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SOME COMMUNICATION EFFECTS OF CHARITY ADVERTISING CAMPAIGNS

- . A B .
4 . . -

. INTRODUCTION

W .
- . . A .
. . . ..
. - .

Although more'nonprofit'organizations are adopting marketing strategies ’

to attract and allocate resources, little research has been done to ascertain
' L . N P b . . . L

‘ . : ¢, e e . - !
~ the appropriateness of such strategies. Advertising-may play,an important role

- .

in attracting donations for such 3gganizations, and for those who can att?act

their share of. dOnations, the results can be rewarding. (In l978 Americans

{,_, Pt - B .

gave over $35 billion to charitiés. ) N Lo ,. : _ ' ‘ ' .
-'e ' - \ . . \ ) .
Although many nonprqfit organizations rely heavily on' media publfc service

s ’e

announcemenbs to persuade their audiences, research is lacking on the impact of
-~ . AN

such messages on the public. Thus, -we chose in thfs investigation to examine .

»
.

the-relationship of advertising exposure to a variety of cognitive and affective

variables in a typical nonprofit chagity campaiéh -5\\\\-\~ L ~"T

,p- ' @ Studies of the effects of advertising*have traditionally used advertising
B . r LA . 3 . Fn . .
: exposure as an independent variable and sales or attitudinal response as a de-

. ’ . )
\>_ pehdent variable.2 Such research has typically employeéd the mere expdsure hypoth-

’

esis, assuming that exposure equals effect and offering an igcomplete pi ture
- B
_ of hoﬁ‘advertising works: The traditional persuasion model of mass media effects

o
r

has also proved totbe inadequate in understanding the advertising process. Qn

v

the other Hand the "limited effects" model ‘gaich views audienqp members as’ .

- AN -
e L : . .

active and selective, comes closer to substituting the fable of the omniscient

B} ot .

audience,for whathaueg and Bauer have!called‘the myth of the,omnipotent media."

& . ,, K - !
¥ . ~ L I

. An even' more accurate #picture of advertising_effects is the transactional model,’

AN

'S

AT, . ' , - . ) ' . o :
. . . . -
. . _ : . , . . .
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combin!hg exposure motivations and g tifications for: viewing.5 In this study,
we test the transactional model and compare it to the traditionamvpersuasion

A\
R}

.

model_,of_adizer_tising_effects. ' | . _ gy

L]
»
. . -, . R . . -

STUDY DESIGN

) - A sample of 350 adﬂlts.were interviewed by phone using a random digit dial

\ :

method in a large metropolitan southern area. ' For the first part of the‘survey

'instrument, we constgucted gﬁatification and avoidadce items by reviewing the
3. i
avaiﬁable literature .pn gift giving 6, ‘"Two sets of-items measuring gratification

and two sets measurigg;avoidance were incorporated into the questionnaire. A .

N v
varimax,factor analysig of the data confirmed four independent factors‘_ (1) in-

formation seeling (gratification), (2) so;ial utility (gratification), (3) aliena-

. tion (avoidanCe), and (4) anxiety (avoidance) The range of alpha coefficient of

) reliability for the variables in this study was between ?60 and .74, with .50 'to f

v
.60 ogten suggested as adequate for initialjstages,of research.

- - ) '. ‘ . "9})' ] .
: ' ot PREDICTOR VARIABLES .
- ' '_\ 3

P o ' » : . : _
- 1. 'Two exposure variables were used. in line with previous research'8 (l) IV

) . i ’

Attention éﬁposure refers to the closeness of attentidn paid to charity ads on
’ \3

H

' television, (b) TV Exposure is the total approximate number of ads for charities

- A

seen-during the_prev10us six months. Responses were standardized and . combined to
: - v : [

form the ‘exposure ' measure. . 5' i
. . 7 . . a r] ‘ ’ . o
Zﬁi v Gratification and Avoidance. Two questions were used to_obtain data
. - o . o - . , P )
. . v ¥ e Ve
_ * gratf%ication/avoidhnce. ‘ : .

e

.- . _ | _ u .
"Television Gratifications. People pay attention to’charity ads on television

.'for'different reasons. For each reason I mention, please te11 me whether ‘it ppplies

to_you‘a.lot,. little, or not at all.
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" ~ . . ’

a. To satisfy curiosity (Information Secking). - ;

b. To hélp you decide whether. the charity is worth supporting (Information_

Seeking).

: c. ,To find out what different charities~are;doing (Information Seeking).
C N ‘ . ) v ¢

d. To hear if any cure for a disease was found (InformatiOn;Seeking).

; » . _ . , . i
e. To have something-to discuss with others (Social ,Utility).

f. To see which charities important-people are supporting (SocialbUtilityj(,

B g. Because you like the person who does the advertisement (Social Utility).
v h. Because you héppen to support the charity that advertises (Social
 uetliey). ‘ B . S <

Avoidgnce."People avoid watching ads for different reasons., Forveach'reason
I mention, .please tell me if it applies to you a lot, a little, or not. at ali.
v T,

a. Charity ads try &b scare people (Anxiety) , L
v b.- Because charity ads make you feel guilty (Anxiety) , C _

c. .Because people are not inte€ested in causes charities fight fq;

’ s "u
,(Afienation) P . .o

. d. .Becausé charity ads seed unpleégant thoughts in people's minds (Aliena-,

~

tion). A o T o

_ e.szeoauseLcharity ads usually ask for,donations (Alienation).,

. ~+ # . CRITERION VARTABLES
: 2 |

a
. [ .

. o _ o o | . .
”*h : The criteri%g‘variables‘selected were cogﬁg%ive,'éﬁfective and action vari--

ables derived from the conceptual frameworkhof Lavidge & Steiner.9"The variables

’ ! --j . . B N . .\"' _
~  were openationalized as follows:" o » .

’ ) * ’ e ' ' N ' - .,

R Awareness:_ Measured byvthe»dumber-qf charity organizations a person

‘ - ' g : o W ot g : ) .
"7» could name. : ‘ - o . . ‘ T
3 : . 7 B . .’\ . -
) -« ‘ ' ' i v

. . “© A .

. - /f - ) . : o X i \ 2
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2. Knowledge: Indexed by an 'individual's ability to, identify correctly.
S

(a) cause(s) five gharities fight for, (b) sposzpersons of four charities;

s

(c) goal of March of Dimes, (d) number of agencies supported by the United Way

The possible range was 0 ‘to 11. , T .

3. Likiné: Liking is defined as a positive attitude toward he charities

measured by summing résponses to three agree—-don t know—-disagree" items.

4. Preference: Charity preference was measured by asking - respondents which

I3

of five charities mentioned fought the most worthy -cause and the secopd most

N
-

worthy cause. "!.;» .
- ’

1

5. Action: Action was measured by inde#ingvsix variables,.indicating

whether of not the respondent had been involved in activities such as & telethon

. A . . . .
or walkathon, charity contributions, participation as a volunteer, etc., during’

the previous six months. The. index range was 0 to 6.
[ 4

U _ ' CONTROL VARIABLES

-
.

t . .
.

A validity problem ‘arises if the gratifications and avoidances are not media
/

connedted’“so the effect results not from media content but from the more general
L 3
o '| }\..4)
variable tapped by the gratif1cation measure. Variables included in the analysisr 3
-8 v e :
~to control fox thls spurious relationship were Education, Parent/Nonparent,

3

/
and Inte;personal Com§unication about Charities during the previous six months.

? -

) ST RESULTS S
. ’ q" . ‘I . ) . '_ﬂ'. : - e . . N ' v.b
'sinéé older people were'expected to be more concerned about health issues”

' >
than younger{ people,’ the degree of differences in the exposure and gratification
and avoidance items in the-ﬂho groups was-examined. The analysis showed that R

overall older people did have significantly higher mean values on gratification

(T §’2.9,<p < .01) and lower values on avoidance items (T% = .91, p < .30). The
‘ : o L v L
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\ . .
' . .- .

differences on the exposure variable showed that the younger people had higher
. g

‘ S -
overall-mean values than the older .group. One posaible reason for this ,could ¢
. ; . i ]
be differences in memory between the two groups. Young people may remember , '
B o P o
The

"seeing an advertisement for a longer?period of time ‘than older people.
AR - R ,

.\\’ayoidance measures were simply‘fgz
Pd

- . o .. . X N '
.. . p ’ . . D \ . i ‘\ . N
. . ) g

This may

difference was'significant for American Cancer Seciety advertisement.

be because most.of‘the preventive type ads of. thg American Cancer Society are

aimed at the younger group, as reflected in the, higher mean scofe ( 642) (Table l).

The attention scores shoy that the older group had a higher score than ths
“cef

[ ' .
. f
. , v
W I

younger. - The higﬁ;scores*on attention, gratification and low score on avoidan

items may support the hypothesis that the olderlpeople are more involved with the
- . ":" [}

ce pay more€. attention to charity advertisements than the younger

“

issue and h .
\ L) . N » .
' . ’ LI Y ) .>a‘ L3

[ .- N

{

N

group. . - |
| | . o
| and" |

. : . .-, NI
A fugther examination was made to a;certain,whether (1) gratification and
. 'S ° . ) o “

1

avoidance are d%rely another way of measuring exposure, and gii) whether the
: ) ol

v

Mirror images of the’corresponding gratifications.

The analysis showed that the correlation coefficient between exposure measure a
L ]

" ’ v

4

gratification/avoidance was 0.071 (n.s. ), indicating that exposure and gratifica-

- h) ‘
The results further in- ..

tion/avoidance:are largely independent of each other.

dicated a weak.xglationship between the gratification and aJoidance measures

- . .

’ . .
. . ”
o

‘e . . .

| ",ﬁg'rable 2). ) : .
The central question is whether the ératification and avoidance’measures
e N - . 3 l. A . Yo

-

add anything to the-explanation of cognitive and affective variableixbeyond,the
; : o

var&ance'eiplained by the traditional'exposure\variabIEs.
: ' SR

Thevfindings are presented separat

v‘.

ely for each criterionlvariable in-Table 3.
4 ' ’ ,. M N

L]

4

: Y
,Awareness - : . VIR .
-_— ~ - . ¢ N , . 4 s ~, - .
. H g . v - : . e .
s Awareness and exposure had f‘low correlation of .085. - Ho&ever, when gratifi-
. | L . . -
cation and avoidance measures are added as a block the multiple correlation
' L3 L4 . X '\c. .‘\ .
: 5. M —~ l ~ ) 4"‘ . 3"'
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improves to +.16 (p < «#01). The simple correlation bétwecn'awareness,ahd
: < i .

‘gratification/avoldance measures is -.11 (p < .05). %he.gratifiqation/avoidance'

Te N »

re18tionship is unchanged when the exposuré'to'othet information sources. college
. 8 Iy

education. and parental status are controlled respectively. The lack of strong )

relationship between awareness and exposure, provides supﬂbrt for the selective

.peception hypothesis. It al§o pnovides evidence that selective perceptionleXerts
. . .

a casyal influence in the' relationship, since simple awareness presumably cannot

'

generate gratification or avoidance. This 1§ further confirmed by the fact that

alienation has a significant -.15, (p < .Ol) correlation with awareness (Table 4)-.

N ~

Knowledge | : '

The correlatigon between knowledge and exposure is again very low (.090).

: " When the gratification and avoidance measures are added a multiple correlation of

+.ll (p < .05) is obtained. The simple correlation between knowledge and gratifi-

) : ' s
Eafion/avoidance measure is —'04 (n s.). After controlling for other information

P

\\sources, ‘education, and parental status, the partial correlations of ~.03;, 0.00,

e

2 .05 are obtained, respectively. Thus,-with likely contaminating'variables

oontrolled, a moderate relationship remains between knowledge and gratification
Tl

measures, indicating a functional relationship. Again, the lack of strong rela~-

tionship between exposute and knowledge is,contrary to the;mere exposure hypothesis.’

Do

B . AN s, z
3 . e

'Advertising exposure measures are significantly (p < .01) related to liking,

Liking and Preference

q

.

o _ _ J . '
' variable having a correlation cdefficient of .175. After adding the gratification"

and avoidance meaqufes, multiple correlation coefficient increased to +. 20 The""f}

simple correlation ébefficient between likihg and gratification/avoidance is

wpE .
L

.13'(§_< 05)., Specifically, information seeking, socfal utility, dnd anxiety

e R 4

variables are significantly related’ to liking.

\
~s
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. A chi-square’ analysis of- the preference constructs with exposure and .
'gratification/aVoidnnce measures reveals that both predictor variables are

;aignificantly (p < .05) related to the preference'formation of the second most
‘ P _

worthy cause. ’/ // .

ACtion ) o B ‘ |
Advertising exposure variables had a significant correlation of '.254 ( < .001)

with the action variable. The correlation between grstification/avoidance eas-

“ures and action variablf is‘?ll (p < .05). ‘The multiple correlation after adding

gratlification/avoidance block to the éxposure'variable is .26 (p < .Odl) with

the action variable. , o —\\\ ) -

A further analysis of (l) younger, (2) older group are presented in Table 5.

The results again indicate that for both groups, gratification and avoidance have 3.

stronger relationships with the awareness construct compared to the, re1ationship

4 .

of exposure measures. Overall, the relationship of exposure and gratification/

avoidance variahles is stronger. for y%unger group than the older group.

This investigatdon reveals that g;gzgiication/avoidance measures are more
impdrtant or have a higher impact in the cognitive stagefof attitude formation,

However, exposure variables are more important in the affective stage of attitudei
-

) ®

formation. =+ - o : » R

- The differences in the impact .of the exposure and gratification/avoidance

¢ : - .
. - "

measures suggests a low involvement hierarchy effect.10 The major difference

between Lavidge and Steiner model and low-involvement model is in whether affective

P ’,

‘develOpment Kattitude) precedes or- follows behavior, as illustrated below.'

.
-
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Awarcnuss . ' Avdreness - . .t
- ' ) ' ' * b T +
. Attitude L Behavior .
\ Behavior ) . Attitude ' ' ©
d . = - . L
(Lavidge and - : (Krugman
“Stelner model) \ : model). - o~
~ . , v P

-

- In the' low involvement cgse, there is little attitudinal deve}opment specific

.\ to the'"brand§\choices prior to behavior, although there 1;*5 positiye attitude

-

o towards the ge eral product class. According to Krugman, in a low involvement .
‘s«tuation, the TV viewer passively receives information without putting up per-

. .

ceptual defenses. ~ Over time, the cognitive changes occur.11 Sti\1 later, behavior
.may&take place without preceding or concurrent attitudinal changes The most ' -

important role of advertising in, the low involvement case is to create awareness

and to‘help in'the'development of a cognitive set amenable to appropriate behavior.
Our data indicate that expoqt:e per se will not raise the level of awareness of
‘. \ - ‘ . . "

a promotional campaign. Gratification'and avoidance measures can - help explain

the motivatio{al aspect ‘of the audience. From an organizational point of-view,

the identification of gratification and avoidance factors may help in message
positioning. ” Freedman found that in low involvement case the message should be
- ! -

positioned in the latitude of noncommitment, fairlv discrepant from the recipient's

present position.12 Thus a promotional message deviating from the "alienation

factomj7may lead to iégreasing awareness andfknowledge. ‘The presence of low
involvement also suggests use ofva.Shth message, a high repetitionwstrategy in
the‘bf;adgast media-i3" 5 N N ’4 :\\. k
In conclusion; the evidence suggests that_a'well—designed charity advertising
- \ . )

v campaign in the mass media can serve to: (1) increase the consumers’ level of
s . : R
"  awareness through gratification/avoidance' (2) increase the_consuqers wlevel of

v Fa
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liking tﬁ!bugh the gratification/avoidance; (3) increasc thc-cohaumﬁra"lcvol

of action through the gratification/avaidance; (4) the grdtlfﬂcntion/nvoldnnce

L4l

_measures can serve as guldeline for message positioning; and (5) the use of short

—————fMéﬂﬂageﬁ—Wffh—hfﬁhrfﬁ?étffiﬁﬁ_mﬁy_bé*a??fﬁﬁf*ﬁté‘fﬁf“fhﬂfify—ﬁrﬁmufiun.
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' . TABLE 1
- _ . -
s "MEAN VALUES OF EXPOSURE, GRATIFICATION AND AVOIDANCE SCORES
, AMONG YOUNGER AND OLDER RESPONDEXTS® R
‘ ' /. | C
¥ K A
l YOUNG . - OLD
Exposure ‘ . (8N=238) . * (N=112)
e n ! . 4 . ¢ . ' .
. United Way, o 0.621 (.486)> 0.525,(0.502)
March of Dimes 0.241 (0.429) 0.246 (0.432)
American Cancer Assn.* © " 0.642 (0.480) ., 0.500 (0.502)
Heart Fund . . 0.422 (0.495) - 0.390 (0.49 ) ,
M. Dystrophy Assn. . . 0.375 (0.485), © 0.424 (0.496) -
Any Other Charity . 0.172 (0.379) | 0.136 (0.344) . 2
Pay Close Attention to - 1.483 (0.794) 1.589 (0.853)
Charity Ads . 4 | T.2 -1.7, p (&.15 ‘
¥ . . ] , FS . \
Gratification ) . . TNl : ’. N
Curiosity* . " 1.78 . (0.664) 1.559 (0.648)
Help Decide > 2.125 (0.748) 2.136 (0,834)
To Find Out ' ©2.099 (0.723) 2.229 (0.M4) -
To Hear If Cure Is Found ' . 2.267 (0.782) 2.415 (0.755)
To Digcuss* - ~1.319 (0.528) 1.551 (0.711)
Imp. Beople Suppbrting* - 11431 (0.606) 1.534 (0.724) .
. Like the Person in the AD . 1.509 (0.631) 1.534 (0.663) °
Supporting Charity - 1.944 (0.757) 1.907 (0.827)
, o . ) 1% = 2.9, p 2 .01 .
- Avoidance ‘ L :
- . : —~ .
Scare People 1.461 (0.643) © 1,424 (0.%72) .
- Feel Guilty* . 1.552 (0.688) : 1.407 (0.644)
Not Interested <. 1.517 (0.644) 1.407 (0.617)
Unpleasant . 1.595 (0.677) . - 1.492 (0.689)
Ask for Donations 1.616 (0.747) , 1.568 (0.734)
. | T =".91, p < .30

- . é
1 . ?l [ X R kd

. aYounger-respor{dents are below 40 years of age; older are 40 aqi,diér.lv : i - D

*Sig. at .05 level.

NOTE: Si;ndard deviations are ghown in parentheses. C . (;
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E NOTE Correlations of about 11 or greater are slgnificantly grea!er than zer0,. |




"-;12-k\;£
—

. TABLE 3

i

B,

. RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN INDEPENDENT AND DEPENDENT

-7 e
.o , VARIABLES ' -

- +, v
. - . t
. . . ,
'y L
+ ' Effect L Gratification/
.- Measures Exposure . : Avoidance
. Awareness’ .08, !
Knowl‘edge" ¢ .09 .
Liking L7 %%
. %, Action. L 25%%k .-
‘ i1 . ‘
B
. - . }
*p <7.05 -
'**p < .01 A
*kkp < ..001

. l’.& .

-.; ~ Gratification/

ALY

. Exposure and®-. =~ 2

.. Avoidance
(Multiple R):in

ek
A1
. 20%%x%

{
B
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L
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_ TABLE 4
RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN DEPENDENT AND INDIVIDUAL ’
, . GRATIFICATION/AVOIDANCE VARIABLES R
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iELAEIONSHIPS BETWEEN INDEPENDENT AND DEPENDENT VARIABLES
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