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. ABSTRACT : . o , :

A study examined the effect of humdr oA the perceived
credibility, character, r and authority of an advertisement and on the
recall of that advertisement. Two groups of subJects each heard two -
radio spot announcements, one humorous and one serious. Two different
products were advertised, so that the first group of subjects, 117

. college advertising‘students, were eéxposed to a serious commercial ,

: for one product and a humorous spot for the other, while the second
group, 132 students, ‘heard the‘opposite. The humorous and serious
versionms of each advert1sement were 1dent1ca1 in situatiqn, product
information’, hasic sales appeal, and number of times the product name
and slogan were mentioned. Subjects then filled out a quest1onna1re
that solicited 1n£ormat1 n on their perception of the commercials'
cred1b111ty, authoqégat1 eness, and character,_ as -well as their
retention of the me8%age. The results indicated that there was a

- significant .@ifference between the two groups for each ad on the

perce1ved humor of the messade, however, no difference in the .

subjects’ ‘ab111ty to recall copy points was found between the

humorous and serious messages. Subjects rategd the serious.versions

more credible than the humorous vergions. The" results suggest that

\ the use of humor will have little effect on recall, and that a

serious .message -is likely té be ]udged more cred1b1e and to have more !
_authority than a humorous ad. (HTH)®
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I
THE EFEECT OF HUMOR ON ADVERTISING CREDIBILITY & RECALL

Research on the effectiveness of humor in advertising is almost as

incongruous as the incongruity inherent in the humor itself. Yet, advertisers

continue to employ humor in their campatgns, apparently with‘some success. For
instance, campaidns for Alka-Seltzer, Blue Nun wine, Benson and Hedges Vo]hs- -
wagen, Dr Pepper and Xerox copiers are frequent]y c1ted as cases where'humor

proved effective (Dunn; 1982 and Ray, 1982)

Quaker Oats,(Betty Crocker r1c€
Q

o - restaurant,tha1n, are frequent]y c1ted\as fa1kures because of the1r use of

P1e1s and Rhe1ngo1d beer, and the Horn and Hardart:

-

\‘.

Ly humor (He1ngarten,07967)

TN

R

Pres1dent Cunn1ngham and’ Wa]sh (Chev1ns, 7981

.

S
i

‘Many pract1t1oners favor the Use- of- humor if advert1$1ng

Anthony Chev1ns,

v,

p. 22), defends the use of humor

St111 other campaigns, such as those for

on the bas1s of its empathet1c Tike, un1versa] appea] 5 oo . <

Thene really isn't much of anyth1ng you can t sell with

‘humor. No matter what the target audience is, . Jho matter wos T
what the demographics,are,. ... the chances are that for the ~

most part the pegple you are try1ng to reach are human. oL .
Most humans like to 1augh When you-leave them laughing, .
: the chances that you are someope they want to like and really ..
want to do business wi'th and——most 1mportant of all--buy your
, product. : T .

Thus, greater persuasign may ensue from'the favorable attitude and rapport

produced by a hymorous context Others support the use bt°humor because humor-

ous ads

,.because 01 "their constant bad@er1ng," may produce resentment and, hence,

/

and'unfayorab1e att1tude toward the product.being advertised {Cantor & Venus,

1980, p. 21), S Lo .
- ‘ -On the other hand critics of the use of humor in persuasive communications
' supp]y equa]]y conv1nc1ng arguments Claude Hopkins,- cons1dered by many the

‘ ”.father o? modern advert1s1ng, denounced the Use of humor c]a1m1ng, "People
' * - - . aa

N -« ~"I . -

Q ‘ e' «
ERIC . 3 .

y take longer to "get on one's nerves" than ser1ous ones which, . -4
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do not buy from clowns," (Chevins; 1981, p. 22). Rosser Reeves described copy~(jf\
: . writers using humor as a "group of dreaming, frustrated ljterary people who
want-to have fun with words regardless of what it does to thetr sponsor's sales,"-

(Kelly & Solomon, 1975,-p. 31).

9

Most critics of humor in advertising concur’ that humor may tend to
entertain more than sell and should therefore be avoided kweingarteno 1967) o
Humor may detract from the real selling 1nformat1on by focus1ng attent1on to ,

1tse1f rather than the message it is des1gned to convey .As We1nganten e s .

. 4

(]967 pp. 27- 28) explains, L _;' :\ - J‘:f- S va\:f* N
The prob]em is that the -humordus, understated/maver1ck po1nt )
of view often obfuscates the content as the heavy emphasys on P
presentat1on gets in the?way of the product ., e

.

There is the" chance, then, that wh1]e humor may 1mprove attent1on, 1t

may decrease comprehens1on and overalT< message recept1on (Sterntha] & Cra1g,
-.1973). W
Desp1te these oppos1ng arguments, humor continyes - to be used in adVert1s1ng

It cont1nues to be used to take advantage of the fo1]ow1ng theor1zed effects of

humor:, . : _ /‘. ) . N T
']x Humor attracts attention and ho]dskthe audﬁence (éay: ]952; SternthaT\x3\

| & Craig, 1973 Phillips, 1968{\§§ptor & Venue% 1980) . - \j\\\f\\\
2. Humor -creates a relaked,'posftfue,mood which.wT]1.imorove.]iking for

. the prqduct\being:advertfséd (Sternthath Craig, 1973; Ray, ]982; and ,
\ N " . . : -
Zeigler, ]981) A .o ‘, e oo .

3. Because the advert1ser is seen as w11]1ng to ]augh about the product

(\M/{ . 'the advertisement -is perce1ved as m?re honest (Ray, ]9&@) ..

4, Because hUmor makes a message more n@morab]e, it w1]] be aCted upon !

for a longer period of time (Gruner, ]976)

- ' 5. Because humor acts as a d1stractor, counterargument is 1nh1b1ted resu]t1ng

s

in increased persuasibn (Sterntha] & Craig, 1973). -
© . U ’~ \ \ .
2. . TN < ' i B s,

b
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. S " EXISTING EVIDENGE ON THE EFFECTS OF HUMOR
4" # / 2

Resylts of research on the effeétiveness of humor are as contradictory’

as the opinions onAits use. Two of the HBJOF areas of emphas1s 1n researcha.. .
on humor havé been retention (reca]]) and source percept1on In these ;

- . stud;es, humon has been operat1ona11zed in the context of textbooks, speeghes,

. 1ectures, and bYoadcast and pr1nt advertisements. ¢

°

Recaﬂ T o , .

. .e
\ a
4

Tn s1xteen stud1es_eonducted between 1961 and 1981 by var1ous researchers, only

three studies found evidence that~humorousqnessages increased retention of “the

< y ]

4

message (Gibb, 1964; Kaplan & Pascoe, 1977; Zillmann et. al., 1980).
' " majority (9) foundJno'difference_in the audiences'-ability to recall- the message
between a serious presentation and a humorous presentation.(Bryant,L1981; Gruner,

1962b,& 1970 Kennedv, 1970 & 1972a; K119e1a, 1961; Markeiwicz, 1972a; Perreau1t,

1972 Taylor, 1964). Four studies found that humor had a ndgat1ve effect on

reca]] of the message (Cantor & Venus,_1980 Mark1ew1cz, 1972b & 1973b; Tay]or,

~

L J \

1972). '

. ' ) )
Source Perception . ‘ ' . »

’

'}. .J,? - Between 1961\and 1981 fourteen stud1es examined the effect of humor, on the
audiences' perception of the ‘source. The dependent variable ranged Tn,operatfons
‘frpm source character (e.g., Gruner, 1967 & 1970) to safety, qua11f1cat1on and

. dynaﬁfsn.(ger1o, 1969-1970).  Seven of these studJes found evidence that humor=

“.has a positite effect dnasdzfce perception (GPUHEP, 1967b & 1970; Kennedy, 1972a’ &

* "1972b; Markiewicz, 1972a & 1973a, Zillmann et al. Williams: ]980) Fbur stud1es<

‘ : (€aptor & Venus, 1980; Lampton, 1971; Markiewicz; 1972b n:Gown 1967) fouﬁd -

'"ﬁ%; *1o d1 erence and three (Bryant, 1981; Mark1ew1cz, 1973b Taylor, 1972) found

- humnr had,a,nedatlve effect -on _source percept1en ) I .

=
RV

—
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"7 The results of these studies on humor suggest that the effect of humor

A4

N
’

Qh recall is s%i]] unclear. In some cases humor in adveriising may depress
© .. recall while in other cases it may enhance recall. And, in others, it probably

7

** doesn't matter whether one selects a humorous or serious approach.
R . ‘ ' . ' T

v . . . . - . - 1Y
While the results of the source perceptions studies can be utilized in

k-

e

\ p]anhinjradvertjsemgnts‘emp]oyjpg’festimonia]s or single spokespersons, they Kl
_,are not so readily app]iéab]é.to,other types of advertisememts. - The ques%ion of

-,

A ' these stydies was "How credible was' the source?". The quéstion, "How credible
’ T ‘ T . * ° ’ - ’ A
' was the message?’, needs to be answered.
~ ' ) ‘
[} Iy d‘ N .
. . Purpose of .the Study ° ) ) .
- - . ’ *
The purpose of this study was to put the following questions to an
A . * . Ce ' e ’ M i ) . ¢ -
| empirical” test: : L : .
< 1. What is the effect of humor on the perceived credibility of an
2. ‘ . R
3 . N N -] s N
————————————advertisementZ— ’ .
. . . 4 I . "
' . ... - 2. What is the effect. of humor on’the perceived character of an advertisement?
. . s
. SN : 4
3. What is the effect of humor'on the perceived authority of an advertisemeht?
\' 4. What is the effect-of humor on recall of an advertisement? ”
‘.'.- o ) . ; : 2
{ \ EAQ. .
-» . - L Y . R ﬂ’L "_W
. L : ‘.
v i ) ) ¢, “ 9‘ ‘ & s ’
’ B 4 - . '
i L) g . . LS
' » - - -~ tC \' ‘ N ,
L » e '. \ - . ' {' %o
L ’ * b
¢ . v ? e ¥ 4
. ‘: ' © o« 2 - 4 M Ll "
. . B : R » ! R t 1 4 Ty . / " >
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REC SEPI = METHODOLOGY PN . .
Resedrch Design™ -~ .« ., - - : ‘

~ - '«.

A.post test. on]y, w1th contro] exper1menta1 design’ was used ~ Twe groups

~ "
.

of subjects each heard two ra€1o spots, one -humorous and one ser1ous Two

d1fferent products were advert1sed so that one ‘group of subJects were exposed

to a ser1ous commerc1a1 for pne product and a humorous _spot for another while the

: v

SECong group heard the oppos1te, as 1nd1cated in the d1agran1be1ow

- -
¢ . - -
B

4

-

LGroup 1. . Groupﬁz ’ " }
DR A » s ° v
Product A | : ‘
Newsline - . Serious - Humerous -
LI .
Product™B . _ . . .
Nati Ona] i ' . - ~ ' . * ’» *
Semiconductor Humorqus Serious - U S //
. ) . . . . - . -
Sample. . > ) . : )
.

«-ﬁ‘

Subjects exposed to the Newsline spots were 153 female and 96 male undergraduate
advert1s1ng students at the Un1vers1ty of Florida., Thus, the total samp]e c0ns§sted
of 249 subJects with 117 students in‘one group and 132 students in the other. ’

The National Semi conductor samp]e consisted of 213 subjects (128 femates & 85 males)

*

with 100 in group one‘and 113,in group two.

A - ° ,
- Shmuh . ' . .
To assure that the humorous rad1o commercials used 1n the exper1ments would
v . R
actually be perceived as humorous, in a pretest, 15 upper c1ass advertising students

rank ordered five 60—second humorous radio commétcia]s The two spots W1th the

highest ratings then served as the exper1menta1 1nstruments -

e
%

The two products adverttsed'in these spots were Time magazine and National

Semiconductor digital Watches. However, becausé it was assumed that most students :

»

- were already, fam111ar w1th T1me magazine and woqu tﬂ@refore havé prev1ous1y developed

certa1n 1mpress1ons and att1tudes about it, the magaz1ne S, name was changed to
(4

\[:R\ﬂ: News]ine, a fictitous magaz1ne used in a‘%rev1ous exper1ment conducted by Cantor
B .- . ' 5 - R >
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< . \-v te K . .
~and Venus (1980). ~National Semiconductor, on the other hand, was not renamed

.

" since it was not‘sugh a well-known brand.. However, it was necessary on

the National Semiconductor.questionnaire to gauge fanfiliarity with the‘product-
and discard those respohdtnts who indicated they were acquainted-with the National

Semiconductor name.

&
The hunorous and serious versfons for each product were identical in s1tuat1on,

14

product 1nformat1on, basic sa]es appea], and number of times product name and °

- - »

Two nonhumorous 60-s§f:nd‘spots were written to parallel the humorous commercials.

slogan were mentioned. A11 four spots were then professionally produced at a local

radio station. (See Appendix 1 for copies of each spot.) -

Id

"

Questionnaire Design ) o ‘ .

.The quest10nna1re‘des1gn combined-elements of tests former]y emp]oyed by both
Cantor and Venus (1980) and Charles Gruner (1967b-and 1976). Identical for all groups$‘
the questionnaire cons1sted of three pages, the first soliciting basic demographic

ddta, such as age and sex.

[}

The second page contained questions Fegarding the Nensline spot. The first
four inquiries were designed to measure retention. Of these, two were open-ended *
requesting the name of the magazine and its slogan. These*were followed by two

multiple choice duestions\concerning specific features and overall sales message.
. ' N

Next, to extablish that the humorous version was actually perceived as humorous and
significantly more so thah the nonhumorous version, subjects were asked to rate the

commercjal on a seven-point semantic scale_from""humorous" to "not humorous."

S ?

To measure subjects' perceptijon of the commercial's credibility, McCroskey's

o

semantls differential .scales (also used by Gruner) measuring the dimensions of

"character" and "author1tat1veness” were then adapted for the purpose of the

H

present exper1ment and included. whereas McCroskey derived 12 factors for measur1ng
- . . N

source credibility, only nine-oﬁ‘these were judged appropriate in eva]uat1ng
v R . L ' e ., o . X .

.
¥ L]

¢
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f ’\;,' ‘. C M J/ v ®
the nature of an ad'as opposed to\the personal attributes of a public speaker.

Ih\\\hree sca]es om1tted in the present study were "Qua11f1ed -Unqualified " "Unse]flsh-
selfish," and "V1rtuous S1nfu1 " Also, the "Informed- Uninformed" $cal€ was modified

« to more aptly pertain to an ad and became "Informat1ve -Uninformative." The -
resulting nine facters included in the questTonna1re were as’'follows:

' Semantic D1fferent1a] Sca]es

- A v
’ Authoritativeness - . . ’ Character~
5 . ~ - ” v L3
, 1., Reliable-Unreliable - 1. Honest—D1shonest
2. IhfprmatiVe-Uninformative .- " 2. Friendly-Unfriendly o
» ™ 3. Intelligent-Unintelligent B 3. Pleasant-Unpleasant
"4, Va]uable-Wohthﬁess C Ce 4. Nice-Awful
\ 5. Expert-Inexpert
" Thé order and direction ét the stales were ranoomized. ‘ : ¢

B

The third page began with five questions designed to measure retent%on of

’ the National Semiconddztor spot: Like page-two, the*?ihst two questions requested

-e

Essub'jects.to recall’ the, name of the product and its slogan. The neXt.three multiple
choice questions pertained to specific features -and characteristics of the watch.
The remainder of page three of the questionnairé was identical to page two with
one except1on. an 1nqu1hy at the end of the quest1onna1re asked subJects t9 indicate

familiarity with this watch brand. X ) o ' £

- -

Procedure X
RS
~

Prior to 51aying the commercial, both groups were briefly—¥nstructed to listen ’
. .

to two radio spots. Neither group was informed of the intent of the experiment or .

»

the nature of the test to fo]]ow

i . Thebf]rst group heard the serious comwerc1a1 for News11ne and the humorous

" National Semiconduétor spotiM_Ihe second heard the humorous version ofNewsline and
ERIC , - ) S "y '

- L - . g ,
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! <
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. - . =y . N
- serious National Semiconductor. Thus, one group heard a serious commercial

firsty while the other,‘a humorous spot first. Var§ing the presentatiqn’ ) S
,of the humor i this way controlled for the’ poSs1b1e introduction of,p1as
wh1ch may have resu]ted from consistently p]ac1ng the humor either first or 1ast

1 - «

« ~Once the commerc1a1s were presented, questiannaires were disseminated,

. . e . . . ; 1
. . compieted, and returned-to the_experimenter. : ) . ~ .
. » . . . . . t ) -
.ot . N N ‘\\\ .
) ’ <. ' . N S . <‘ .t ~
. PR N\ - . . - N '
~ Data Processing L . : - .

[ - s
-
’ “g

Respanses were coded with open- ended questions rece1v1ng a "2" for an entirely

carrect response, a "1" for a part1a11y correct response, and a "0" for an ent1re1y CT
ngcorrect response, or no response at all. Multiple choice quest19ns were coded

"2” for correct, wpn for 1ncorrect and "0" for Edon t know,f Semantic differentia]sa Vv

N

..were coded on. a- scale from 1-7, w1th "% always the least favorable, least humorous, * .

.
Ky - hd 3

.
\ »
‘e ¢
- - - .

-

Data were then key punched for computer analysis. - C . N

or ledst pos1t1ve‘factor..

LY

.. The Statistical Package "for the SOC1a1 Sciences ('SPSS) was. used to perform
genera1‘frequency ca]cu]ations and cross-tabu]ation oﬁ-se]ected variables. The -

t- test was performed to determ1ne statistical d1fference between means. A .05 ' .

" a1pha level was considered acceptable fqr stat1st1ca1 s1gn1f1cance. "

l
t .
-«

Limitations : . ' ' - o ‘ N
One major limitation of this experiment stems from the nature of the sample,
which,prevents generalizing results &o any population other than that comprised _

of college students. Also, there was no rdndom selectionwnor random assignment

.

of subJects. Because‘subjects were advertising students, it is probabT™they were more

8




. used as background while a listener is engaged in other act1v1t1es, in th1s exper1ment

the attent1on of the aud1ence waS»fu11;\devoted to the commerc1a]s, and fhere was. ,
. a L SN

no d1stract1on to 1mpede ]1sten1ng B - IR

5 * <

-

Furthermore, no attempt was made to d1st1ngu1sh between types of humor emp]oyed

While the humor 1n the two humorous spots man1pu1ated here m1ght best be c]ass1f1ed

/’
totas "absurd " no concTus1ons are intended based on this part1cu]ar kind of_bumor. - =
Product typé is another ]1m1tat1on Purchase of a news magaz1ne or digital
- 3 .
‘, 'watch nmy Sinvalve the consumer to a greater or ]esser extent than other product types;
o . -~ L
_ thus, genera]1z1ng resu]ts to other product categories may not be poss1b]e.
.~: "This partfcu]ar expeerent a]so fails to consider the 1ong term effects
. @ Do ]
> gn advertising cred1b1]1ty and reca]] ) . R Lo LT
< A ]ong1tud1na1 s{udy‘con51der1ng‘tZe effects of exposure to a gommercial over: T
ey ! 3 s > " > . _
}_m_ffewavlongersperde of time might yield quilte different wesults. s, T
. < o _ 0 . ¢ v .
) -~ . . y ~ * -
2 ¢ \ N
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- ' \’ 4 - * r
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. RESULTS o R

Béfore ana]ysis of the data was _accomplished, a check’ to assure the subj‘eots \
{

v e+, perceived ﬁhe treatment messages as humorous and serious was comp]eted Table v _
v Y
] Shows the results of;)a t-test wh1ch 1nd1cated there was "a s1gn1f1 cant d1 fference R _

between the two groups for eac/ad ora the perce1ved humor of the message.

3

SubJects perce1ved, the messages des1gned to be humorous as more humorous than the

. ‘ . » c, . Rl .
serious versions.” . - . b vt N . . .
. : . . ' ‘ . ’ ‘ . N
R ‘ EDCENE S0 . - T - B . o ’ ) .
- . . Table 1: .Percen/ed Humor in. Treatment Advert1sements Co T o
' U ‘ Experimental Greup-  Control Group- . - - . ‘
_ 2 " . - . Humorous Ad - " - . Serious Ad t < Signi ficance }
R Newslines . .- 0.96 . . -0.76 - -8.36 . p=<<.05
. .. . . » . . s . . O -~ 1 . J‘ 'w
“National 2.19 . ‘ Lo =127 ) -18.86 - p<.05 ... .
) ¢ 'Semiconductor,‘ or T N N L S
o - e I N :.' .
. "It should be noted that the, Na\ﬁiﬁna] §em1 conductor adver“thAefﬁent was perce1ved as more
T Y} ; . .. .
L (huryorous and more sér1ous than the NeWshne ad. . ) A
: \ N 0’ hd °, ' ’ ‘ et
N .- As have many\(zf ‘the pastcstud1es onmun‘or a,gd reca]], no d1 fference in the.subjects'

s £ .
ab1]1ty to reca‘l]&pywpmnts was \ftﬂkcj between the humorous and serlous messages R

. > .
< d . . AN ~
. . - ) . . .

(TABLE 2. LT e : L
. ‘.' ..‘ N “ o r . ‘ - . ? ’v
- . ’ * - R T ) )
¢ N . ‘_’5/ » o N e <L s . ) < . ) . s ;\' )
v .- . Table 2: Recall of the Message'. ‘ e e
: . ' . ! . : <, R : - . ‘T
E o Experimental Group-- .Control Group- : P '
. "Humorous Ad .. Serjous Ad ™ ¢’ Tt ~ Significance
News]j‘ne. ., . 8:84 te - 8.73 - P ~-.20 . h.s.
National ¢ -10.95 * .~ . 7 11.18 -~ .28 W.s ~
‘Semiconductor.. - - -, T ., ' ,
W1th regard to cred1b1]1ty s1gn1f1 cant d1 fferences between groups were Tound -,

The ser1o.us yers1on of the Newsline and the Nat1ona] Sem1conductor ads wer\ated

, B i . L )

_more credible than the humorous vgrswns (Table 3). . o Lo

'(” . , 10 - ¢ ! ‘ ) ’ ':.;;




. ' s
N TAéLE-a' Perceived Cred1b111ty of the Megsage
Exper1menta] Group-  Control Group-

i Humorous Ad . Serious Ad- t Significance
*" Newsling 37.86 - 39.97 1.86 p<.05 ,-
. & . y : '
National 39.30 i 41.86 2.07 p<.05_

- Semiconductor ~

' Table 4 shows the hutorous messages were a]so'judged to have less authority.

»
c

- ' ' - SN . - ..{.

. . TABLE 4: Perceived Authority of the Message
. -
: Experimental Group- > Control Group- o~
: Humorous Ad Serious Ad t Significance
Newsline 19.87 - - 21.77 2.86 - p<.05
‘ National 20.24 - 23.26 3.78 p<.05
. . Semiconductor , . »

Table 5 shows there were no 'di fferences between the messages in character.

-

-

.
3

TABLE‘S Perce1ved Character of ‘the Message

. Exper1menta1 Group- ) ‘Controt Group- o :

N \ R Humorous Ad . ‘\ Serious ) t - Significance -’
News11ine 17.97 . L. 18,21 . 4 o n.s.
National 19.06 . 1860 7 . -.83 s,

’ iemi&onductor . | e N . s
CONCLUSION ’ LT o R

s

The results of th1s study suggest that the use of a humorous approach in

advert1s1ng has certain 1nherent dangers The evidence from this study and from
$

past stud1es on humor and recall suggest" that at best the advert1ser can expect no

»

dlfference 1n reca]] of his message whether he uses ar serlous or humorous approach. A

P

Humor may: atfract attentlon and - ho]d the audience, but-the aud1ence of a humorous

message is mot more likelyito recall the message than the audience of a serlous
1

Lt messager- L1kew1se, serious messages are 11ke1y to Be judged more credlble and to

" have more author1ty than humorous messages Thus-aovert]sers seeking cred1b111ty ‘
CERIC . o7 : | S
.o A W gqo | : "
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and authority shouid avoid humorous messages.- One reason often given for using

&

the broduct._ Results of this study suggest that humorous advertising maysnot,

umor is that it creates a relaxed, positive mood which will improve liking for
. t .

[N P -

create such a mood any more than a serious approache

While humor may be a useful gpproach for low invo]vement\aéyertising wherg recal}

, . .
of specific product features may not be so important or in the case of. image advertising,-

-

advertisers should be éarefu} inzsq]ecting a humo;ous apﬁFoach. ‘ e
. - FUTURE RESEARCH .
There is an obvious ﬁeed,for further regéarch on the effectiveness of humor in
- advértising:’ This experimental aha]xsis of humor is like ;o many studies that utf]izg
available imiversity’ students. seated ‘iﬁ“ﬁl"cla$§room. The external validity of the
study is supject to serious ﬁuesti%g. 'Moré externa]]y valid studies are needed.

r

Similarly, the results of the various studies yield conflicting resyl¥s and direction
for advertisers. More work needs to be done-on réso1ving those issues.

4; Further research also needs to be Hone manipulating the medium and the_

type of product. K The medium, the product and hﬁmoé may interact to influence reéa]],

credibi]i!;, authoritya character and other message effects variables.
’ ®
Humor is widely used in advertising, and yet without more research, the

use of humor continues to be a risky decision. As Chevins ( 1981 p. 22 ) points

out, "Even though you are much more likely to hit a home run with humor, it's also
” =< ' - A‘ )
i

much easier to strike out."

¢

Iw

12 ) , L

’

< A




' ) . REFERENCES

Berlo, David K.; Lemert, James B.; and Mertz Robert J. "D1mens1ons for Evaluating
the Acceptab111ty of ‘Message Sources.. Public Opinion Quarterly, 33 (w1nter .
- 1969-1970):- 563-576. o
. & )
Bryant, Jennings;'Brown, Dan; Silberberg, Alan R.; and Elliott, Acott M. "Effects of
of Humorous I]]ustrat1ons 1n-Co1Tege Texthooks." Human Cémmunication Research
8 (Fall 1981): " 43-57. ¢ :

5

Cantér, Joanne, and Venus, Pat. "The Effect of Humor on Recall of a Rad1o Advert1sement "
Journal -of Broadcastrng,24 (Winter 1980): 13-22. K S

D

Chev1ns, Anthony C. "A Little Humor Carefully Used Can work Wonders." Broadcast1ng
100 gyay 18, 1981): 22.

Dunn, A. Watson, "and Barban, Arnold M., Adverising: 1Its Role,in Modern Marketlgg,
5 th ed., New York: Holt, R1nehart and Winston, 1982 e :

Gibo' John D. "An Experimental Comparison of the Humorous Lecture and the Nonhumorous
_in_Informative Sdeakﬂng " M.A. thesis, University of Utah 1964.

Gruner, Charles R. "Effect of Humor on Speaker Ethos and Audience Information Gain."
Journal of Communication 17 (September 1967): 228-233. -

Gruner, CharTes R. "The Effect of Humor in Dull and Interesting Informat1ve Speeches "
Central States Speech Journa] 21 (FaT1 1970): 160-166.

&

G}uner, Charles R. ."Wit and Humour ih Mass Communication." In Humour and Laughter:
Theory Research and Applications, pp. 287-31}. Edited by Anthony J. Chapman
Hugh C. Foot. New York: dJohn Wiley and Sons, 1976. Lt

. . x
Kaplan, Robert M., and Pascoe, Gregory C. "Humorous Lectures and Humorous Examples:
Same Effects upon Comprehension and Retention." Journal of Educational

Psychology 69~(February $’77) 61-65.

4

Ke]]y, J. Patg;ck and Solomon, Paul J. "Humor in Television Advertising.” Journal,
of Advertising 4 (Summer 1975):  31-35. .

Kennedy, A.J. "An Experimental Study of the Effect of Humorous Message Content upon

e Ethos and Persuasiveness." Paper presented at Speech Communication Association,

Chicago, 1972.

Kennedy, A.J. "An Experimental Study of the Effect of Humorous Message Content upon
Ethos and Persuasiveness.”" Ph. D. dissertation, University of Michigan, 1972.
. - &S

Kennedy, A.J. "The Effect of Humor upon Source Credibility." Paper presented at
Speech Commun1cat1on Association, Ch1cago 1972. v

L3
N s )
. -
. ' . °




T T e h TR < T e . T e T T T T e I T T T o e!.&*;'» A I R

r.

Ke]pe]a Donald E. "An Experimental Study of the- Effects of Humor on»Persuas1on
M.A. thes1s, Wayne State University, 1961 R .

Lampton, W.E. "The Effect of Humor in Persuas1vef§ermon."e Paper presented at
_~Speech Communication Association, San Francisco, 1971. -
Markiewicz, Dorothy. !Can Humor Increase Persuasnon, or Is It A11 a Joke?"
Paper presented at Speech Communication Assoc1at1on, Chicago, December, 1972.
Markeiwicz, Dorothy. "The Effects of Humor on Persuasion.” Ph.D. d1ssertat1on,
Ohio State Uni versity,- 1972. .

8

Mark1ew1cz, Dorothy, "Persuasion as a Funcfion of Humorous vs. Serious Messages or
Contexts." Manuscript, Northern I]]ino1s University, 1973. C e e

Markiewicz, Dorothy, "Effects of Humor on Persuas1on " Sociometry 37 (September
1974): 407- 422 X

.- McCroskey, James C. “Sca]es for the Measurement of Ethos " Speech Monographs
;33 (March 1966):  65-72. .

Mdigwn M.A. “An Exper1menta] Study of the Persuas1ve Impact of a Satiric Editorial |
’ “and That of a Comparable Direct Ed1tor1a1 " Masters thesis, University of
Nebraska, 1967. <

Nie, Normdn H.; Hull, C. Hadlai; Jenk1ns, Jean'G Ste1nbrenner, Karin; and Bert,
Dale H Stat1st1ca] Package for the Social Sc1ences 2nd ed. New York: McGraw-
Hi1l, Inc., 1975. ; -

Perreault, R.M. "A Study of the Effects of Humor in Advertising as Can Be Measured
by Product Recald Tests:" M.A. thesis, University of, Georgia, 1972. .

. Phillips, Kalman. "When a-Funny Commercial Is Good, It s Great:" Broadcasting
74 (May 13, 1968):- 26.

Ray, Michael L. Advert1s1ng and Commun1cation Management. Englewood C1iffs, N.I.:
Prent1ce-Ha]1 - 1982. ' .

* Sternthal, Brian, and Cralg, C. Samuel. “Hpmor in Advertising." Journal of Marketing
37 (October, 1973): ]2-]8 - 46~\.; . : N\

Taylor, Pat M. "The Effect1veness of Humor‘1n Informat1ve Speeches." Central States
Speech Journal 15 (November, 1964) : ,295 296. ' 4

s~

w
Taylor, Pat M. YThe Re]at1onsh1p between Humorﬂand Retention." Paper presented at -
Speech Communication Association, Ch1cago, I1Tinois, ]972

Weingarten,, Jaala. “Ls 'Far-Out' Advertising Enterta1n1ng the Public ng?é_gﬁt\\\__//,
Selling It Less?" Dun's Review 90 (Ju;y, 1967): 27-28. -

Zeigler, Sherilyn K., and'Uohnson, I. Douglas, Creative Strategy and Tact1cs in
Advertising. Columbus, Ohio: Grid Pub]1shanb 1981. . '

A

Zi1lmann, Dolf¥; w1]]1ams, Brien R.; Bryant 5enn1ngs Boynton, Kath]een R.; and Wolf,.
Michelle A. JAcquisition of Informat1on\from Educational Television Programs
as a Function of Differently Placed. Humorous Insérts. "Journal of Educational
sycho]ogy 72 (April, 1980): 170-180,% 4 N -

. ) : f 1 b o '




