comparison +
Succassiuiness + Afiractiveness +
Suceessfulness * Atlractiveness
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Model Summany®

AdustedR | Std.Error of
Model | R |RSquars |  Squars the Estimate

1 603" 363 361 1.08808

a. Predictors: (Constant), Afl_towards_ad
b. Dependsnt Variable: At_towards_brand

ANOVA®
Sum of
Modsl Squares df | meansquars | F sig
1 Regression 175,384 1 175384 | 145,451 000"
Residual 307.477 255 1.208
Total 482.881 256

. Dependent Variable: At_towards_brand
b. Predictors: (Constant), Atl_towards_ad

Coefficients®

Standaraized
Unstandardized Cosflicients | Cosflicients

Modsl B St Ermor Beta t sig
1 (Constant) 1819 203 5953 000
Al_towards _ad 501 049 603 | 12080 000

a. Dependent Variable: Af_towards_brand





image86.png
Model Summany®

AdustedR | Std.Error of
Model | R |RSquars |  Squars the Estimate
1 5187 264 261 143419

a. Predictors: (Constant), Afl_towards_ad
b. Dependsnt Variable: Purchass_intention

ANOVA®
Sum of
Model Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
1 Regression 188.22 1 188.22 91510 000"
Residual 524.509 255 2057
Total 712736 256
a. Dependent Variable: Purchase_intention
b.Predictors: (Constan), Att_towards_ad
Coefficients™
Standardized
Unstandardized Coefficients | Coeflicients
Model B std_Error Beta t Sig.
1 (Constant) 500 265 3391 001
Att towards_ad 612 064 514 9.566 000

a. Dependent Variable: Purchass_intention





