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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to determine if the endorsement by an athlete of a
high or low status product affects consumer perceptions of the athlete and consumers‟
purchase intention of the advertised product. Respondents were asked to view two
different advertisements with a high star power athletic endorser and a low star power
athletic endorser, who were endorsing either a high or low status product. The status
consumption scale, the star power variables of source attractiveness, source credibility
(professional trustworthiness and athletic expertise), likeable personality, character style
and the variable of athlete/product congruency were examined along with consumers‟
direct consumption, media consumption of the advertised product, value enhancement
and star familiarity of the athletic endorser. Linear regression was used to analyze the
relationships between the star power variables and the sports consumption variables.
MANOVA was used to explore the main effects and interaction effects between the fixed
factors of athletic star power and status products and the sports consumption variables.
Findings indicated that not all the components of star power increased the sports
consumption variables in the different advertisements. The athlete should be taken into
consideration. Findings also showed that direct consumption had no effect on the star
power of the athlete or the status of the product; however, significant relationships were
identified between the other three dependent variables. However, the type of product and
the athlete should also be considered. Future research should examine athletes who
endorse their own clothing lines, or if there is a difference in consumption patterns when
an athlete endorses both sport and non-sport products.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The use of athletes in advertising campaigns is an ever growing trend. Marketers
look for ways to have their products stand out from competing brands. While athletes
have been found to endorse both high and low status products, measuring consumers‟
attitudes and purchase intentions of these products endorsed by the athletes is important
to the success of the product in the marketplace. How consumers feel about the product
or advertisement of the product will affect if they buy the product or not. Consumers will
form beliefs, either prior to learning about the brand or while it is being advertised. Those
beliefs, in turn, will cause the consumers to form an overall attitude. The formed attitude
will lead the consumers to purchase, or have intent-to-purchase the product. This study
will examine this concept, purchase intentions.
The success of these endorsed products in the marketplace may also come from
star power, which is characterized as unique characteristics possessed by the individual
that makes them „star worthy.‟ Athletes have the ability to possess many of these unique
characteristics and bring them to the different types of products they are endorsing.
The purpose of this study was to determine if the endorsement by an athlete of a
high or low status product affects consumer attitudes of the athlete and consumers‟
purchase intention of the advertised product. The status consumption scale, the star power
variables of source attractiveness, source credibility (professional trustworthiness and
athletic expertise), likeable personality, character style and the variable of athlete/product
congruency were examined along with consumers‟ direct consumption, media
consumption of the advertised product, value enhancement and star familiarity of the
athletic endorser.
Meenaghan (1995) identifies advertising as one of the ways to educate consumers
about products. He points out that advertising serves to achieve a particular personality
for a brand by imbuing the brand with specific associations. Some retailers have found
ways to link their brand to a person by using them in their advertisements. Advertising
can arouse feelings, create liking, stir desire, or persuade convincingly; advertising can
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have a greater impact on the consumer, generating sales for that product (Kim, 1992).
The majority of advertising is an attempt to build and strengthen the consumer‟s
conception of what the brand means to him/her (Kim, 1990). Ultimately, the advertisers
want to make their product distinct and valuable, so that the consumer will become a
repeat buyer.
Aaker (1991, p. 7) defines a brand as “a distinguishing name and/or symbol (such
as a logo, trademark or package design) intended to identify the goods or services of
either one seller or a group of sellers and to differentiate those goods or services from
those of competitors.” Brands are ubiquitous in products ranging from household cleaners
to ready-to-wear clothing. A brand signals to consumers a specific image and provides
qualities that its competitors do not have (Aaker, 1991). “Brands (and their associated
images) let consumers express who they are, what they are, where they are, and how they
want to be viewed by other people” (Graeff, 1996, p. 2). Levy (1959, p. 118) suggests
that the things people buy have personal and social meanings in addition to what their
function is; “People buy things not only for what they can do, but also for what they
mean.” The feelings and attitudes people have toward brands are crucial to them when
deciding which brand will be selected and earn loyalty (Gardner & Levy, 1955).
Athletes provide several important benefits to advertising such as increasing brand
name recognition, creating positive associations by transferring different qualities to the
product like physical appeal or likeability, and aiding in the development of distinct
brand personalities (Kamins, 1990; Ohanian, 1991). Athletes can provide particularly
compelling testimonials for products that have contributed to their sporting performance
and success (Dyson & Turco, 1997). Athletic endorsements of status products lead to the
act of purchasing these status products by consumers for expression of identity
(Piacentini & Mailer, 2004) or as a way to impress others (Piacentini & Mailer, 2004;
Taylor & Cosenza, 2002).
Thus, the popularity of certain brands may be explained by how much status can
be expressed by the consumer (Hughs, 1996). Status is the position or rank in a society or
group awarded to an individual by others (Bierstedt, 1970; Dawson & Cavell, 1986).
According to Donnenwerth and Foal (1974, p.786) status is defined as “an expression of
evaluative judgments that conveys highs or low prestige, regard, or esteem.” It has been
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found that certain brand dimensions and associations have lead to increased marketplace
recognition and economic success for marketers, as a result of the value consumers place
on these status products (O‟Cass & Frost, 2002). Much of a company‟s economic success
is frequently implied by the strength and recognition of its brand name and its ability to
differentiate itself from its competitors (Nykiel, 1997). One way a company can
accomplish this is to attach its products to an athlete.
Athletes are known for more than the sport they play, but for the products they
endorse as well. Athletes are a type of celebrity; a celebrity is someone who is well
known and popular, whereas a celebrity endorser is someone who enjoys public
recognition and who uses that recognition on behalf of a consumer good by appearing
with it in an advertisement (McCracken, 1989). As far back as 30 years ago, celebrity
endorsers (both sport and non-sport) were used in an estimated one out of four
broadcasted and printed advertisements (Howard, 1979). Sport marketers are taking
advantage of the popularity of athletes today by attaching their names not only to athletic
products but to everything from cell phone companies to cameras and soft drinks. Star
power has been considered a vital factor to positively influence the promotion and
purchase of sport products (Greenstein & Marcum, 1981; Hansen & Gauthier, 1989;
Schofield, 1983; Zhang, Lam & Connaughton, 2003; Zhang, Pease, Hui & Gauthier,
1995). Athletes have become stars not only in their respective arena but in the media as
well; they have their names and faces attached to multitudes of products.
Athletic endorsements have helped sales of athletic apparel like sport jerseys and
footwear; in 2002 athletic sales soared to $37.2 billion (Janoff, 2004, p. 20). Consumers
spent around $7.3 billion on athletic footwear in 2003 fueled by the release of the retro
Air Jordan sneakers (Michael Jordan‟s signature sneaker) and new Air Force Ones
(Janoff, 2004, p. 20). U.S. companies paid more than $1 billion to nearly 2,000 athletes
for endorsement contracts or agreements and licensing rights (Lane, 1996, p. 236).
There are several common variables that have been used in athletic endorsement
research: physical or star attractiveness, athletic expertise, professional trustworthiness,
likeable personality, social image (character style), and athletic/product congruency. A
review of the literature points out that there is a lack of research using all the above
mentioned variables in relation to athletes endorsing both high and low status products.
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Many of the previous studies were non-systematic and lacked relevance to the
measurement of athletic star power (Braunstein & Zhang, 2005). Several of these studies
had inconsistent findings and did not specifically measure how important athletic
endorsements are to consumers‟ consumption of the advertised product. Specifically, no
studies have determined if there are differences in attitudes and purchase intentions of
consumers who view athletic endorsements in which the same athlete endorses both high
and low status products when the above mentioned variables are used.
This study has the potential to contribute to the textile and apparel field through
increased knowledge of how athletic endorsements of status products can affect
consumers‟ purchase intentions. Advertising plays a very important role in increasing
visibility of the product or brand, which has shown to result in greater purchase intentions
and actual purchases. Athletes have been an integral part of the overall advertising
campaign for many companies, including high and low status products. This study
explored athletes‟ star power and how their star power can contribute consumers‟
willingness to purchase the products advertised by these athletes.
Objectives
Many studies have used the components of star power independently of each
other, and if they were used together in a study they were not used to measure athletic
star power or how effective the athlete is in endorsing status products. Therefore, the
following objectives were formed to aide in the development of a more systematic way to
find significant relationships between athletic star power and consumers‟ purchase
intentions of the advertised products.
1) To determine whether the star power of the athletic endorser in
status product advertisement will increase consumers‟ direct consumption or
media consumption of the product being advertised.
2) To determine whether the star power of the athletic endorser in
status product advertisement will increase consumers‟ value enhancement or
star familiarity of the athlete.
3) To determine whether the congruency of the athlete and product will
increase consumers‟ direct consumption or media consumption of the
product being advertised.
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4) To determine whether the congruency of the athlete and product will
increase consumers‟ value enhancement or star familiarity of the athlete.
5) To determine whether the athletic endorsement of either a high or low status
product will increase consumers‟ direct consumption or media consumption
of the advertised product.
6) To determine whether the athletic advertisement of either a high or low
status product will increase consumers‟ value enhancement or star
familiarity of the athlete.
Hypotheses
This research focused on the independent variables, star attractiveness, source
credibility (professional trustworthiness and athletic expertise), likeable personality,
character style, and athlete/product congruency, which have not yet been studied together
in relation to athletic endorsements of either high or low status products. The following
hypotheses were formed based on the previous athletic star power and status consumption
literature. Endorsement studies have shown that celebrity/athlete endorsements are
believed to generate a greater intent to purchase the endorsed item (Kahle & Homer,
1985; Kamins, Brand, Hoeke, & Moe, 1989; Atkin & Block, 1983; Freiden, 1984;
Ohanian, 1991) and create a positive attitude toward the brand (Kamins et al., 1989).
Hypothesis 1a. The athletic endorsement of a high or low status product will lead to an
increase of consumers‟ direct consumption of the advertised product due to the star
power of the athletic endorser.
Hypothesis 1 b. The athletic endorsement of a high or low status product will lead to an
increase of consumers‟ media consumption of the advertised product due to the star
power of the athletic endorser.
Hypothesis 1c. The athletic endorsement of a high or low status product will lead to an
increase of consumers‟ value enhancement of the athlete due to the star power of the
athletic endorser.
Hypothesis 1d. The athletic endorsement of a high or low status product will lead to an
increase of consumers‟ star familiarity of the athlete due to the star power of the athletic
endorser.
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Previous studies of the components of star power, including physical/star
attractiveness and source credibility (athletic expertise and professional trustworthiness)
compared to celebrity endorsement research, have been studied minimally in relation to
athletic endorsements, (Erdogen, Baker & Tagg, 2001; Braunstein & Zhang, 2005;
Charbonneau & Garland, 2005; Joseph, 1982; Erdogen, Baker & Tagg, 1999, 2001).
Likeable personality has also been studied very minimally in athletic endorsement
research (Plummer, 2000; Erdogen, Baker & Tagg, 1999, 2001). Character style or social
image has had little attention as well; many studies focused on the impact of the negative
image of an athlete (Miciak & Shanklin, 1994; Louie & Obermiller, 2002), but when
focused on the positive image not much has been done (Ohanian, 1991; McCracken,
1989).
Hypothesis 2a. The athletic endorsement of a high or low status product will lead to an
increase of consumers‟ direct consumption of the advertised product due to the
congruency of the athlete and the product.
Hypothesis 2b. The athletic endorsement of a high or low status product will lead to an
increase of consumers‟ media consumption of the advertised product due to the
congruency of the athlete and the product.
Hypothesis 2c. The athletic endorsement of a high or low status product will lead to an
increase of consumers‟ value enhancement of the athlete due to the congruency of the
athlete and the product.
Hypothesis 2d. The athletic endorsement of a high or low status product will lead to an
increase of consumers‟ star familiarity of the athlete due to the congruency of the athlete
and the product.
According to Kahle and Homer (1985), when a celebrity‟s physical attractiveness
is congruent with the product they are endorsing, the “match-up” hypothesis would
predict a positive impact on the product and the advertisement evaluations; if there is
incongruence, those evaluations would decline. Braunstein & Zhang (2005) pointed out
that the addition of the match-up fit variable to this type of research would greatly benefit
the athletic endorsement research track. Charbonneau & Garland (2005) noted that
athletic endorsement studies using the match-up fit variable, along with the physical
attractiveness variable and the source credibility variable is scarce. Based upon these
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previous recommendations this study added the component of athlete/product congruency
to the star power variable.
Hypothesis 3a. The athletic endorsement of a high or low status product will increase
consumers‟ direct consumption of the advertised product.
Hypothesis 3b. The athletic endorsement of a high or low status product will increase
consumers‟ media consumption of the advertised product.
Hypothesis 3c. The athletic endorsement of a high or low status product will increase
consumers‟ value enhancement of the athlete.
Hypothesis 3d. The athletic endorsement of a high or low status product will increase
consumers‟ star familiarity of the athlete.
Past research has focused on consumers and their consumption of status brands
(Bell, Holbrook, & Solomon, 1991; Miller, 1991; Ram, 1994; Underwood, 1994;
Eastman, Goldsmith, & Flynn, 1999). Moreover, other research has looked at
understanding the relationship between status brands and consumers, how consumers are
most likely to consume status brands in their lives, and how status comes from expressing
one‟s self through brands (Eastman, et. al., 1999; Mason, 1992; Motameni & Shahrokhi,
1998; O‟Shaughnessy, 1992; Schitovsky, 1992).
Rationale
While previous studies focused on celebrities, a few number of them used an
athlete as their celebrity, which in turn usually had more positively increased results than
the non-celebrity/athlete counterpart. Previous studies touched on the general perception
of athlete endorsers and the reasons for their use; however, there were a number of
limitations identified in those studies that were associated with the applicability of the
proposed theories to the selection process of the athlete endorsers (Braunstein & Zhang,
2005).
The measurement of star power has been more abstract because until recently
there was no formal scale with which to measure this concept. None of these studies
incorporated the use of status products or the consumption of status products. Many
studies took the entire environment, not merely the celebrity and the endorsement into
consideration inadequately; the impact of media value and the characteristics of the
product and the consumers are integral to the relationship formed in the process of the
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endorsement (Braunstein & Zhang, 2005). The studies that focused on athletic endorsers
mainly focused on the opinions of advertising executives (Miciak & Shanklin, 1994) and
overlooked the importance of the perspectives of the consumers (Kahle & Homer, 1985;
Kamins, 1989; Kamins, 1990; McCracken, 1989, McGuire, 1968, 1985). Several
researchers have indicated that understanding the needs and wants of consumers will help
in the selection of a star athlete with the same characteristics, therefore helping to
enhance the effectiveness of sports endorsements (Brooks & Harris, 1998; Chalip, 1996;
Howard, 1979). A company needs to understand their target market and who is going to
be buying their products; the market demand of the endorsed product is as distinguishable
and important as the market demand of the core elements of an event (Zhang, Lam &
Connaughton, 2003).
Assumptions
The following assumptions were made:
1) That the respondents knew the athlete in the advertisement used.
2) That the respondents answered the questions with honesty, completely, and
without intentional bias.
3) That the respondents understood the questions asked and the scales used.
Definition of Terms
The following definitions will gain a better understanding of the concepts of this study:
1. Advertising- “sharing of information about a specific product in the most
dramatic, compelling, persuasive, and memorable fashion possible” (Harding,
1991, p. 4).
2. Attitude- “an individual‟s internal evaluation of an object” (Mitchell & Olson,
1981, p. 318).
3. Beliefs- “subjective judgments about the relationship between two or more
things” (Blackwell, Miniard & Engel, 2001, p. 291).
4. Brand- “a distinguishing name and/or symbol (such as a logo, trademark or
package design) intended to identify the goods or services of either one seller or a
group of sellers and to differentiate those goods or services from those of
competitors” (Aaker, 1991, p. 7).
5. Celebrity- “an individual who is known to the public (actor, sports figure,
entertainer, etc.) for his or her achievements in areas other than that of the product
class endorsed” (Friedman & Friedman, 1979, p. 63).
8

6. Celebrity Endorser- “highly dynamic with attractive and engaging personal
qualities” (Atkin & Block, 1983, p. 57).
7. Character Style- this is the social image of the athlete and how the public
perceives him/her. It entails what kind of person he/she is, meaning does he/she
have a positive or negative image in the public eye (Braunstein & Zhang, 2005).
8. Compliance- “when an individual accepts influence from another person or from
a group because he hopes to achieve a favorable reaction from the other, either
approval or disapproval from the influencing agent” (Kelman, 1956, p. 62).
9. Consumer Behavior- “activities people undertake when obtaining, consuming,
and disposing of products and services” (Blackwell, Miniard, & Engel, 2001, p.
6).
10. Direct Consumption- how often consumers purchase products that the athlete
endorses, wears, promotes or sells (Braunstein & Zhang, 2005).
11. Expertise- “the extent to which a communicator is perceived to be a source of
valid assertions” (Erdogan, Baker & Tagg, 2001, p. 40).
12. Identification- “when an individual adopts behavior derived from another person
or group because this behavior is associated with satisfying self-defining
relationship to this person or group” (Kelman, 1956, p. 63).
13. Internalization- “when an individual accepts influence because the induced
behavior is congruent with his value system” (Kelman, 1956, p. 65).
14. Likeable Personality- how consumers view the athlete in regards to their social
image; is the athlete viewed as a good person, friendly, or likeable to consumers
(Braunstein & Zhang, 2005).
14. Match-Up Hypothesis (athlete/product congruency)- “generally suggests that
the message conveyed by the image of the celebrity and the image of the product
should converge in effective advertisements, implies a need for congruence
between product image and celebrity image on an attractiveness basis” (Kamins,
1990, p. 5).
16. Media Consumption- how often the consumer will look up the athlete online,
read about them on the Internet, in magazines, watch them on television and
follow them throughout their season of play (Braunstein & Zhang, 2005).
17. Purchase Intentions- “type of judgments about how in the present context, a
consumer will behave towards a particular brand” (Biehal et al., 1992, p. 25).
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18. Source Attractiveness Model- stands on the belief that one‟s acceptance of a
message relies on the similarity, familiarity and liking of an endorser (McGuire,
1985).
19. Star Familiarity- how familiar the consumer is with the athlete; are they a fan
of the sport they play and watch he/she play abundantly (Braunstein & Zhang,
2005).
20. Star Power- Star power stems from a combination of French & Ravens (1959)
basis of power and the unique characteristics of a specific individual, making him
or her „star worthy‟.
21. Status (high/low) - “an expression of evaluative judgments that conveys high or
low prestige, regard, or esteem” (Donnenwerth & Foal, 1974, p. 786).
22. Trustworthiness- “the honesty, integrity and believability of an endorser as
perceived by the target audience” (Erdogan et al., 2001, p. 40); “the consumer‟s
confidence in the source for providing info in an objective and honest manner”
(Ohanian, 1991, p. 47).
23. Value Enhancement- the positive image the consumer has on the athlete; how
much of an impact does the athlete have on the sport he/she plays (Braunstein &
Zhang, 2005).
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This review of literature is an overview of (1) consumer behavior in general, (2) a
review of consumer behavior studies and instruments, including the Blackwell, Miniard,
& Engel Decision Making Model, (3) the proposed theoretical model, (4) an explanation
of status and status consumption, (5) consumer product information distribution through
advertising, (6) celebrity/athlete advertisement differentiation of products from others in
the marketplace, (7) impact of multiple celebrities or athletes or negative images of
athletes on consumers‟ attitudes toward the advertisements, and (8) a review of the
variables of physical attractiveness, athletic expertise, professional trustworthiness, and
celebrity/brand congruency in endorsement research. The purpose of this study was to
determine if the endorsement by an athlete of a high or low status product affects
consumer attitudes of the athlete and consumers‟ purchase intention of the advertised
product.
Consumer Behavior
Consumer behavior can be defined as “activities people undertake when
obtaining, consuming, and disposing of products and services” (Blackwell, Miniard, &
Engel, 2001, p. 6). Simply stated, consumer behavior is the study of “why people buy.”
Studying this behavior is important because when more is known about why people shop
and buy certain products; the easier it becomes to develop strategies to influence
consumers. More recently, researchers are expanding their scope of research from “why
people buy” to “why and how people consume” (Blackwell et al., 2001). Analysis of
consumption behavior represents a broader conceptual framework than buyer behavior
because it includes factors that arise after the purchase process occurs (Blackwell et al.,
2001). Ultimately, consumers decide with their money which companies will be
successful and which ones will fail. Consumers have the power to make or break
products. Products and services are accepted or rejected on the basis of the extent to
which they are perceived by the consumers as relevant to their needs and their lifestyles
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(Blackwell et al., 2001). Individuals are fully capable of ignoring everything they see in
the market; they are also capable of buying everything they like.
Consumer behavior is an applied science drawing from economics, psychology,
sociology, anthropology, statistics, and other disciplines (Blackwell et al., 2001). To
understand consumer behavior, researchers should learn the different ways consumers
learn about consumer products. They must understand not only why consumers behave
the way they do, but also apply that knowledge to product development, advertising,
retailing, and other areas of marketing (Blackwell et al., 2001).
Researchers measure consumer behavior several ways. Some conduct
experiments to determine changes in buyer behavior using focus groups, interviews or
questionnaires; others might explore store settings or peoples‟ homes to better understand
how consumers use products or solve problems (Blackwell et al., 2001). These studies
have the common goal of learning more about the consumer and how his/her mind works.
Many variables affect consumer behavior, including age, income, gender,
geography and personality. Because every consumer is different, marketers and
advertisers need to get consumers to think about their product, so they will go out and
buy it (Blackwell et al., 2001). The more comfortable a consumer feels towards the
advertiser and /or the marketer, the more likely the consumer is to buy that specific
product. There are also many ways to measure consumer behavior; the most common
ways are to measure attitudes, purchase intentions, and product beliefs. Attitude research
in the consumer behavior field traditionally assumed that attitudes were learned in a fixed
sequence, consisting first of the formation of beliefs (cognition) regarding an attitude
object, followed by some evaluation of that object (affect) and then some action
(behavior) (Solomon, 2004). Consumers‟ levels of involvement in the object also play a
key role in how they form their attitudes and can affect their decision-making process.
Understanding the consumer‟s thought process along with why or why not a consumer
would purchase a product is not only helpful to retailers, but advertisers and marketers as
well. The Blackwell, Miniard, & Engel decision process model is one of the most lookedto models for marketers, advertisers and retailers to help make their product the one the
consumer buys.
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Theoretical Framework
The Consumer Decision Process Model
This model proposed by Professors Blackwell, Miniard & Engel sought to analyze
how individuals sort through facts and influences to make decisions that are logical and
consistent for them (Blackwell, et. al., 2001). This model represents a roadmap of
consumers‟ minds that marketers and managers can use to help guide product choices,
communication, like advertising, and sales strategies (Blackwell, et. al., 2001). It captures
the activities that occur when decisions are made in a schematic format and shows how
different internal and external forces interact and affect how consumers think, evaluate
and act (Blackwell, et. al., 2001). The model consists of seven major stages that
consumers go through when making decisions: need recognition, information search, prepurchase evaluation, purchase, consumption, post-consumption evaluation, and
divestment. By understanding these stages in the consumer decision-making roadmap,
marketers, advertisers, and retailers can discover why consumers are or are not
purchasing certain products and what to do to get them to actually purchase them
(Blackwell, et. al., 2001).
The starting point with any purchase is for the consumer to recognize that they
have an unsatisfied need. Most consumers do not walk into a store and buy random
things; they walk into a store with the idea that they need something to fix a problem they
have recognized. Need recognition occurs when an individual senses a difference
between what they perceive to be the ideal versus the actual state of affairs (Blackwell,
et. al., 2001). Products and services that do not solve the consumers‟ problem fail, no
matter how dazzling the technology or how much is spent on the advertising campaign
aimed at convincing consumers to purchase them (Blackwell, et. al., 2001). It is
important for retailers and manufacturers alike to monitor consumer trends, because as
consumers grow and change so do their problems and needs. Some influences most likely
to alter the way consumers look at problems and the ways to solve them are family,
values, health, age, income, and reference groups (Blackwell, et. al., 2001). Spotting
changes in these variables can be the key to new marketing opportunities (Blackwell, et.
al., 2001).
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Once the need recognition occurs, consumers begin searching for information and
solutions to satisfy their unmet needs (Blackwell, et. al., 2001). There are two types of
searchers that consumers can go through when deciding on which product to purchase:
internal, consisting of retrieving knowledge from memory, or external, consisting of
collecting information from peers, family and the marketplace (this can refer to any form
of advertising). These searches are either marketer-dominated or nonmarketer-dominated.
Marketer-dominated refers to anything that the supplier does for purpose of information
and persuasion of a product, such as advertising, salesperson, infomercials, websites, and
point-of-sales materials (Blackwell, et. al., 2001). However, searching for a product is not
limited to these marketer-dominated sources. Consumers also can seek information from
sources over which marketers have little control, yet are critically important to
consumers; these sources include friends, family, opinion leaders, and the media
(Blackwell, et. al., 2001). The effect of these influences is discussed at length in the
Theory of Reasoned Action section later in this chapter.
The next stage of the consumer decision-making process is evaluating alternative
options during the search process. Consumers use either new or pre-existing evaluations
stored in memory to select products, services, brands, and stores that will most likely
result in their satisfaction with a purchase and consumption of that product (Blackwell,
et. al., 2001). Different consumers employ different evaluative criteria, the standards and
specifications used to compare different products and brands (Blackwell, et. al., 2001).
How consumers evaluate their choices can be influenced by both individual and
environmental criteria. As a result, evaluative criteria become a product-specific
manifestation of an individual‟s needs, values, lifestyles, and so on (Blackwell, et. al.,
2001).
After the evaluation of alternatives, consumers will either purchase a product or
start the process over again if they can not satisfy their needs. Since there can be so many
alternatives to evaluate, consumers may start off thinking they are going to buy one
product but end up buying quite different. At this stage the store itself, including the
personnel, the product mix, location, price of items, visual displays, or traffic flow
become important to the consumer‟s decision to purchase a product (Blackwell, et. al.,
2001).
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The next stage is the consumption of the product, the point at which the consumer
uses the product (Blackwell, et. al., 2001). This can occur right away or be delayed,
depending on what the product will be used for. How consumers actually use the product
can affect how satisfied they are with their decision, so if they end up using it in the
wrong way that can factor back into the process and may cause them to be dissatisfied
with their decision or not become a repeat buyer. This leads to the next stage, postconsumption evaluation.
Post-consumption evaluation occurs when consumers experience a sense of either
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the product (Blackwell, et. al., 2001). Satisfaction
occurs when consumers‟ expectations are matched by perceived performance; when
experiences and performances fall short of expectations, dissatisfaction occurs
(Blackwell, et. al., 2001). These outcomes are important because consumers will store
their experiences and evaluations in their memory and refer back to them in future
decisions (Blackwell, et. al., 2001). It is difficult for marketers to find out if consumers
are satisfied since these consumers tend to be repeat buyers; however, dissatisfied
consumers can be swayed by many different influences.
The last stage is divestment. This is how consumers dispose of the product.
Consumers have many different options including outright disposal, recycling, or
remarketing (Blackwell, et. al., 2001).
In the past retailers did not try to influence consumers at any stage of the
decision-making process; today many retailers have started to focus on the early stages,
while manufacturers take on more responsibility for the later stages (Blackwell, et. al.,
2001). It is vital for retailers and manufacturers to work together to link retail sales data
to problem recognition, search, and alternative evaluation, helping each other succeed
(Blackwell, et. al., 2001). Persuading consumers to buy a specific brand of product from
a specific retailer increasingly requires the cooperative strategic efforts of the
manufacturers and the retailer focused on all stages of consumer decision-making
(Blackwell, et. al., 2001). The consumer decision-making process is illustrated below in
Figure 1. It shows how all seven stages interact and affect each other.
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Figure 1. Consumer Decision Process Model (Blackwell, Miniard, & Engel, 2001, p.85).

Fishbein Attitude Model
Examining the history of consumer decision-making models, an important one
cited by Blackwell, et. al., (2001) is the Fishbein Attitude Model. This model proposes
that attitude toward an object (such as a product) is based on the summed set of beliefs
about the object‟s attributes weighted by the evaluation of these attributes (Blackwell et.
al., 2001). Attributes are limited to product characteristics, but can include product
image, product endorsers, and product features or price.
These elements can be combined to compare a consumer‟s overall attitude toward
an object (Solomon & Rabolt, 2004). The overall attitude score is obtained by
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multiplying a consumer‟s rating of each attribute for all the brands considered by the
importance rating for that attribute (Solomon & Rabolt, 2004).
This model has three basic benefits: (1) it can be used to find out if consumers
like/dislike products (Solomon & Rabolt, 2004). It, however, cannot tell why the
consumer likes/dislikes the product (Solomon & Rabolt, 2004). Second, it can be used in
market segmentation research (Solomon & Rabolt, 2004). Market segmentation research
is important because it helps retailers identify their target markets, which is crucial to a
retailer‟s retail strategy, location of store, retail mix, and positioning of the store in the
minds of the consumer. Market segmentation research is very beneficial to retailers,
advertisers and marketers. Thirdly, it can be used in new product development (Solomon
& Rabolt, 2004). Where would the retail industry be without new product development?
Products are constantly being updated, modified or created. This model can help
marketers get a general sense of how consumers would feel about the new products and
know what the next step is in the product development process. This model generated a
widely used theory in consumer research. The Fishbein Attitude Theory “specifies the
relationship between the set of salient beliefs about a concept and an overall evaluation
of, or attitude toward, the concept” (Mitchell & Olson, 1981, p. 319).
Fishbein Attitude Theory. The Fishbein Attitude Theory presents the clearest
theoretical explanation of the term “attitude.” According to Fishbein (1967), a person‟s
attitude is a function of his salient beliefs (beliefs that are activated from memory and
“considered” by the person in a given situation) at a given point in time. Mitchell &
Olson (1981) investigated this concept by specifying the relationship between the set of
salient beliefs of a concept and an overall evaluation of, or attitude toward, the concept.
In turn, attitude, especially attitude toward the act of purchasing a brand (Aact), is
presumed to have a casual influence on behavioral intentions (BI). This attitude theory
has three main variables: beliefs, evaluations/attitudes, and intentions. According to
Mitchell & Olson (1981), the basic theoretical proposition of Fishbein‟s Attitude Theory
is that beliefs cause attitude. Because attitude is determined by a set of salient beliefs,
changes in attitude must be mediated by changes in those beliefs; therefore to change a
person‟s attitude toward a concept/brand (Ao), one must modify the salient beliefs about
that concept. Beliefs can be modified by changing the strength of a salient belief (b1),
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changing the evaluation of a belief (e1), creating a new salient belief, or making a salient
belief nonsalient. Fishbein also proposed that the attitude-belief relationship holds for
attitudes toward a specific behavior like buying a product (Mitchell & Olson 1981).
The Fishbein Attitude Theory is a widely-used theory, because there are so many
different formulas that can be formed using it. Ultimately, it is important to understand
not only a consumer‟s attitude toward the product, but how it is formed.
The Fishbein Attitude Theory also breaks down the word “attitude” into two
separate constructs, Aad, and AB. This breakdown helps measure attitudes specifically
toward the advertisement and the brand. Equally important are consumers‟ intent to
purchase and their beliefs toward the brand. These three concepts are beneficial to study;
however, they are quite different in meaning. Before defining Aad and AB, the concept
of the word “Attitude” needs to be introduced.
Attitude is one of the factors considered in the Consumer Decision-Making
Model. The word “attitude”, like many words in the English language, has many
meanings. Derived from the Latin Aptus, it has on the one hand the significance of
“fitness” or “adaptedness,” and like its by-form aptitude connotes a subjective or mental
state of preparation for action (Fishbein, 1967). One of the first places the concept of
attitude was tested was in experimental psychology. This led to many questions about the
word attitude, mainly, where attitudes are represented, in the consciousness of brain
activity or in the unconscious mind (Fishbein, 1967). Many scientists argue about this
topic. Studies are still ongoing and have invaded the realm of social psychology. The
definition of the attitude concept has generated a multitude of definitions, but the most
widely used one is by Martin Fishbein; “an attitude is a mental and neural state of
readiness, organized through experience, exerting a directive or dynamic influence upon
the individual‟s response to all objects and situations with which it is related” (Fishbein,
1967, p. 8). Attitudes can be either positive or negative, depending on how people form
them. One of the more famous and popular scales to measure attitudes is the Fishbein
Attitude Model. The Fishbein Model is a multiattribute model. These models imply that a
consumer‟s attitude (evaluation) toward an attitude object (Ao) will depend on the beliefs
he or she has about several or many attributes of the object (Solomon, 2004). The use of
this model states that identifying these specific beliefs and combining them to derive a
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measure of the consumers‟ overall attitude can predict an attitude toward a product or
brand (Solomon, 2004). The Fishbein Attitude Model has been used extensively by
consumer researchers since its conception nearly forty years ago (Blackwell, Miniard, &
Engel, 2001).
Attitude can be defined as an individual‟s internal evaluation of an object such as
a branded product (Mitchell & Olson 1981). To understand the usefulness of the attitude
construct, marketers must develop a clearer understanding of the determinants of attitude
formation and change (Mitchell & Olson, 1981). Attitudes have been found to encompass
different dimensions, namely accessibility and confidence (Berger & Mitchell, 1989).
Attitude accessibility is how available the consumer is to the product they have feelings
for; where attitude confidence is regarded as an individual feeling of belief or assurance
toward something, such as a product (Berger & Mitchell, 1989).
Studies have shown that attitude accessibility and confidence can be increased by
advertising; it has also been found that if the relationship between attitude accessibility
and attitude confidence are positive the accessibility and confidence will increase (Berger
& Mitchell 1989). The study by Berger & Mitchell (1989) also showed that advertising
can influence more than just the evaluative dimension of the consumers‟ attitude; when
individuals are highly motivated to process brand information, advertising can influence
the confidence and the behavior of consumers.
The attitude concept can be categorized into attitude toward the advertisement
(Aad) and attitude toward the brand choice (AB). Aad includes the entire content of the
ad, not just the pictorial information, as found by Mitchell & Olson (1981).
Attitude toward the advertisement (Aad) is defined as a predisposition to respond
in a favorable or unfavorable manner to a particular advertising stimulus during a
particular exposure situation (Mackenzie, Lutz and Belch, 1986). According to Baker and
Lutz (1988), Aad may contain both affective reactions (ad-created feelings of happiness)
and evaluations (an ad‟s credibility or informativeness). The advertising function for Aad
is not directed at specific products‟ attributes/benefits, and the objective is not to
influence consumers‟ beliefs toward the brand per se (Shimp, 1981). The direction is
instead directed towards creating a favorable attitude toward the advertisement in order to
leave consumers with a positive feeling after processing the ad (Shimp, 1981). There are
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two distinct dimensions of Aad, one cognitive and the other emotional (Shimp, 1981).
Emotionally, consumers form attitudes toward the ads by consciously processing
executional elements (components found in advertisements, such as the endorser,
presentation style, color use, and title/font presentation) (Shimp, 1981). Cognitively,
consumers form attitudes resulting from the conscious processing of specific executional
elements in the ad, such as the endorser, the copy, the presentation style etc. (Shimp,
1981). Simply stated, Aad may result because the ad evokes an emotional response, such
as a feeling of love, joy, nostalgia, or sorrow, without any conscious processing of
executional elements (Shimp, 1981). These two dimensions may have different impacts
on consumers‟ attitudes.
Mitchell and Olson (1981) conducted an innovative study that posed the question
“are product attributes the only mediator of brand attitude?” They found that brand
attitudes are not solely a function of the attribute beliefs that are formed about the brand,
but also may be influenced by consumers‟ general liking for the ad itself or the visual
stimulus presented in the advertisement.
Attitude toward the brand (AB), attempts to influence brand choice by
engendering favorable consumer attitudes toward the advertised brand (Shimp, 1981).
This concept is achieved by structuring ads to influence consumers‟ beliefs and
evaluations regarding the favorable consequences of consuming the brand (Shimp, 1981).
AB includes beliefs formed from the advertisement brand attribute information and
inferences based on advertisement picture content (Gardner, 1985; Mitchell & Olson,
1981). AB mediates the impact of the Aad on intentions in two ways, indirectly or
directly (Biehal et. al., 1992). Indirectly Aad has an impact on AB; therefore, AB affects
the consumers‟ intentions. Thus, AB, which includes beliefs formed from a brand
attribute information and inferences based on advertisement picture content (Mitchell &
Olson, 1982), mediates the impact of Aad on intention — there is no direct Aad-intention
link (Biehal et. al., 1992). Directly, Aad and AB have separate influences on consumers‟
intentions. Forming overall brand evaluations/intentions may be relatively more timeconsuming and effortful for the consumer to do than making a choice (Biehal et. al.,
1992). Choices may be formed for one or for several alternatives without a decision
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actually being made from any of the consumers‟ attitudes toward the brand (Biehal et. al.,
1992).
To make choices, consumers may use many types of processes to eliminate
certain brands early in their processing by simply comparing the brands (Biehal et. al.
1992). The consumer could choose a brand without differentiating between different
brands on the basis of AB or even without ever forming an overall brand attitude (Biehal
et. al., 1992). This concept implies that AB formation may not necessarily be a precursor
of brand choice. Direct Aad effects toward brand choice may occur in other ways. When
one brand is clearly superior to the other brand based on this processing, Aad may not
directly affect brand choice (Biehal et. al., 1992). Any influence the brand choice has
may be indirect via its impact on the acceptance of ad information and the formation of
brand beliefs, which are then incorporated in AB, (MacKenzie, Lutz and Belch, 1986).
However, if two brands are perceived to be very similar overall, it may be difficult for the
consumer to discriminate between them (Biehal et. al., 1992). If consumers wish to
choose the best brand, they may possibly consider other relevant, brand-related
information, such as advertisement reactions. Thus, ad liking may have a direct effect on
swaying the consumer‟s choice between two or more similar brands (Biehal et. al., 1992).
Very little research has been done that examines Aad and its effects either directly or
indirectly on brand choice, (Biehal et. al., 1992).
Purchase intentions are an important factor in the Fishbein Attitude Theory and
other consumer attitude models. Purchase intentions are “type of judgments about how in
the present context, a consumer will behave towards a particular brand” (Biehal et. al.,
1992, p. 25). Intentions may be based on processing all relevant and available brand
information (Biehal et. al., 1992). A close relationship between intentions and choice may
not always occur; consumers may make choices without completely processing all brand
information (Biehal et. al., 1992). Consumers may not even form overall
evaluations/intentions either, but they may form attitudes toward the brand without
making choices (Biehal et. al., 1992).
One can distinguish intentions and choice when considering how Aad, a
predisposition to respond in a favorable or unfavorable manner to a particular advertising
stimulus during a particular exposure situation, affects brand choice. If, during the early
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stages, consumers use prior attitudes to eliminate brands, they may not form AB‟s for
those brands (Biehal et. al., 1992). This implies that the mediating role of AB will not
operate (Biehal et. al., 1992). If a consumer uses a noncompensatory process to lead to a
final choice without AB formation, Aad will not indirectly affect a consumer‟s brand
choice (Biehal et. al., 1992). If this occurs and Aad has any effect on brand choice, it will
most likely be direct and not mediated by AB (Biehal et. al., 1992).
Purchase intentions is a topic that has not been widely studied. When paired with
advertising, the studies conducted are scarce. Woodside & Taylor (1978) hypothesized
that the more the product is advertised the higher quality it has and the more it will be
consumed. The more advertised brands are more easily recognizable leading to greater
consumption. Woodside & Taylor (1978) found that consumers viewed products that are
nationally advertised to be higher in quality, and therefore, its purchase intentions
increase. By creating a greater confidence in the quality of a brand, advertising may be
more directly related to the purchase decision (Woodside & Taylor 1978). The critical
point here is that advertising, and the amount of advertising, can influence consumers‟
perceptions of quality and may also affect consumer purchase behavior (Woodside &
Taylor, 1978). Ohanian (1991), whose study will be discussed in more detail later on in
this review, found that the expert celebrity endorser elicited higher purchase intentions
than the non-celebrity endorser.
The variables of the Fishbein Attitude Theory are all an integral part of consumer
behavior. They are interwoven in meaning and formation. There is not much existing
research focusing on Attitude toward the advertisement and Attitude toward brand name
apparel (Biehal et. al., 1992) which is why measuring consumers‟ attitudes toward
advertised brands will be beneficial.
The Fishbein Attitude Theory is especially effective when measuring brand names
or if a specific advertisement has generated a high consumer response. What this model
does not measure is the act of purchasing the product. Fishbein and Ajzen (1975; Ajzen
& Fishbein, 1980) extended the Fishbein Attitude Theory into the Theory of Reasoned
Action.
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Theory of Reasoned Action
Another attitude model that contributed to the Consumer Decision-Making Model
is the Theory of Reasoned Action. This model first looked at how to predict controlled
behaviors. Realizing that there are uncontrollable factors when studying behaviors, its
purpose was altered. It now aims to measure behavioral intentions, recognizing that
certain uncontrollable factors inhibit prediction of actual behavior (Solomon, 2004). It
acknowledges that there are external influences like friends and family, which can
influence actual buying behavior. Social pressure is a major external influence that can
affect actual buying behavior. If someone a consumer trusts has an opinion about
something the consumer is trying to buy, their influence may either inhibit or help the
consumer make the purchase decision. This theory differs in one crucial way from the
Fishbein Attitude Theory in that instead of measuring a consumer‟s attitude toward the
object, it now measures the act of buying (Aact) a product (Ryan & Bonfield, 1975). It
focuses on the perceived consequences of a purchase. Knowing how someone feels about
buying or using a product turns out to be more valid than merely knowing the consumer‟s
evaluation of the object itself (Ryan & Bonfield, 1975).
In this formula, Behavioral Intention has two antecedents: (1) personal
predisposition, meaning attitude toward performing a behavior (Ao), (Fishbein postulated
that individuals are believed to hold attitudes because they perceive that desired or
undesired outcomes are associated with a focal behavior); (2) internalized perception that
persons important to the decision-maker prefer that they engage or not engage in a
behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). Subjective Norms are based on both a normative
belief that others (external influences) believe that the action should/should not be taken,
and the subjective belief that the individual‟s motivation and desire to comply with
others‟ preferences or beliefs (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980).
Attitude toward the behavior is measured by the conjunction of beliefs about a certain
behavior and the individual‟s evaluation of the outcome resulting from the behavior
(Yoh, Damhorst, Sapp & Laczniak, 2003). The behavioral intention obtained through a
composite of attitude and subjective-norm components is considered the best predictor of
actual behavior (Yoh et. al., 2003).
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Factors determining a person‟s behavior as summarized by Fishbein (1979) are
shown in the diagram below. It shows how behavior can be explained in terms of a
limited number of concepts. Through a series of intervening constructs it traces the
causes of behavior back to the person‟s beliefs. Each successive step in this diagram,
from behavior to beliefs, provides a more comprehensive account of the factors
underlying the behavior; each step represents a different level of explanation for a
person‟s behavior.

The person‟s
beliefs that the
behavior leads to
certain outcomes
and their
evaluations of
these outcomes
The person‟s beliefs
that the specific
individuals or
groups think they
should or should not
perform the
behavior and their
motivation to
comply with the
specific references

Attitude
toward the
behavior
Relative
importance
of attitude
and
normative
consideration

Intention

Behavior

Subjective
Norm

Note: Arrows indicate the direction of influence
Figure 2. Theory of Reasoned Action (Fishbein, 1979, Figure 1, p.69).

Consumer researchers have applied the TRA (Theory of Reasoned Action) to a
wide variety of behaviors over the years, including the consumption of automobiles,
banking services, computer software, coupons, detergents, and soft drinks among others
(Lutz, 1977; Ryan & Bonfield, 1980; Sheppard, Hartwick & Warshaw, 1988). More
recently researchers are applying this theory to shopping behaviors, athletic training, fast
food consumption, drug usage of athletes (Hansen, 2008; Yoh, Damhorst, Sapp &
Laczniak, 2003; Anderson & Lavallee, 2008; Bagozzi, Wong, Abe & Bergami, 2000;
Dodge & Jaccard, 2007). Other studies have focused on certain aspects of this theory;
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meta-analytic reviews have supported key predictions of the TRA. Sheeran (2002) found
that intention explained 28% of the variance in behavior, on average, across 422
prospective studies involving 82,107 participants. Similarly, attitude and subjective norm
together explained between 30% and 50% of the variance of intention (Armitage &
Conner, 2001; Sheeran & Taylor, 1999; Sheppard, Hartwick & Warshaw, 1988).
There are several obstacles when using this theory to predict behavior. These
include the following: (1) while researchers may be able to predict a behavior and
whether it occurs or not, they can not predict the outcomes of the behavior. However,
many researchers try to assess the outcomes. (2) There are times where the outcomes are
uncontrollable. (3) Some behaviors are unintentional, like impulse buying behavior. (4) It
is hard to predict when the behavior is going to occur. (5) Just because a consumer forms
a positive attitude toward a product does not mean they actually purchase it; the longer
the time frame between attitude formation and purchase the weaker the correlation is
between the two (6) Fazio, Powell & Williams (1983) found that accessing attitudes
directly like through personal experience was stronger than accessing attitudes indirectly,
as through advertising.
Since its inception, the TRA has had it fair share of complaints, mainly that there
are extraneous variables for which the model does not account. These extraneous
variables can affect behavior in two ways: (1) the favorability of the attitude or subjective
norm that the consumer has in relation to the particular behavior, and (2) the weight of
the attached attitude vs. subjective norm in forming the behavioral intention (Langdridge,
Sheeran & Connolly, 2007). These complaints led to the formation of the Additional
Variables Paradigm, which still uses the basic principles but has now grouped the
variables into three categories: components of intentions, components of subjective norm,
and components of attitude.
Additional Variables Paradigm. This paradigm challenges the sufficiency
assumption of the TRA on the grounds that: (1) the level of prediction of intention and
behavior provided by the TRA is far from perfect; and (2) the TRA overlooks important
additional cognitive predictors of intention/behavior (Langdridge, Sheeran & Connolly,
2007). This discovery led researchers to identify additional variables that could augment
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the predictive validity of the TRA (for reviews, see Abraham, Sheeran & Johnston, 1998;
Conner & Armitage, 1998).
Ajzen & Fishbein (1980) acknowledged that the TRA was designed only to
predict volitional behaviors, or behaviors over which the individual has a good deal of
control. However, Liska (1984) noted that most behaviors require resources, opportunity
or cooperation with other people for their successful performance. In order to take into
account the behaviors that lack voluntary control, Azjen (1991) revised the TRA by
adding the construct named perceived behavioral control (PBC). PBC was derived from
Bandura‟s (1977, 1986) concept of self-efficacy and refers to people‟s appraisals of the
ease or difficulty or performing a behavior. PBC is interpreted as an additional predictor
of behavior when people‟s perceptions of control accurately reflect the amount of actual
control over the behavioral performance (Langdridge et. al., 2007). PBC can also
influence intention, because people are unlikely to intend to perform behaviors over
which they have little control (Langdridge et. al., 2007). Meta-analytic reviews have
supported the inclusion of PBC as an additional predictor of intentions, even after attitude
and subjective norm have been taken into account (see Armitage & Conner, 2001; Godin
& Kok, 1996; Sheeran & Taylor, 1999).
Other researchers have focused on drawing a distinction between intention and
desire (Bagozzi, 1992; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001; Pergini & Conner, 2000). The
formation of an intention implies that a decision has been made to perform a behavior;
desire refers to the person‟s wishes and wants, and precedes intention formation
(Gollwitzer, Heckhausen & Steller, 1990). The rationale for including desire as an
additional predictor of intention is that attitude, subjective norm (SN) and PBC do not
adequately explain the development of intention (Langdridge et. al., 2007). “Attitudes,
SN and PBC provide reasons for acting…but do not incorporate explicit motivational
content needed to induce an intention to act” (Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001, p.83).
Therefore, desire is interpreted as the mediator of the relationship between TRA variables
and intention. Evidence has supported the view that intention and desire are discriminable
constructs, that desire enhances the prediction of intention, and that desire mediates the
relationship between intention and attitude, SN and PBC (Perugini & Bagozzi, 2001;
Perugini & Conner, 2000).
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The second category of Additional Variables Paradigm relates to components of
attitude. The TRA assumes that attitude is a one-dimensional construct (Fishbein &
Ajzen, 1975). However, several researchers have drawn a distinction between feeling
(affect) and knowing (cognition) as components of attitude (Breckler & Wiggins, 1989;
Crites, Fabrigar & Petty, 1994; Eagly, Miadinic & Otto, 1994; Trafimow & Sheeran,
1998). The differences between the affect and cognition aspects of attitude are that
affective attitudes deal with the emotional consequences of performing a behavior,
whereas cognitive attitudes involve the utilitarian consequences of the behavior
(Langdridge et. al., 2007). Several studies have been done to show the importance of both
affective and cognitive attitudes (Trafimow & Sheeran, 1998; Breckler & Wiggins, 1989;
Crites, Fabrigar & Petty, 1994).
Related to attitudes is the concept of anticipated affect and its most researched
variant, anticipated regret (Bell, 1982; Loomes & Sugden, 1982). Anticipated regret
refers to people‟s beliefs about the extent of regret, unhappiness, or disappointment that
would accrue if they failed to act in a particular manner (Langdridge et. al., 2007).
Researchers have showed that anticipated regret could be distinguished from affective
and cognitive attitudes (Richard van der Pligt & de Vries, 1996, 1995; Sheeran & Orbell,
1999). Anticipated regret can be seen to have considerable motivational significance,
because regret is an especially persuasive and powerful emotion that many people wish to
avoid (Gilovish & Mevec, 1995; Shimanoff, 1984). Consistent with this view, many
studies have found that anticipated regret captures a significant increment in the variance
explained in intention, after attitude and subjective norm have been taken into account
(Parker, Manstead & Stradling, 1995; Richard van der Pligt & de Vries, 1996, 1995,
1998; Sheeran & Orbell, 1999).
The final category of the Additional Variables Paradigm that has been examined
in the context of the TRA involves components of subjective norm. Subjective Norms are
based on both a normative belief that others (external influences) believe that the action
should/should not be taken, and the subjective belief that the individuals‟ motivation and
desire to comply with others preferences or beliefs (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Ajzen &
Fishbein, 1980). Several studies have indicated that subjective norms provide poorer
prediction of intentions, compared to attitude and PBC (Armitage & Conner, 2001;
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Sheeran, Trafimow, Finlay & Norman, 2002; Trafimow & Finlay, 1996). These studies
have prompted the proposal that important aspects of social influence are not captured by
the concept of subjective norm.
An important form of normative influence that is not included in the TRA is the
person‟s moral norm (Langdridge et. al., 2007). Moral norm refers to people‟s sense of
obligation to perform ethical behaviors and not to perform unethical behaviors, and is
characteristically measured by statements of the form “I feel that I ought to do/ought not
to do X” (Langdridge et. al., 2007). Manstead (2000) reviewed the literature on moral
norms and pointed out that although SN and moral norms both refer to expectations that
one will behave in a certain way, unlike SN, moral norm “becomes independent of the
immediate expectations and influence of others, virtually regardless of who those others
might be” (p. 13). Several other studies have indicated that moral norms can increase the
variance explained in intention after the TRA‟s predictors (and PBC) have been taken
into account (Beck & Ajzen, 1991; Conner & McMillan, 1999; Parker, Manstead &
Stradling, 1995).
A second component of SN was introduced by Charng, Piliavin and Callero
(1988) and was termed social relations. Whereas SN refers to perceptions of social
pressure to perform or not to perform a behavior, social relations refer to beliefs about the
likelihood of and importance attached to one particular social consequence of performing
a behavior, namely friendship formation. Charng et. al., (1998) argued that the possibility
of developing new social relationships is an important goal for many people and is likely
to inform people‟s intentions to perform a behavior. Consistent with this reasoning,
Charng et. al., (1988) found that social relations contributed a significant increment in the
variance explained in intentions even after attitude and SN had been taken into account.
Not much else has been studied in relation to this construct and further research is
needed. The review of the literature previously explained showed that PBC, desire,
cognition, and affect (attitude components), plus anticipated regret, moral norm and
social relations, have all been proposed and studied to varying degrees and tested as
additional variables in the TRA.
Summers, Belleau and Xu (2006) conducted a study that used the TRA to
determine affluent female consumers‟ purchase intentions of a controversial luxury
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product (apparel made with American alligator leather). They found that attitude toward
the behavior had the most influence on purchase intentions of a luxury product; the more
favorable a respondent‟s attitude, the more likely she was to purchase the product. The
subjective norm was the second most significant factor influencing purchase intentions;
the stronger the perceived subjective norm was in favor of purchasing the product, the
more likely a purchase was to occur.
Theoretical Model
After reviewing several consumer attitude models and using them as a guide, the
present theoretical model for this research was based on past literature on consumer
behavior and endorsement research, specifically celebrity and athletic endorsement
research. The theoretical model was created to gain a better understanding of the
components of athletic star power, status consumption, and athlete/product congruency in
relation to consumer consumption patterns. The components of star power will be
discussed in length throughout the remaining sections of this chapter. These variables
were chosen because of their powerful attributes exhibited by athletic and celebrity
endorsers that have been used to potentially influence consumer purchases and attitudes
of sports products. Previous research on source (physical) attractiveness (Baker &
Churchill, 1977; Kamins, 1990; Till & Busler, 1998; Kahle & Homer, 1985; Ohanian,
1991; Chaiken, 1979; Petroshius & Crocker, 1989; McCracken, 1989; McGuire, 1968,
1985; Joseph, 1982), expertise credibility (Till, 1998; Ohanian, 1991; Kamins & Gupta,
1994; Hovland & Weiss, 1951; Miciak & Shanklin, 1994; McGuire, 1968; Erdogen,
Baker & Tagg, 1999), professional (source) trustworthiness (Freidan, 1984; Atkin &
Block, 1983; Kamins & Gupta, 1994; Kamins et al., 1989; Erdogen et. al., 1999; Shimp,
1979), likeable personality (Plummer, 2000; Baker & Tagg, 1999, 2001), social image
and public familiarity were combined into character style (Miciak & Shanklin, 1994;
Louie & Obermiller, 2002; Ohanian, 1991; McCracken, 1989), and match-up/fit of the
endorser and product, which will be referred to as athlete/product congruency throughout
this study (Kahle & Homer, 1985; Kamins, 1989, 1990; Kamins & Gupta, 1994), were all
taken into consideration.
Many of the previous studies were non-systematic and lacked direct relevance to
the assessment of athletic star power, providing inconsistent findings. Attitudes and
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purchase intentions were broken down into four distinct variables based on previous
studies (Ohanian, 1991; Braunstein & Zhang, 2005; Mitchell & Olson, 1981; Kamins &
Gupta, 1994; Kamins, 1990; Kahle & Homer, 1985; Till & Busler, 1992). Previous
researchers have suggested that there were inherent relationships among athletic star
power variables (Erdogen, Baker & Tagg, 2001, 1999; McCracken, 1989; McGuire,
1968, 1985; Miciak & Shanklin, 1994) and sports consumption variables (Baade &
Tiehen, 1990; Mullin, Hardy & Sutton, 2000; Pitts & Stotlar, 2002; Schofield, 1983;
Schurr, Wittig, Ruble & Ellen, 1988; Whitney, 1988).
In past conceptual research models for status consumption, relationships were
shown to be mediated by product class knowledge (Pecotich, Pressley & Routh, 1996;
Flynn & Goldsmith, 1999), while other researchers focused on brand familiarity and its
treatment via the types of brand associations that can impact the status consumption of a
product (Keller, 1998; Edell & Burke, 1987; Han, 1989, 1990). These variables are
unique consumption variables related to the familiarity of the level of the athletic star,
consumption of the product(s) endorsed by the athletic star (direct consumption), value
influence of the athletic star, media consumption by the consumer (consumption of the
athletic star‟s live and broadcasted events and consumption of on-line and printed
materials).
Since previous research has been inconsistent, this model proposed to add to the
body of literature and demonstrate the relationship between these above-mentioned
variables. It is important to show how these variables play a role in the endorsements
shown in the media. This model differs from previous models by the relationships
between the independent and dependent variables and how the status (high/low) of a
product plays a role in the consumption of that advertised product. Second, a sixth
independent variable, athlete/product congruency, was added after a thorough review of
the literature showed it was not present in any of the previous models. Braunstein &
Zhang (2005) pointed out that the addition of the athlete/product congruency variable to
this type of research would greatly benefit the athletic endorsement research track.
Charbonneau & Garland (2005) noted that athletic endorsement studies using the matchup fit variable, along with the physical attractiveness variable and the source credibility
variable, are scarce.
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Figure 3. Study Framework
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Figure 4. Athletic Star Power Model (Braunstein & Zhang, 2005, p. 24).

Braunstein and Zhang (2005) examined the dimensions of athletic star power and
the relationships the components formed with the sports consumption variables. These
dimensions of star power include star attractiveness, expertise credibility, professional
trustworthiness, social image, public familiarity, and likeable personality. They found
that 30% of direct consumption and 20% of media consumption of the endorsed product
was explained by the dimensions of star power listed above respectively. Specific
characteristics of different sports also help to enhance the value of merchandise and
familiarity level toward an athletic star. Specifically, professional trustworthiness,
likeable personality, character style, and source attractiveness helped boost direct
consumption, media consumption and value enhancement of sports consumption
(attending a game). Athletic expertise was found to be fundamental for star familiarity.
This means that the more consumers are familiar with the athlete the more likely they
will believe the athlete is a credible source.
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Figure 5. Status Consumption Model (O‟Cass & Frost, 2002, p.79).

Status
Status as originally envisioned by Weber (1946) is the degree of social honor,
respect, or prestige awarded to an individual by others. Status is a form of power that can
consist of high opinions, consideration and envy from others (Eastman, Goldsmith &
Flynn, 1999). Status consumption is the process of gaining status or social prestige from
the acquisition and consumption of goods that the individual and significant others
perceive to be high in status (O‟Cass & Frost, 2002). Thus, consumers who consume
status products may help themselves in their quest for self-respect and social approval
(Eastman et. al., 1999). The more consumers seek out status, the more they will engage in
the consumption of status symbols that increase their status (Eastman et. al., 1999).
Mason (1992) has argued that significant levels of status consumption exist in many
communities all over the world, where the utility of products is measured by the social
advantage their purchase offers. Many products can signal the use of status; however,
clothing has the ability to influence many components of daily events such as what we
eat, how we talk and even how we think as consumers (O‟Cass, 2000).
Fashion clothing can fulfill a number of functions beyond warmth or protection; it
has the ability to confer prestige or status to consumers, tell how much status an
individual has, or how important a person is (Coelho & McClure, 1993; O‟Cass & Frost,
2002). Moreover, how consumers see their clothes and apparel provides a deeper
understanding of the dynamics of consumer behavior and the nature and role of fashion
clothing in society (O‟Cass & Frost, 2002). Many researchers argue that there is a
sociobiological basis for status-seeking behavior, and fashion is one way a consumer can
show off their status (Coelho & McClure, 1999). Many purchases that consumers make
are known as status symbols. These symbols are often sought out by a desire to consume
33

products that are high in prestige or power. Consumers can express themselves through
the products they buy, wear, use, or drive. Products and brands have the ability to
communicate messages with others, in that product styles determine how consumers who
own particular products are perceived by others (Holman, 1981; Belk, 1978; Solomon,
1983). Keasbey (1903) felt that the prestige value of products was often central to
consumption and purchase decisions of a product.
Brands create value for the consumer through potential benefits of recognition of
significant others, create positive feelings, aid in self-expression, and can aid in the
decision of brand choice (Langer, 1997). Status brands in particular have higher
perceived quality, luxury or prestige ascribed to them and their consumption (O‟Cass &
Frost, 2002). Status-enhancing brands may be used as a means to an end, such as making
a desired impression on others via their symbolism (O‟Cass & Frost, 2002). Brands that
are positioned to maintain exclusivity communicate the prestige, status and role position
of the brand-user (Zinkhan & Prenshaw, 1994). The marketers of status brands endow
their product with the right status image through effective advertising. This advertising
strategy can include linking the status brand to a person like a celebrity or athlete.
Consumers may see this form of advertising as a way to derive status from specific
attributes that the endorser or product has that give the brand a certain appeal and
individual identity (O‟Cass & Frost, 2002).
O‟Cass and Frost (2002) indicated that consumers may recognize the brand name
and image associated with a status brand. However, these same consumers may not
necessarily be familiar with other features of the brand. Grace & O‟Cass (2002)
determined that a status product possess good quality and a favorable brand name.
Phau and Leng (2008) conducted research to determine if status and non-statusseeking Australian teenagers differ in their attitudes toward buying domestic and foreign
(Italy, China, Japan) luxury brand apparel. They found that status-seeking teenagers had a
more positive overall attitude toward foreign luxury brand apparel than local luxury
brand apparel (with the exception of Chinese brands). This result is consistent with
previous studies that found a correlation between fashion leaders and status seeking
consumers‟ attitudes toward foreign versus local products (Deeter-Schmelz, Moore &
Goebel, 2000; Goldsmith & Stith, 1993; The Economist, 2004). Results also indicated
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that status-seeking teenagers tended to believe that foreign luxury brand apparel are of a
better fit, better quality, and more fashionable, have a better brand name and are more
appropriate for classy occasions than Australian luxury brand apparel. On the other hand,
non-status-seeking teenagers reported that they had more positive attitudes toward
Australian brands than foreign brands, with regards to ease of care and comfort.
Brand names are important in the luxury goods market because status-seeking
consumers only purchase products that represent status in the eyes of people who they
deem to be significant (Eastman et. al., 1999; O‟Cass & Frost, 2002). Status products
were also determined to possess good quality and a good brand name (Grace & O‟Cass,
2002; Mohamad, Ahmed, Honeycutt & Tyebkhan, 2000).
Other researchers have explored the trend of status, symbolic or prestige
consumption for different purposes. Eastman et. al., (1999); Deeter-Schmelz et. al.,
(2000) and Vigneron & Johnson (1999) were interested in the development and
validation of a consumption scale, whereas, O‟Cass & Frost (2002) looked to broaden the
understanding towards status brands and the behaviors associated with it. On the other
hand, Coelho & McClure (1993) focused on the fashion industry by analyzing status
consumption from an economic perspective.
Some common tracks that researchers explored in status consumption research
have generated similar results in several areas. Consumption of status or symbolic
products also assists in enhancing social recognition and self-concept (Eastman et. al.,
1999; Deeter-Schmelz et. al., 2000; O‟Cass & Frost, 2002; Piacentini & Mailer, 2004).
Eastman et. al., (1999) and O‟Cass & Frost (2002) have pointed out that status-oriented
consumers will only purchase products that represent status in the eyes of others whom
they feel are significant. This finding leads to the idea that status consumption is viewed
as materialism (Tanner & Roberts, 2000; Wong & Achuvia, 1998). Thus, it has been
argued that status consumers are more likely to buy luxury apparel than non-status
seeking consumers, as it satisfies their symbolic needs (Eastman et. al., 1999; Goldsmith
& Stith, 1993). In regards to clothing, the act of purchasing apparel satisfies the various
needs of the consumer, which signal status (Coelho & McClure, 1993), expression of
identity (Piacentini & Mailer, 2004), self-concept (Deeter-Schmelz et. al., 2000;
Piacentini & Mailer, 2004; Tootelian & Gaedeke, 1992; Wong & Ahuvia, 1998), self-
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esteem (Taylor & Cosenza, 2002), as well as gives individuals a way to impress others
(Piacentini & Mailer, 2002; Taylor & Cosenza, 2002). Similarly, Belk (1988) suggested
that material possessions such as apparel are seen as an important source of status. Status
products can be found in a wide variety of advertisements and cover a wide range of
brands as well.
Advertising
Advertising is a way for consumers to learn about the products in the marketplace.
A popular form of advertising is to use celebrity/athletic endorsements. The use of
celebrity endorsers in the United States increased from a little over 15% to about 25% of
advertisements between 1979 and 1997 (Stephens and Rice, 1998). The celebrity
endorser remains a favorite approach among advertising agencies (Kamins, 1990). A
rapidly growing trend is the use of athletes in advertising. In 1995, the top 10 athletes
earned $111 million dollars from endorsements (Bradley, 1996), and sport endorsers
were featured in 11% of all television commercials (Turner, Bounds, Hauser, Motsinger,
Ozmore, & Smith, 1995).
There are many underlying themes associated with advertising, such as the
relationship of the product in the advertisement to the persuasion factor of the person in
the advertisement, which in turn influences the consumer to buy or ignore the product.
Consumers live in a media-saturated and product-cluttered environment. An adult may
see up to 3,000 advertising messages in one day, with over 2 million brands vying for
their attention (Hotz, 2005). The athletic footwear and apparel marketplace is so
oversaturated with choices that it is quite difficult for companies to distinguish
themselves from other competing companies; consumers have become free agents in their
own right, switching brands as fast as their athletic heroes change teams (Shevack, 1998).
Celebrities ostensibly have the ability to hold viewers‟ attention and penetrate the clutter
of the multitude of advertising spots that compete for audience attention (Miciak &
Shanklin, 1994). Athletes have the same ability; however, for them it is continually based
on their performance in their respected arena. If they are successful in their sport they
will have longevity and stay in the marketplace (Cassidy & Janoff, 2006). Marketers are
always trying to differentiate their products, through brand-extensions or new product
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launches, so getting a new recruit or rookie to endorse the product can break through the
clutter of the competing brands (Cassidy & Janoff, 2006).
To understand how consumers make choices, the concept of advertising must first
be explained. Through advertising, consumers become educated in a persuasive and
elusive manner about the various products or services that businesses have to offer
(Harding, 1991). From a business standpoint, the main goal of advertising is to generate
the sale of products by having consumers relate to messages and claims being made
through different advertising mediums (Harding, 1991). These mediums can be television
commercials, print ads, billboards, posters, flyers and more recently, product placements
on television shows. Advertising affects people in many ways; it can influence
everything from large corporations to small rural churches (Qualter, 1991). Advertising
that is intended to educate the consumer of the products available is done by explaining
and demonstrating the products‟ attributes. During the advertisement, the benefits are
stated to show the consumer how the product would improve their lives if they bought it
(Himmelstein, 1985). Usually the attributes, including the cost, are conveyed to the
consumer in a way that persuades him/her to buy the product (Rossitier & Percy, 1980).
Experience with the brand can influence consumers‟ attitudes toward the brand
(Cobb & Hoyer, 1985). One way consumers gain experience with a brand is through
advertising. When consumers view the same advertisement again and again they are more
likely to search out that specific brand. Cobb and Hoyer‟s (1985) study indicated that the
impact of advertising at the point of purchase seems to be dependent upon the product
category. The more heavily advertised product in their study (coffee) was a stronger
influence on the consumer than the other less advertised product (tissues). Their findings
suggest that advertising does not directly influence the immediate choice process, but
rather that advertising operates on a broad perceptual level. However, the consumers in
their study who had high levels of advertising recognition, meaning the consumers who
saw the product advertisement more, spent less time deliberating at the point of purchase.
Interestingly, these consumers were not brand loyal, which means they were purchasing
what they saw in the advertisements more than sticking to a particular brand.
Woodside and Taylor (1978) found that consumers related higher quality products
with more heavily advertised products. The products that the consumers thought were
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high quality were the ones they consistently saw advertised. Purchase intentions were
also associated with higher quality, nationally advertised products. They found that
advertising may influence the perception of quality in consumers‟ minds, which in turn
may affect their purchase behavior.
Use of Multiple Celebrities
Advertisers need to not confuse the consumer. The greater the number of
competing brands advertised in a product category, the greater the likelihood that the
target brand and its advertised attributes will be either confused with other product
information or simply passed over (Keller, Heckler, & Houston, 1998). When multiple
brands are advertised in a specific product category, overlapping themes might become
confusing to the consumer, resulting in consumers forming weak associations with the
product and the advertisement (Keller et. al., 1998). Advertisers also should not have too
many endorsers in one advertisement. For the most part, vendors choose one celebrity to
endorse their product for long periods of time; however, some companies choose to rely
on multiple celebrities for their advertising campaigns. Pepsi, Coke, Nike, Versace, Louis
Vuitton and the MILK campaign employ multiple celebrities. Sometimes, athletes do not
represent one brand exclusively and will switch to a competitor brand; this sends a
message to consumers that if the athletic endorsers switch brands so can they (Dyson &
Turco, 1998).
Chung-kue and McDonald (2002) proposed that using multiple celebrities may
create a consensus that can positively affect consumers‟ perceptions. Multiple celebrity
endorsement campaigns may appeal to more consumers due to the variety of endorsers as
opposed to the approach of targeting one type of consumer with a single celebrity
endorser. Multiple celebrity endorsement campaigns may also reduce boredom that could
be caused by single celebrity endorsements (Erdogan, Baker & Tagg, 2001). However,
multiple celebrity campaigns may confuse consumers about the brand‟s identity, and it
may be hard for each celebrity to possess compatible meanings for the product being
endorsed (Erdogan, et. al., 2001). Therefore, when employing multiple celebrities,
companies should carefully evaluate the fit between each celebrity and the product being
endorsed. Although celebrity endorsement is a popular form of advertising, using too
many celebrities may alienate the brand instead of building customer loyalty.
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Tripp, Jensen, and Carlson (1994) conducted a study that researched the effects
generated by multiple product endorsements by celebrities. They measured both
consumers‟ attitudes and purchase intentions. There were two key findings from this
study. First, the number of products a celebrity endorses negatively influences consumer
perception of endorser credibility and likeability, as well as attitude toward the
advertisement. Second, the number of exposures to the celebrity endorser has an impact
on the attitude toward the advertisement and purchase intentions. Independent of the
celebrity‟s endorsing one or many products, the number of exposures to the celebrity
endorser had a negative impact on attitude toward the advertisement and purchase
intentions.
Negative Celebrity Image/Character Style
Loss of popularity in a brand can affect the sales and dollars spent for advertising
of the brand. Popularity loss can occur when the excitement of owning that brand is gone
or when negative publicity surrounds the brand. While celebrities, including athletes, can
separate and distinguish certain brands they advertise, their public image, including their
character style, is always under the scrutiny of the media. Controversial endorser images
can alienate consumers; a star whose image is tarnished by allegations of illicit, unethical,
or unconventional behavior can hurt the image of the advertiser and the product (Miciak
& Shanklin, 1994). The negative product image can cause consumers not to want to be
associated with or purchase that product. Companies that align themselves with specific
athletes can find their image and their marketing message boosted or tarnished by the
endorsers themselves (Janoff, 2004). Negative events, when the endorser is to blame, can
hurt the company‟s image in both the short and the long term (Louie & Obermiller,
2002). Several cases of negative celebrity endorsement include: Madonna and Pepsi,
Michael Jackson and Pepsi, Kobe Bryant and Nike, O.J. Simpson and Hertz, Mike Tyson
and Pepsi/Kodak, Michael Irvin and Nike, Jennifer Capriati and Prince Racket Company,
and Darryl Strawberry and Regent (Lane, 1996; Actman, 1994). Many of these events
were initiated by actual or alleged activities of the celebrity/athlete, such as cross-burning
in a music video, child molestation, drug use, rape, and murder. Regardless of whether
celebrities/athletes owned up to their mistakes or maintained their innocence, their
images were inevitably damaged. A fairly recent example of how this negative press can
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affect athletes‟ endorsements was the allegations of dog fighting by Michael Vick, the
former Atlanta Falcons elite quarterback. He admitted guilt on all charges, but that did
not stop the loss of endorsements. ATA, NIKE, Coca-Cola, Kraft Foods and Reebok all
pulled his endorsement deals. Despite his off-field conduct, including being removed as
the Falcons quarterback, he still received an estimated $7 million in endorsements in
2007 (Mullan, 2007, p.6).
Louie and Obermiller (2002) conducted a study to determine how consumers
view celebrities involved in a negative event. Their findings revealed that the nature of
the negative event influenced consumer perception of endorser blame. Response to the
blame, whether it was positive or negative by the endorser, was a factor in attitude
formation for the consumers. This can affect the consumption of the product by the
consumers and hurt the sales of the product in question.
Till and Shimp (1998) conducted three studies examining the influence of
negative information about a celebrity and the brand the celebrity endorses. They created
a fictitious celebrity and a fictitious brand of racing bicycles. The first study sought to
find if negative information of the celebrity lowered consumers‟ evaluations of the brand
that the celebrity was endorsing. Results showed that negative information about a
celebrity may be problematic for the associated brand only when consumers have a small
amount of knowledge for the brand and the celebrity. When the knowledge structures for
a brand and/or celebrity are more fully developed, the brand may be somewhat insulated
from negative press about the endorsing celebrity. The second study considered whether
negative celebrity information has less impact on brand evaluations when there is a
strong or weak celebrity image associated with the brand. Also, they wanted to see if the
timing of the negative information influenced consumers‟ perceptions of the brand and
the celebrity. Results illustrated that showing negative information before a strong brand
image is formed generated higher negative attitudes towards the celebrity, while the
strength of the image between the brand and the celebrity was not supported. The third
study examined a real celebrity and the effect of negative celebrity information on the
endorsed brand, and whether the order in which the endorser and the brand are evaluated
moderates the effect of the negative celebrity information. Results of this study showed
that the negative celebrity information had a somewhat weaker effect than the fictitious
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celebrity information found in the prior two studies. When real celebrities are used,
consumers have more knowledge of them so the negative information is not as significant
as when an unknown celebrity is used.
Likeable Personality
While many studies have focused on the appearance of athletes and their
credibility, few studies have focused on how likeable these athletes or celebrities are
when perceived by consumers. The value enhancement of the athlete is important when
measuring how consumers respond to products advertised by them. The more positive the
image of the athlete and the more the consumer “likes” the athlete, the more likely the
consumer will respond favorably towards purchasing the advertised product. Miciak and
Shanklin (1994) researched how to choose celebrity endorsers for advertising
endorsements, and while they stated that credibility, attractiveness, celebrity/product
match were all important, they stated that celebrity familiarity is also crucial. The above
mentioned criteria are combined to make an audience aware of the celebrity; however,
the consumer needs to be able to recognize the endorser. The celebrity/athlete is more
effective when he/she is easy to recognize, likeable and friendly (Miciak & Shanklin,
1994). It is important for the endorser to be recognized by the target audience.
Friedman, Santeramo and Traina (1978) tested two types of samples; sample one
consisted of undergraduates and sample two consisted of a civic group with a mean age
of 45. They used celebrities for each sample group; in study one they used celebrities that
had never endorsed products before and in study two they used celebrities that had
recently endorsed products. Both studies showed high correlations between trust and
likeableness. They proposed that the celebrities who are in the public eye more frequently
are seen as more likeable because consumers feel more comfortable with them.
Erdogan, Baker and Tagg, (2001) conducted a study that measured celebrities
trustworthiness, expertise, attractiveness, familiarity and likeability in relation to two
types of products, a nontechnical/ attractiveness and a technical/attractiveness product.
They found that for the technical/attractiveness product consumers rated celebrities‟
trustworthiness and expertise high, while the attractiveness, familiarity and likeability
traits rated high for the nontechnical/attractiveness products.
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Athletes in Advertising
While advertising is a common way to inform consumers, using a spokesperson
in the advertisement has become an effective way for advertisers to differentiate their
products from competitors. The effectiveness of this type of advertising can depend on
who has been picked to appear in the advertisement. A celebrity endorser is “an
individual who is known to the public (e.g., actor, sports figure, entertainer) for his or her
achievements in areas other than that of the product class endorsed” (Friedman &
Friedman, 1979, p. 63). Reports from the annual surveys of Forbes magazine reveal that
many celebrities earn much more money from their endorsement contracts than from
their usual fields of practice (Lane, 1994). The widespread and persistent use of
celebrities in advertising suggests that they are worth the costs associated with hiring
them (Agrawal & Kamakura, 1995). Advertisers have long used endorsements as a
promotional strategy to communicate product attributes (Kamins, 1990).
A study conducted by Choi, Lee, and Kim (2005) used a cross-cultural
comparison study of celebrity endorsements in advertising. Interestingly, they found that
Korean magazines employed even more celebrity advertisements than their U.S.
counterparts. Athletic endorsers were the second most-used type of endorsers, with
actors/actresses being first. They found that Koreans may want to connect with the
meaning these celebrities possess by consuming the products endorsed by these famous
figures. This concept is true for U.S. consumers as well. The difference found in these
celebrity endorsements was the fact the Korean celebrities acted in roles for the
endorsements and promoted more than one product at a time, while U.S. celebrities
portrayed themselves. Choi et. al.‟s study illustrated that celebrities provide culturally
meaningful connections between the consumers and the products.
Stevens, Lathrop and Bradish (2003) studied athletic stars by conducting a
qualitative analysis of the individuals that the Canadian Generation Y considers heroes.
When looking solely at athletic „hero‟ characteristics, five major themes appeared:
personal traits, pro-social behavior, athletic skill, celebrity status and adhesion for other
reasons. These themes allow marketers to follow trends towards favoring role models
with positive images rather than the controversy of negative images presented by some
athletes.
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Athletic endorsements are rising in popularity; many athletes are earning
substantial money to promote specific brands. The advertising industry is taking full
advantage of the obsession Americans have with fame by having athletes endorse any
product they believe can be linked with a star athlete (James, 2002). An athlete‟s unique
connection to a product creates a reaction that causes marketers to match their products
with the star that has the best fit with the perceived image of the company (James, 2002;
Miller, 2002; Sullivan, 1997). With advances in technology and media broadcasts,
famous and infamous athletes are widely recognized (Jones & Schumann, 2000).
Advertisers are choosing more outgoing endorsers for their products (Brooks & Harris,
1998; Sukhdial, Aiken, & Kahle, 2002). A celebrity, both sport and non-sport, is used in
an estimated one out of four televised and printed commercials (Howard, 1979).
Endorsements can help some athletes stay in the limelight longer than their athletic
career. Boxer George Forman, who rose to fame in the 1970‟s, has become famous for
his George Forman Grill (Steinberg, 2005).
Athletic Star Power
Star power stems from a combination of French and Ravens (1959) basis of
power and the unique characteristics of a specific individual, making him or her „star
worthy‟. An athlete‟s position in the public eye offers him/her the opportunity to exert
referent power due to his/her ability to make others want to be like him/her; it also gives
him/her expert power because of his/her knowledge and skills, legitimate power due to
his/her social role or status and reward power from his/her ability to provide positive
feelings or remove negative ones (French & Raven, 1959). The components of star power
include the Source Credibility Model (Hovland, Janis & Kelley, 1953, Hovland & Weiss,
1951; McGuire, 1968), the Source Attractiveness Model (McGuire, 1985), the Meaning
Transfer Model (McCracken, 1989) and the Product Match-Up Hypothesis (Kahle &
Homer, 1985; Kamins, 1989, 1990; Kamins & Gupta, 1994). These are the four most
notable theories found in endorsement research. Star power is a combined concept of
these models; it represents the ability of a star to excite and motivate other individuals
when there is congruence between the consumers and the star in terms of credibility,
profession and popularity (Erdogan, Baker & Tagg, 2001). Many marketers will rely on a
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sports fan‟s personal identification with the athlete that is based on the potential power of
a star; this can lead to increased product consumption (Wann, 1997).
Celebrity athletes and sports heroes are classified differently (celebrity athlete is
someone who is famous because of high media coverage, whereas a sports hero is
recognized for his/her athletic skills and outstanding accomplishment in professional
sports competitions); however, many celebrity athletes are also sports heroes. This
combination is recognized as athletic stars (Braunstein & Zhang, 2005). Many celebrity
athletes are chosen for their hero status. Few athletes gain the respect for being a true
athletic star. Those athletes that can qualify as an athletic star do so because of highly
developed athletic skills and abilities, a lifetime of hard work, increased media coverage
or even a single defining achievement (Braunstein & Zhang, 2005). An elite-level athlete
presents a certain type of power to the individual, which can be generalized as star power
(Braunstein & Zhang, 2005).
Chronological History of Endorsements/Celebrities & Athletes
Piccalo (2005) has traced the history of celebrity endorsements back to the
1800‟s, when Queen Victoria‟s laundress was used to endorse Glenfield Patent Starch,
and Mark Twain‟s face appeared on a bag of flour and two different kinds of cigar boxes.
In the 1930‟s Johnny Weissmuller appeared on the Wheaties cereal box. In the 1940‟s
people took note that Ronald Reagan and Lucille Ball endorsed cigarettes (The Big New
Celebrity Boom, 1978; Piccalo, 2005). The 1980‟s served as the pinnacle of celebrity
endorsements, including Michael Jackson‟s $50-million dollar deal with Pepsi, Bill
Cosby‟s $1.5 million for endorsing Coca-Cola and Jell-O pudding pops, and James
Garner and Mariette Hartley‟s $3 million for promoting Polaroid (Piccalo, 2005, p. E1;
Sherman, 1985, p. 66).
The 1990‟s became very lucrative for many athletes. Michael Jordan‟s net worth
was estimated at $10 billion for his multitude of endorsements (Harrington, 1998, p.138;
Piccalo, 2005, p. E1). Following in his footsteps was an up-and-coming basketball player
named Shaquille O‟Neal. He turned down Nike to endorse Reebok for $50 million over
three years (Lane, 1993, p. 86). He also signed agreements with Pepsi for five years at
$12 million, Spalding Sports World Wide, Kenner, Score Board, and Tiger Electronics
(Lane, 1993, p. 86). In 1996 basketball player Grant Hill got $25 million to endorse the
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shoe company Fila for five years (Lane, 1996, p. 236). The NFL‟s number 1 draft pick in
1998, Peyton Manning, inked $5 million of endorsements for three years with Sprint,
Adidas, and Visa (Lefton, 1998, p. 15). In 2007, Peyton Manning leads NFL players with
$11.5 million in endorsements, but with his recent Super Bowl ring, analysts say he could
add as much as $10-15 million more within the next two years (Janoff, 2007, p. 12).
With the turn of the century came a plethora of endorsements for sport stars. Tiger
Woods, in 2000, signed two substantial deals: $100 million with Nike and $50 million
with Titleist (Hyman, 2000, p. 110). In 2001 Venus Williams signed the most lucrative
endorsement agreement ever for a female athlete, $40 million with Reebok (Alexander,
2001, p. 20). Part of the contract was for her to co-design signature apparel for her
footwear collections (Alexander, 2001). In 2003 Nike signed agreements with LeBron
James for seven years and $90 million, to Carmelo Anthony for six years at $21 million,
and Serena Williams, to five years and $40 million (Janoff, 2004, p. 20; Tesoriero, 2003,
p. 23). Nike, also in 2003, signed a $1 million deal to Freddy Adu, Ghanaian-born soccer
played who had just turned 14 (Tesoriero, 2003, p. 23). With the recent emergence of
soccer in the U.S., David Beckham‟s face is on everything from motor oil to cell phones
to Japanese chocolate (Elliot, 2003, p. 49). He has earned close to $30 million a year, not
far off of his salary for Real Madrid of $41 million (Elliot, 2003, p. 49). Coca-Cola in
2003 gave NBA rookie LeBron James a $12 million contract before he had even played
one NBA game (Thomaselli, 2003, p. 325). After two years of prep work and his sexual
assault scandal behind him, Nike signed Kobe Bryant to a $45 million four-year
agreement in 2005 (Kang, 2005, p. B1).
Within the last few years T-Mobile paid $20 million to Catherine Zeta-Jones, and
Dwayne Wade and Charles Barkley have starred in their own television commercials for
that company. Dwayne Wade also has endorsements with Converse (worth $10 million),
Gatorade and Topps (Crockett, 2007, p. 82). He also has non-sport endorsements with
Lincoln, Staples, and the previously mention T-Mobile, with whom he has designed a
limited edition Sidekick (Elliot, 2007). Sarah Jessica Parker received $50 million to
endorse the GAP brand. Oscar winner Angelina Jolie made a deal with luxury apparel
retailer St. John for around $4 million and a percentage of sales (Schiller, 2006, p. 20). In
2004, Nicole Kidman earned $4 million for endorsing Chanel No. 5; Gwyneth Paltrow
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received $3 million for endorsing Estee Lauder; Charlize Theron earns about $2 million
from Dior for the J‟Adore fragrance campaign (Schiller, 2006, p. 21). Brad Pitt got $4.5
million for a one time spot during the 2005 Super Bowl to endorse Heinken (Schiller,
2006, p. 22). Pepsi has paid tens of millions to land numerous stars, including Beyonce,
Britney Spears, P. Diddy, Carson Daly, and Tiger Woods (Schiering, 2003, p. 28). Pepsi
has said that they don‟t use fad celebrities, they use celebrities that are in sync with the
times (Dobrow, 2006). They make a strong effort to have the celebrity match the
personality of the brand and the message in the advertising campaign itself (Dobrow,
2006).
Michael Jordan. The most successful athletic endorser ever is Michael Jordan.
According to published estimates his total net worth is around $10 billion (Harrington,
1998, p. 138). His efforts have created the “Jordan effect.” It has been 22 years since
Jordan arrived in the NBA, making the Chicago Bulls professional basketball team one of
the most successful franchises of all time. While he credits Julius Erving, Larry Bird,
Magic Johnson, and Doctor J as paving the way for him (Harrington, 1998) he is often
credited as being the best basketball player of all time. During his time as a Chicago Bull,
he parlayed his breathtaking skills and overwhelming cross-cultural appeal into a oneman (basketball) industry, and has done it better and more effectively than any other
sportsman before him (Harrington, 1998). During his years on the basketball court, a
formerly narrowly-appealed sport turned into a thriving, global, high-tech industry that
now attracts fans of all ages, ethnic groups, and cultures (Harrington, 1998). Jordan
influenced the retail business through his sneaker and apparel sales, which parlayed into
increased game attendance. This added to the value of his subsequent endorsement
packages.
His first love and passion is basketball, and he has the National Championship
rings to prove it. Before he successfully inked endorsement deals he had to prove himself
on the basketball court. During the 1991-1992 season he generated $53.2 million for the
NBA. It did not matter if the Bulls played at home or on the road because attendance
soared for both home and away games. His overall impact on NBA attendance is $165.5
million (Harrington, 1998, p. 132). The league derives about 20% of its revenue from
licensing fees for NBA merchandise, which includes everything from “official caps” to
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shirts, jerseys and jackets to decorative plates (Harrington, 1998, p. 132). In 1983, the
year before Jordan entered the league, gross sales of merchandise was around $44
million, a relatively small amount. When Jordan and his Bulls entered the scene and won
their first championship, sales jumped to $1.56 billion (Harrington, 1998, p. 132).
Jordan‟s jerseys account for nearly a quarter of all sales through the 1990‟s. He was
responsible for 20% of the league‟s gross retail sales, and over his entire career he
generated $3.1 billion for the NBA (Harrington, 1998, p. 132).
With his basketball career taking center stage, he was able to cash in and get his
endorsement career off and running. When he signed on to endorse Nike, one of his first
questions was “Who is my designer?” (Harrington, 1998). In his early Nike commercials,
Phil Knight, Nike‟s CEO, hired an up-and-coming filmmaker named Spike Lee to direct
the commercials, with the theme phrase “it‟s gotta be the shoes.” The commercials
became even more profitable after Jordan won his first Slam-Dunk contest (Harrington,
1998). From that day forward people had to have the shoes. His Air Jordan‟s sold $130
million in the first year; by 1990 Jordan-produced products (shoes and apparel) were
generating about $200 million annually for Nike, and overall his products have grossed
around $2.6 billion for Nike (Harrington, 1998, p. 134).
With his success at Nike, other companies wanted him. These companies included
Coke, General Mills (Wheaties), Wilson, McDonalds, Sara Lee (Hanes, Ball Park
Franks), Upper Deck, WorldCom, CBS SportsLine (website), Quaker Oats (Gatorade),
Oakley (Sunglasses), and Rayovac (Harrington, 1998). Michael Jordan does not take his
endorsement jobs lightly; he realizes it is a big responsibility and is still shocked when he
sees kids wearing his shoes (Harrington, 1998). These companies pay between $2 million
and $5 million to Jordan to endorse their products (Harrington, 1998, p. 134). Gatorade
paid him $5 million, while Oakley only paid him $500,000, but this deal included stock
options, and has made him the fifth-largest stock holder (Harrington, 1998, p. 138).
Michael Jordan is an athlete, an endorser, a business man, a designer, a writer, an
actor, and a family man. His books have generated $ 17 million, his movie Space Jam
earned $230 million at the box office, his cologne has had sales of $155 million
worldwide, and Nike has created a separate division for Jordan‟s sneaker and apparel line
(Harrington, 1998, p. 130). After 13 seasons of Air Jordan‟s, they still sell out in 48 hours
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at $150 a pair (Harrington, 1998). Recently, Nike has created a women‟s line for his Air
Jordan designs, including both apparel and shoes.
Michael Jordan‟s success prompted two event studies, which were conducted to
see just how valuable he is. Results from both studies indicated that upon rumors of his
return to basketball his stock endorsements increased dramatically, suggesting just how
powerful he is as an athletic endorser (Knowles Mathur, Mathur, Rangan, 1997;
Crawford & Niendorf, 1999). Most companies, especially Nike, look to the success of
Michael Jordan and what he has done to sustain longevity in the endorsement world.
Michael Jordan‟s success as an endorser in part has to do with the associations he passes
onto the products he endorsers. This type of transfer has generated a model known as the
Transfer Meaning Model.
Transfer Meaning Model
Cooper (1984) indicates that the key to using a celebrity in an advertisement is to
ensure that the celebrity is well-known enough to get attention, but also will not upstage
the product; the product and not the personality has to be the star. Schaaf (1995) suggests
that the marketability of an athlete depends upon tangible and intangible factors.
According to Schaaf (1995), the level of skill and success in the sport are considered
tangible factors, while consumers‟ perception of the athlete‟s level of skill and success as
well as individual characteristics, such as the athlete‟s image, charisma, physical
appearance, and personality, are considered intangible factors. Dyson and Turco (1998)
point out that consumer‟s familiarity with the athlete is an essential component of an
effective endorser; the target market needs to be aware of the athlete, and perceive the
athlete as friendly, likeable, and trustworthy. One way in which celebrities attract the
attention of consumers is by the meanings the celebrity brings to the brand he or she is
endorsing, which McCracken (1989) describes as the Transfer Meaning Model (TMM).
According to TMM, celebrities‟ effectiveness as endorsers stems from the cultural
meanings they possess. It is a three-stage model. The first stage involves the formation of
celebrity image. In the second stage, aspects of that image are transferred from the
celebrity to the product. Finally the meaning is transferred from the product to the
consumer. Distinctions of status, class, gender, age, lifestyle types, and personality types
are examples of meanings represented by the pool of celebrity advertisers who have the
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resources to use these celebrities (McCracken, 1989). The brand strategy of companies
like Nike, which uses many top athletes, is inspired by this model (Belch & Belch, 1998).
Nike attempts to transfer the positive associations with the athletic star to the product; in
turn consumers will buy the product because they like the athlete endorsing the product
(Van Hoecke, Van Hoecke, De Knop, & Taks, 2000). In addition to their own personality
characteristics, athletes also bring the characteristics of their sport to the endorsement
process (James, 1996). The information about the celebrity that consumers can relate to
includes the activities, whether they are acting, singing, dancing, etc. that made that
person a celebrity (James, 1996). For athletes, the sport that they play in is the activity
that makes them a celebrity (James, 1996). Therefore, when an athlete endorses a
product, the sport forms the foundation for that endorsement, so consumer perceptions of
the sport of that athlete should influence the consumer evaluation of the endorsement and
of the advertisement. Consumers can perceive these meanings in different ways. Kelman,
(1956) identified three ways consumers relate to the meanings that the celebrities can
employ: compliance, identification, and internalization.
Compliance can occur when an individual accepts influence from another person
or from a group because he hopes to achieve a favorable reaction from them (Kelman,
1956). The individual may be interested in attaining specific rewards or avoiding specific
punishments that the influencing agent controls. The influencing agent can be the
celebrity, and the consumer may be complying with them so he can feel that he has
approval of his purchase. When the individual complies, he does what the controlling
agent wants him to do — or what he thinks the controlling agent wants him to do —
because he sees this as a way of achieving a desired response from the controlling agent.
Identification can occur when an individual adopts behavior derived from another
person or group because this behavior is associated with a satisfying self-defining
relationship to this person or group (Kelman, 1956; Cohen & Golden, 1972). The
individual actually attempts to be like the other person; by saying what the other says,
doing what the other does, wearing what the other person wears, the individual maintains
a relationship that is self-satisfying (Kelman, 1956). In this case the person is buying
something because he sees the celebrity wearing or promoting it and wants to be just like
that celebrity. The consumer thinks that if he/she buys that specific product he/she will
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either look like or become like the celebrity. Physical attractiveness is one of the main
elements found in this process. The individual is not primarily concerned with pleasing
others, as in compliance, but is concerned with meeting the controlling agent‟s
expectations for his own role performance. Individuals accept influence from an
attractive/likeable endorser because of a desire to identify with that person (Kamins &
Gupta, 1994). The physical attractiveness factor is one element this study will examine
and will be thoroughly explained later in the review.
Basil (1996) researched if identification is a mediator of celebrity effects. Gender
was found to affect identification independently of the knowledge of the celebrity.
Identification was found to play a mediating role in determining a viewer or consumer‟s
behavior. However, identification does not correlate to increased knowledge.
Identification with a celebrity did mediate some effects of an advertisement‟s message.
Internalization can occur when an individual accepts influence because the
induced behavior is congruent with his value system (Kelman, 1956). It is the content of
the induced behavior that is intrinsically rewarding (Maddox & Rogers, 1980); the
individual adopts it because he finds it useful for the solution of a problem, or because he
perceives it as inherently conducive to the maximization of his values (Kelman, 1956).
Credibility is a major factor here. Typically, when this process occurs the individual will
not totally accept the recommendations, but will modify them to fit his own situation. The
consumer will look to the celebrity for expertise, and if he feels that the celebrity is
knowledgeable enough he will buy the endorsed product. Advertising using celebrity
endorsers should match up the celebrity‟s image with the image of the product advertised
because that makes the message easier for the consumer to internalize (Kamins & Gupta,
1994). Various types of endorsements by spokespersons attempt to project a credible
image to influence consumers favorably toward the product being advertised; those
perceived as a credible source have such intrinsic attributes as trustworthiness, expertise,
and attractiveness (Dholakia & Sternthal, 1977). It is this process where McCracken‟s
Meaning Transfer Model is best formed because information from the spokesperson is
internalized with the individual‟s own attitudes and values (Kamins & Gupta, 1994). The
source credibility factor is another element that this study will examine and will be
thoroughly explained later in the review.
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Romer (1979) demonstrated that identification and internalization are independent
processes with separate determinants and separate consequences, and that attraction
toward like things is a function of both identification and internalization. He found that
respondents who had positive attitudes also thought the communicator was trustworthy
and were attracted toward others who agreed with their position; the more the
respondents agreed with the position, the more trusted the communicator and the more
attracted they were to others who agreed with them, thus showing that identification and
internalization are independent processes. He also found that attraction of similar things
is affected by both identification and internalization. These two processes are
independently mediated by attitude change.
DeBono and Harnish (1988) decided to address these processes by using the
variables of source credibility and attractiveness of two different spokespeople. The
respondents had to listen to a persuasive message with either an attractive or expert
source. Their study showed that when a match between the needs of a message recipient
and the potential rewards offered by a message source occurs the individuals become
motivated to systematically process the message. The individuals tend to take the time
and cognitive energy necessary to scrutinize, react, and evaluate what the source is
saying. As a consequence, the individuals tend to be persuaded by the strength of the
arguments supporting the attitude position.
All three processes are relevant to the way consumers buy products. How the
consumer relates to the celebrity, to the advertisement, and to the product itself will
determine which product they purchase. However, there are times when consumers
exceed the limits of these processes. There have been several reported cases where a
person becomes obsessed with the celebrity. People have gone as far as killing the
celebrity in order to “be with them.” Less severe but still disturbing are shows that
celebrate the fact that people want to identify with celebrities. MTV aired a show called
“I want a famous face,” which showed ordinary people getting plastic surgery in order to
look like the celebrity they worshiped. McCutcheon, Ashe, Houran, and Maltby (2003)
identified three levels of celebrity worship: entertainment-social, intense-personal, and
borderline pathological. In the first level people merely identify with the celebrity
because they like them and they like their entertaining abilities (McCutcheon et. al.,
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2003). In the second level, more intense feeling arise. This level is more serious and the
people are much more compulsive (McCutcheon, et. al., 2003). The third level is the
most serious; people become obsessed, and will do anything to get to the celebrity; they
can stalk them or even think that they are dating them (McCutcheon et. al., 2003).
Although the media can influence these behaviors, these people usually have other
psychological problems that could also be among the causes of the disturbing behavior.
The celebrity or athlete has many roles when endorsing a product; he/she can act
as an expert, a spokesperson, a promoter, or “just be a pretty face” (Erdogan et. al.,
2001), adding equity (value) to the brand and enhancing the brand‟s competitive position
(Till, 1998). Thus, a celebrity‟s willingness to endorse the product can bring added value
to a brand‟s equity and can create an emotional bond, if the fit between the celebrity and
the product is right (Bradley, 1996). These types of relationships often begin as a result of
similarities, with the use of an identifiable and hopefully reliable celebrity or athlete
allowing a bond to form between the brand and consumers (Braunstein & Zhang, 2005).
The Brand
Aaker (1991, p.7) defines a brand as “a distinguishing name and/or symbol (such
as a logo, trademark or package design) intended to identify the goods or services of
either one seller or a group of sellers and to differentiate those goods or services from
those of competitors.” In a retailing context, the name of a retailer is a brand that
indicates to consumers the type of merchandise and services offered by that specific
retailer (Levy & Weitz, 2006). The first brands were developed by industrial concerns
over 100 years ago to wrest the control of sales of products from retailers (Aaker & Biel,
1993, p. 69). Brands began in the field of consumer goods, but now stretch across a wide
range of products. Strong brand names can affect the customer‟s decision-making
process, motivate repeat visits and purchases, and build loyalty.
Brands are ubiquitous in products ranging from household cleaners to ready-towear clothing. Brands provide value to both consumers and retailers. A brand signals to
consumers a specific image and provides qualities that its‟ competitors do not have
(Aaker, 1991). “Brands (and their associated images) let consumers express who they are,
what they are, where they are, and how they want to be viewed by other people” (Graeff,
1996). Landmark studies on brands conducted by Levy (1959) and Gardner and Levy
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(1955) have been referenced by many researchers in the literature about brands. Levy
(1959) suggests that the things people buy have personal and social meanings in addition
to their function. “People buy things not only for what they can do, but also for what they
mean.” The feelings and attitudes people have toward brands are crucial to them when
deciding which brand will be selected and earn their loyalty (Gardner & Levy, 1955).
Brands convey information to consumers about the nature of the shopping experience
they will encounter when patronizing the store (Levy & Weitz, 2006). This in turn can
influence consumers‟ confidence in the decisions they make when in a store (Levy &
Weitz, 2006).
Consumers like brands because they package meaning; they form a shortcut in
the minds of consumers when it comes time to make a decision (Aaker & Biel, 1993).
Brands let consumers escape from a feature-by-feature analysis of category alternatives,
and in a timed-frenzied world, they make it easier for consumers to find what they like
and become loyal customers (Aaker & Biel, 1993). Brands have attributes and
associations with which consumers can find a connection; they can evoke feelings, relate
functions, and provide comfort (Aaker & Biel, 1993). Brands are not only bought for
“who they are” but for “what they are” (Aaker & Biel, 1993).
Bush, Martin, and Bush (2004) examined sport celebrities‟ influence on the
behavioral intentions of Generation Y. (Currently teenagers/young adults have been
classified as Generation Y if they were born between 1977 and 1994). Their findings
revealed that athletic endorsers had a positive influence on Generation Y‟s brand loyalty.
This result suggests that athletic endorsers are important to teenagers when making
decisions about brand choice. Teenagers indicated that athletes are important role models
to them. They looked up to athletes to see what was “cool” to wear and which brands to
buy.
An area of increasing importance is that of linking a product to another person,
place or thing; this is one way marketers can increase their brands‟ equity (Keller, 2003).
The linking of a product to a person also increases consumers‟ knowledge of brands, and
gives consumers something physical with which to relate. To study this growing trend,
one should first understand what consumers already know about a specific brand and how
this knowledge might be affected by linking this brand to other entities (Keller, 2003).
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Knowledge of the entity, meaningfulness of the knowledge of the entity, and the
transferability of the knowledge of the entity are all key elements when studying celebrity
endorsements of brand name products (Keller, 2003).
Brands in Advertising
Advertising can influence brands in numerous ways: create awareness of the
product and the endorser, influence preferences and purchase intentions, and ultimately
affect brand choice (Cobb-Walgren, Ruble & Donthu, 1995). Cobb-Walgren, et. al.,
(1995) found that the brand with the greater advertising budget yielded much higher
levels of brand awareness, which generated higher preference and purchase intentions.
The study also showed that the nature and quality of advertising content play important
roles in forming brand loyalty (Cobb-Walgren et. al., 1995). Advertising lets people at all
social levels become aware of and find a need to purchase products in a plethora of
categories. Endorsements, in general, can serve both awareness and image functions as a
contribution to brand equity (Van Hoeke et. al., 2000). In sports marketing the value for
the sponsorship dollar is increased as the sponsorship is used as an identity-enhancing
vehicle as well as a name-awareness tool (Milne & McDonald, 1999).
Advertising agencies are taking advantage of America‟s obsession with athletes
by linking them to products that they think will create positive attitudes towards their
companies. Shank (1999) attributed the power of the athlete to the endorser‟s credibility
(expertise and trustworthiness) and their physical attractiveness. A review of the literature
on celebrity and athletic endorsements revealed several components: source
attractiveness, source credibility, the Product Match-Up Hypothesis. Other factors, not as
well-researched, include familiarity of the endorser, likeability of the endorser,
believability of the endorser, risk of the endorser, and the economic worth of the
endorser. Many studies have used athletic equipment or products associated with sports,
but very little has been done with high or low status products.
Source Attractiveness
The Source Attractiveness Model stands on the belief that one‟s acceptance of a
message relies on the similarity, familiarity and liking of an endorser (McGuire, 1985).
Most television and print ads use physically attractive people, because many studies have
shown that consumers tend to form positive stereotypes about such people (Ohanian,
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1991). Studies have shown that attractive people are more successful in changing beliefs
than their unattractive counterparts (Kamins, 1990; Till & Busler, 1998; Kahle & Homer,
1985; Ohanian, 1991; Chaiken, 1979; Baker & Churchill, 1977; Petroshius & Crocker,
1989; Horai, Naccari, & Fatoullah, 1974; Norman, 1972; Mills & Aronson, 1965; Mills
& Harvey, 1972; Snyder & Rothbart, 1971). In a review by Joseph (1982), he
summarized the experimental evidence in advertising and related disciplines regarding
physically attractive communicators‟ impact on opinion change, product evaluations, and
other dependent measures. He concluded that attractive communicators are consistently
liked more and have a positive impact on products with which they are associated than
are unattractive communicators. The following sections examine the role of physical
attractiveness in advertising using non-celebrities, celebrities and athletes.
Non-Celebrity Studies. Baker and Churchill (1977) conducted a study that
measured the physical attractiveness of both male and female models in print
advertisements of perfume/cologne/aftershave and found that the more attractive the
model, the higher the rating of the advertisement. The positive relationships between
attractive models and advertisements suggest that people look at the physical qualities of
the advertiser to determine whether they like the ad or not. Chaiken (1979) conducted a
field study that employed both attractive and unattractive communicators to persuade
people to take an opinion survey and found that the attractive communicators elicited
greater agreement from respondents than their unattractive counterparts. Chaiken (1979)
also showed that people thought the attractive communicators were more friendly, better
speakers and smarter than their unattractive counterparts.
Petroshius and Crocker (1989) conducted an in-depth study that focused on the
physical attractiveness, race, and sex of the spokesperson and how those elements
impacted the respondents‟ perceptions of the ad and the product (soap and pens) being
advertised. They found that physical attractiveness influenced the respondent‟s overall
liking of the ad and affected their willingness to purchase the product. More specifically,
the ad (print) with the more physically attractive spokesperson resulted in a more positive
attitude toward the ad and a greater willingness to purchase that product.
Callero, Lumpkin and Madden (1989) conducted a study that tested three levels of
attractiveness of the spokesperson and the willingness to purchase grocery items (Slice
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soft drink and deli cheese). The only significant finding in this study was that male
respondents had a greater intent to purchase the cheese from a male spokesperson, and
female respondents had a greater intent to purchase the Slice from a female spokesperson.
They concluded that positive feelings, regardless of the level of attractiveness, do not
translate into purchase intent.
Physical attractiveness has also been studied in relation to when the messages
were given. Mills and Aronson (1965) conducted one of the earlier studies on this
concept. Opinions of male subjects were measured before and after they received
communication from a female communicator. Findings included that the desire to
influence does not influence the effectiveness of the communicator, unless he is
attractive. Ultimately, if the communicator is attractive the effectiveness of the
communicator will increase.
Expanding on this concept were Mills and Harvey (1972), who tested whether the
audience receives information about the communicator before or after receiving the
communication message when the communicator is attractive or an expert. Results
showed that depending upon the condition, whether the communicator was attractive or
an expert, the rating of the communicator increased for the congruent condition
(attractive communicator increased in attractive condition). For both the attractive and
expert conditions, ratings for the communicator were better for the “after” conditions.
The subjects rated the expert conditions as more knowledgeable than the attractive
conditions. Ultimately, they demonstrated that the processes which produce agreement
with an attractive communicator are not identical to the processes which produce
agreement with an expert communicator. Norman (1976) extended Mills and Harvey‟s
(1972) study. Norman hypothesized that an expert‟s effectiveness depends upon
providing convincing arguments for the advocated positions, whereas an attractive
source‟s influence should be less dependent on supporting arguments. His experiment
manipulated source characteristics and presence versus absence of supporting arguments.
He manipulated the source variables the same way as did Mills and Harvey (1972). His
data concluded that among female undergraduates, an attractive nonexpert produced
agreement with his conclusion whether or not supporting arguments were provided but
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that an unattractive expert was more effective in influencing agreement if he provided
justifying arguments for his position.
Snyder and Rothbart (1971) determined whether or not the attractiveness of a
communication source has an effect on the perceived credibility of the source. They
found that an unattractive communicator was more effective than an unpictured
communicator. However, attractive and unattractive communicators were not perceived
as differing in their credibility or expertise. Maddux and Rogers (1980) conducted an
experiment that compared alternative explanations of the persuasive basis of several
communicator and communication variables (including physical attractiveness and
expertise). Subjects were given photographs of either an attractive or unattractive male
with a description communicating whether they were an expert or nonexpert. Findings
showed that the physically attractive source was rated more effective than the unattractive
source; however, physical attractiveness did not affect agreement with the
communication. These findings for the expertise variable extend previous research by
demonstrating a positive relationship between expertise and persuasion when expertise is
defined and measured in relation to the topic of the communication. An audience‟s
perception of a source‟s expertise on the topic in question can be important for the
success of a persuasive communication, independent of message-irrelevant source
characteristics. In this study expertise did not interact with the supporting argumentation
variable; thus contrary to past research the effectiveness of an expert was not predicted by
providing supporting arguments. This data does corroborate Norman‟s (1976) finding
that there is a positive relationship between agreement with arguments and agreement
with the overall conclusion and that the relationship does not differ for attractive and
expert sources.
DeBono and Harnish (1988) conducted an experiment in which participants heard
a persuasive message from either a male expert or from an attractive male source. The
quality of arguments was varied. Only male undergraduates participated in this study.
Results concluded that only high self-monitoring individuals who listened to the
attractive source and low self-monitoring individuals who listened to the expert source
seemed to have systematically processed the message. The undergraduates seemed to be
persuaded primarily by the quality of the message.
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Celebrity Studies. Kahle and Homer (1985) conducted a study using celebrities
that measured their physical attractiveness, their likeability, and their involvement in the
products they were endorsing (Edge razors), and then measured attitude and purchase
intentions of the endorsed product. Print advertisements were used, eleven real and one
fictitious. Their results showed that the more likeable and attractive the celebrity, the
more favorable the attitudes consumers had toward the advertisement and the product.
The study also showed that consumers had greater purchase intentions for that product.
Ohanian (1991) performed a study that calculated influence of the physical
attractiveness, expertise, and trustworthiness of a celebrity on a respondent‟s intent to
purchase. The celebrity/products used for this study were: Linda Evans promoting new
perfume, Madonna promoting a new line of designer jeans, John McEnroe promoting a
new line of tennis rackets, and Tom Selleck promoting a new brand of cologne. Ohanian
found that the type of celebrity used can affect consumers‟ attitudes toward the
advertisement and toward the product, as well as consumers‟ purchase intentions for the
endorsed product. Different celebrities elicit different meanings to different people.
Physical attractiveness and trustworthiness of a celebrity were not significantly related to
intent to purchase, but expertise was; gender and age of respondents had no significant
effect on their intent to purchase. Since expertise was the most significant factor in this
study, findings indicated that people related to “expert” celebrity endorsers more than
physically attractive ones. Ohanian (1991) suggests that for celebrity spokespersons to be
truly effective, they should be knowledgeable, experienced, and qualified to endorse a
product.
Till and Busler (1998) conducted a study that focused on celebrity physical
attractiveness and how this affects the respondents‟ attitude toward the endorsed brand.
They used a pen and men‟s cologne as the products, with a fictitious name and endorser.
They showed the respondents either attractive pictures of the made-up celebrity or
unattractive pictures of the made-up celebrity. They found that when the attractive
pictures were shown, the brand attitude and purchase intention were significantly higher,
irrespective of the product type.
Silvera and Austad (2004) considered reactions of Norwegian consumers to two
celebrities: Cindy Crawford endorsing an Omega watch and Pierce Bronson endorsing
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Goodlife cologne. They measured the physical attractiveness of the endorser, including
associations related to the endorsed product and associations not related to the endorsed
product. Previously mentioned in the attitude section are the results and discussion of
respondents‟ attitudes toward brands and advertisements.
According to Silvera and Austad (2004), their experiment lacked a good fit
between celebrity and product. Neither watches nor cologne are typically associated with
physical attractiveness, as are beauty products and designer clothing, for example.
Participants in Norway, who might not have been familiar with these U.S. celebrities, did
not form attitudes based on their physical attractiveness (Silvera & Austad, 2004).
Athletic Studies. Braunstein and Zhang (2005) examined the dimensions of
athletic star power associated with Generation Y sports consumption. These dimensions
of star power included star attractiveness, expertise credibility, professional
trustworthiness, social image, public familiarity, and likeable personality. Pictures of Mia
Hamm (soccer), Serena Williams (tennis), Anna Kournikova (tennis), Joe Torre (baseball
and coach), Alex Rodriguez (baseball), Brett Favre (football), Warren Saap (football),
Allen Iverson (basketball), Tony Hawk (action sports) and Travis Pastrana (action sports)
were used. Respondents‟ sports consumption was measured by behavior towards live,
televised, printed, on-line, and manufactured sports events. Results showed that 30% of
direct consumption and 20% of media consumption of the endorsed product was
explained by the dimensions of star power listed above respectively. Specific
characteristics of different sports also helped to enhance the value of merchandise and
familiarity level toward an athletic star. Specifically, professional trustworthiness,
likeable personality, character style, and source attractiveness helped boost direct
consumption, media consumption and value enhancement of sports consumption
(attending a game). Athletic expertise was found to be fundamental for star familiarity.
This means that the more consumers are familiar with the athlete the more likely they
will believe the athlete is a credible source.
Source Credibility
This variable has two parts: trustworthiness and expertise. The source credibility
variable model contends that the effectiveness of a message depends upon the perceived
level of expertise and trustworthiness of an endorser (Hovland & Weiss, 1951). Erdogan,

59

Baker, and Tagg (2001) defined trustworthiness as “the honesty, integrity, and
believability of an endorser as perceived by the consumer,” (p.40), and expertise is
defined as “the extent to which a communicator is perceived to be the source of valid
assertions” (p.40). Hovland, Janis, & Kelley (1953) had previously defined expertise to
be the level of knowledge, experience or skills the endorser possesses. Source
credibility/expertise variables have also been examined for non-celebrity and celebrity
endorsers.
Non-Celebrity Studies. Dholakia & Sternthal (1977) hypothesized that the higher
the source‟s credibility, the more persuasive they are. They used a bill that was pending
in the U. S. Senate at the time of their study, and employed a lawyer and a layman with
an interest in being a lobbyist to be the spokespersons for the study. They found that the
lawyer was perceived as the more credible source, thus being perceived to be more
trustworthy. McGinnies & Ward (1980) manipulated a source‟s expertise and
trustworthiness to assess the impact of each of these components on the communicator‟s
persuasiveness. Their findings indicated that a source that was perceived to be both an
expert and trustworthy generated the most opinion change. Research investigating source
expertise in persuasive communication generally has indicated that a source‟s perceived
expertise has a positive impact on attitude change (Horai et. al., 1974; Maddux & Rogers,
1980; Mills & Harvey, 1972).
Gotlieb and Sarel (1991) tested the importance of an advertising format
(comparative vs. non-comparative) and source credibility on construction-motivated
involvement for a new brand. They created a fictitious brand and compared it with an
established brand, using VCR‟s as the product. Created advertisements were provided to
the eight treatments. The high-credibility source was an electrical engineer and the lowcredibility source was a car salesman. They found that the source in a comparative
advertisement can have a positive effect on construction-motivated involvement;
increasing the perceived credibility of the source used in a comparative advertisement
may allow researchers to motivate consumers to process such advertisements for a new
brand. The comparative advertisements had a more positive impact on purchase
intentions than the non-comparative advertisements when a higher credible source was
included. Conversely, when a source of lower credibility was included in the comparative
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advertisement, subjects attributed the message to a communicator that was just
“reporting” on the product. There was no difference between the impact of comparative
and non-comparative advertisements on purchase intentions, suggesting that discounting
of price occurs.
Yoon, Kim and Kim (1998) examined source credibility on some of the most
commonly used advertising variables, such as attitude toward the advertisement, attitude
toward the brand, and purchase intentions. They also examined how source credibility
affects audience involvement with the message. Since this was a cross-cultural study,
results from the U.S. and Korea were compared. An existing brand that was well known
in both countries was used. The biographical sketch of the endorser was manipulated to
measure expertise and trustworthiness. Results showed that the relative influence of the
source credibility varies by the dependent variables (Aad, AB, PI). Source credibility also
affected participants‟ involvement with the advertisement message. Only trustworthiness
had a significant impact on AB and brand beliefs, while expertise was viewed relatively
more important when it came to consumers‟ brand beliefs and attitudes. Yoon, et al.
(1998) confirmed that using an attractive endorser is important. The attractive endorser
enhanced consumers‟ attitudes toward the advertisement. They showed convincingly that
source credibility plays an important role in determining consumers‟ brand beliefs, Aad,
AB, and PI. In addition, source credibility strongly affects viewers‟ level of involvement
with the advertising message. Interestingly, results from both cultures generated similar
findings across the board.
Celebrity Studies. Most of the studies done on the source credibility variable
have included a combination of non-celebrity and celebrity endorsers. Friedman, Termini
and Washington (1976) studied four types of endorsers: the celebrity, the typical
consumer, the professional expert, and the company president. The study compared ads
with endorsers to an ad with no endorser to see which was more effective. A fictitious
type of wine was used as the product. They found that advertisements with any endorser,
no matter what type, brought higher taste expectations, intent-to-purchase and
believability than the ad with no endorser.
Another study that focused solely on the trust factor was done by Friedman,
Santeramo, and Traina (1978). They sampled two populations and two types of
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celebrities (a celebrity who has done endorsements, and a celebrity who has not). Study
one used undergraduate students, whereas study two used members of a civic group with
an average age of 45. Both studies showed that awareness of the celebrity correlated with
trust; celebrities who were perceived as having constant media coverage (constantly
being in the public eye) were trusted more than celebrities who were not constantly in the
spotlight, suggesting that consumers who constantly see a celebrity in the media feel a
greater connection with them than with a celebrity who is not. Friedman and Friedman
(1979) designed another study that attempted to determine whether the effectiveness of
the endorser type is dependent upon the type of product being endorsed. Twelve print
ads, using the four types of endorsers mentioned above, promoted a fictitious brand name
for costume jewelry, a vacuum cleaner, and a box of chocolates. They found that an
endorser/product interaction occurred. The celebrity endorser was given the highest
rating for the costume jewelry. Also, consumers‟ evaluations of the ads‟ believability
varied according to the product/endorser combinations.
Atkin and Block (1983) proposed that a celebrity endorser will have a greater
impact on responses to the advertisement, be more credible, and create more favorable
attitudes toward the product than a non-celebrity. A whisky magazine ad featuring Telly
Savalas, a newspaper beer ad featuring Happy Hairston, and another whisky magazine ad
featuring Cheryl Tiegs were all compared to non-celebrity versions of the same ads. For
all age groups the celebrity figure was perceived as more competent and trustworthy than
the noncelebrity, and the ad with the celebrity was rated more positively than the
noncelebrity version.
Freiden (1984) developed a study that measured whether or not consumer
attitudes generated by advertising would differ depending upon the type of spokesperson,
the gender of the spokesperson, and the age of the respondents. Four types of endorsers
were used: a celebrity, a CEO, a typical consumer and an expert. Two different age
groups were measured: an adult sample and a college-age sample. The product used was
a color television set. Results showed that the type of spokesperson used in advertising
can affect consumer response; the celebrity generated the best results in the likeability
category, but not in the categories of product quality, advertisement trustworthiness, and
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spokesperson knowledgeably. Gender did not significantly affect consumer attitudes, but
age did affect attitude.
Athlete/Product Congruency
The Match-Up hypothesis “generally suggests that the message conveyed by the
image of the celebrity and the image of the product should converge in effective
advertisements and implies a need for congruency between product image and celebrity
image on an attractiveness basis” (Kamins, 1990, p. 5). The Match-Up Hypothesis
suggests that the visual imagery contained in the advertisement conveys information over
and above the information contained in explicit verbal arguments (Rossiter & Percy,
1980). According to Kahle and Homer (1985), when a celebrity‟s physical attractiveness
is congruent with the product he/she is endorsing, the “match-up” hypothesis would
predict a positive impact on the product and the advertisement evaluations; if there is
incongruence, those evaluations would decline. This finding may be particularly true for
products that enhance beauty which are endorsed by celebrities. Consumers may believe
that the product plays a role in their own attractiveness (Kamins, 1990). Several authors
have stated that there is a need to measure athletic endorsers‟ congruency with the brands
they endorse. A congruency measurement is important because if a match is not made,
the endorsement would not be effective. A good fit could mean a long relationship
between the athlete and a product; a publicized linkage between the two will form in the
minds of millions of consumers. When a firm signs up an athlete to endorse their product,
the ideal outcome is the relationship Nike has with Michael Jordan. For consumers, most
know that they will never play like their favorite athlete, but owning equipment their
favorite athletes endorse makes them feel better (Erdogen & Baker, 1999). The following
sections examine the role of the Match-Up Hypothesis in advertising using noncelebrities, celebrities and athletes.
Celebrity Studies. Kamins (1990) researched the attractiveness factor of this
hypothesis using a celebrity endorser. He used the celebrities Tom Selleck (attractive)
and Telly Savalas (less attractive), with a car and a computer for the products
respectively, in a print advertisement. Results showed that the attractive celebrity had
higher credibility with consumers, and a more positive attitude toward the advertisement
was formed by consumers, which is consistent with other studies. Kamins and Gupta
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(1994) found that the higher the degree of congruency between the types of endorsers and
the product advertised, the greater the believability of the endorser. The linkage between
congruence and endorser/advertiser believability was only present for the celebrity
endorser. Overall, the study implied that congruence between product and celebrity
endorser has the potential to be an important factor in advertising. A higher degree of
congruency between product and celebrity image resulted in enhanced endorser
believability and attractiveness as well as significantly more favorable attitudes and
purchase intentions toward the product.
Lynch and Schuler (1994) examined the match-up hypothesis as it is related to
observed variations in source credibility, product evaluations, perceived product gender,
and other measures of advertising and communication effectiveness. The first study
addressed the effect on spokesperson credibility of a match-up between a spokesperson
characteristic and a product attribute. Muscularity was selected as the characteristic to be
manipulated because it could be effectively and noticeably changed without any surgical
procedures. A single male model was chosen and agreed to participate in a body-building
program. Photographs were taken in the various stages of muscle building. Three stages
were measured by the photographs. Exercise equipment was chosen as the product.
Results illustrated that the attractiveness, intelligence, and tenacity characteristics of the
spokesperson held constant across the treatments. The perceived knowledge of exercise
equipment increased as the model became more muscular. The second study considered
the effect of a match-up between a spokesperson characteristic and a product attribute. It
specifically addressed how a match-up might facilitate the transfer of the spokesperson‟s
symbolic meaning to the product. Weight-lifting equipment was selected to represent a
product directly related to producing muscles, car batteries were selected to represent a
traditionally male-targeted product, bleach was selected to represent a non-masculine
product, and a law firm was selected to represent a product without a significant strength
attribute. Results illustrated that the point of congruence was not the seemingly obvious
match between the muscular strength or power of the spokesperson and the strength
dimensions of the product; instead, the match appeared to have been between the
increased stamina associated with a muscular, healthy person and a more prevalent
durability or stamina attribute of the product. The spokesperson‟s muscularity did affect
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the perceptions of the attributes of the products in the second study (bleach, law firm, car
batteries).
Athlete Studies. Mittelstaedt, Riesz, and Burns (2000) considered the different
explanations of the relationships between endorsers and products in producing effective
product endorsements. They used Olympic athletes Nancy Kerrigan, Dan Jansen, and
Bonnie Bair to endorse orange juice, hair conditioner, and youth foundation. Findings
suggested that in terms of perceived endorsement effectiveness, the right endorsement
depended upon the appropriate match of endorser and product. The combinations which
were most effective were Nancy Kerrigan endorsing orange juice, Dan Jansen endorsing
hair conditioner, and Bonnie Blair endorsing youth foundation (makeup).
James (1996) studied the difference between athletes who endorsed sport and
non-sport products. Within a specific product category, he tried to find whether some
products produced more positive endorsement evaluations than others. He also examined
if there was a lack of fit between product and endorser and would a good fit improve the
consumer response to an endorsement for non-sport products. Products tested were
Craftsman Power Saws, Umbro Gym Shorts, Nordic Track Exercise Equipment, and
Calgon Bath Oil. The sports that were picked were Figure Skating, Volleyball, Hockey,
Gymnastics, Golf, and Basketball. He concluded that in most product situations
advertisers should attempt to find the athlete that is most congruent with his/her product.
In both non-sport and sport product categories, the athlete endorsing the product
influenced consumers‟ positive evaluations of the product. The effect of the sport
endorsement evaluation by the respondent was a function of the similarity between the
image of the product and the image of the sport; the more similar the image the higher the
endorsement evaluation.
Till and Busler (1998) measured the endorsement of candy bars and energy bars
with an actor and an athlete as spokespersons, to determine which combination had the
best fit. The actor/candy bar and the athlete/energy bar was suggested as the best fit, and
they concluded that the expertise dimension may be more useful than attractiveness when
matching endorsers with brands.
According to Walker et. al. (1992), when selecting a celebrity or athletic endorser,
advertisers should not only consider the product attributes that are to be established, but
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also the broader meanings associated with the endorser. Although the endorser may have
certain attributes that are desirable for endorsing the product, they may also have
associated attributes that are inappropriate for the product as well. The main point in
using a celebrity endorser is to get the consumer to purchase the product. It is important
to know what role the celebrity‟s attractiveness, trustworthiness, and expertise have on
consumers‟ attitudes and purchase intentions.
Summary
There are myriad ways to measure consumer behavior, just as there are countless
influences that affect brand consumption. One of the most intriguing influences is the
celebrity endorsement process. Athletic endorsements have become a very popular
avenue to inform consumers about sport and non-sport brands. This relatively new
phenomenon is a rapidly growing business that is invading every avenue of the
marketplace. For this reason, athletic endorsements of brand name athletic apparel and
non-athletic products need to be studied more closely. Consumers are inundated with
athletic advertisements in everyday life; it would therefore be beneficial to know how
consumers think, feel, and react to this very popular trend. The component of star power
is one way to accomplish that. The Source Credibility Model, the Source Attractiveness
Model, the Meaning Transfer Model and the Product Match-Up Hypothesis are highly
applicable to sports, where star athletes have the ability to influence others as a result of
their physique, knowledge, attitude, extraordinary skills and ability to invoke pride
through cheering or being a fan of the athlete. The purpose of this study was to determine
if the endorsement by an athlete of a high or low status product affects consumer
perceptions of the athlete and consumers‟ purchase intention of the advertised product.
The Status Consumption Scale, the star power variables of source attractiveness, source
credibility (professional trustworthiness and athletic expertise), likeable personality,
character style, and the variable of athlete/product congruency were examined, along
with consumers‟ direct consumption, media consumption of the advertised product, value
enhancement, and star familiarity of the athletic endorser in the Scale of Athletic Star
Power.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study was to determine if the endorsement by an athlete of a
high or low status product affects consumer attitudes of the athlete and consumers‟
purchase intention of the advertised product. The Status Consumption Scale, the star
power variables of source attractiveness, source credibility (professional trustworthiness
and athletic expertise), likeable personality, character style, and the variable of
athlete/product congruency were examined along with consumers‟ direct consumption,
media consumption of the advertised product, value enhancement, and star familiarity of
the athletic endorser through the use of the Scale of Athletic Star Power.
Variables
The six independent variables of this study were source attractiveness, source
credibility (professional trustworthiness and athletic expertise), likeable personality,
character style, athletic/product congruency, which are all the components of star power,
and the consumption of high/low status products. The four dependent variables of this
study are direct consumption, media consumption, value enhancement, and star
familiarity.
Questionnaire Development
Demographic data collected included factors related to the age, gender, ethnicity,
total income, and highest level of education. These categories have been used throughout
past research and also in the US census.
A pilot study was not conducted because the Scale of Athletic Star Power and the
Status Consumption Scale have been used in many past research studies. The questions
on athlete/product congruency have also been widely used in previous studies (Kamins &
Gupta, 1994; Kamins, 1990; Till & Busler, 1992). This research was divided into study I,
study II, and study III.
In study I a list of ten athletes was compiled by the researcher by conducting a
thorough on-line search. Study I was conducted to find a systematic way to find which
athletes to use as the athletic endorsers for this research. To ensure that the researcher did
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not have any bias when deciding which athletic endorsers to use, a search was conducted
to pick the most popular and widely-searched athletes on the Internet. Since previous
studies did not say how the athletes were picked for the studies, there were no previous
steps to follow. Several search engines were used, including AOL, Yahoo, Lyos, Hitwise
and Bodog, where the phrase “most searched athletes of 2008” was entered in each
search engine. A list of athletes was compiled by the researcher.
The first scale that was used for both study II and study II was developed
specifically for research on athletic star power: the SASP was developed by Braunstein &
Zhang (2005). This is a five-point Likert scale that addresses the five components of star
power: source attractiveness, professional trustworthiness, athletic expertise, likeable
personality, and character style. Previous researchers have suggested that there are
inherent relationships among athletic star power variables (Erdogen, Baker & Tagg,
2001, 1999; McCracken, 1989; McGuire, 1968, 1985; Miciak & Shanklin, 1994) and
sports consumption variables (Baade & Tiehen, 1990; Mullin, Hardy & Sutton, 2000;
Pitts & Stotlar, 2002; Schofield, 1983; Schurr, Wittig, Ruble & Ellen, 1988; Whitney,
1988). However, the SASP was modified to include questions on the congruency of the
endorser and the product. Braunstein & Zhang (2005) pointed out that the addition of the
match-up fit variable to this type of research would greatly benefit the athletic
endorsement research track. Charbonneau & Garland (2005) noted that athletic
endorsement studies using the match-up fit variable, along with the physical
attractiveness variable and the source credibility variable, are scarce. The celebrity/
product congruency was measured on a five-point Likert scale by asking how familiar the
respondent is with the athlete, if the image of the athlete is congruent with the product in
the advertisement, if the product is a good fit for the athlete, if the athlete is believable
endorsing the product, and if the respondent thinks the athlete would wear or use the
product he/she is endorsing. These questions have been asked in past research (Kamins &
Gupta, 1994; Kamins, 1990; Till & Busler, 1992).
The unique sports consumption variables were also measured in the SASP scale
from Braunstein & Zhang (2005). This is also a five-point Likert scale that measures
consumers‟ direct consumption of the products that are advertised (how likely they are to
buy the product the athletic is wearing or using), the media consumption of the athletic
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endorser (how likely they are to watch them on TV, look them up online, read about them
in magazines or follow them throughout their season of play), the value enhancement of
the athletic endorser (the positive or negative associations the consumer has with the
athlete), and star familiarity of the athlete (how familiar the consumer is with the athlete
in the advertisement).
The second scale, the Status Consumption Scale, was developed by Kilsheimer
(1993) to measure consumers‟ status consumption. It measures the degree of respondents‟
attitude toward consuming for status. The modified five questions which relate to status
and products, where respondents are asked for their opinion to each question on a sevenpoint Likert scale, were also used. This scale has a reliability of .70 and confirmatory
analysis for each factor at .90; therefore, it is appropriate to use the scale to obtain
consumers‟ status consumption scores. This scale was used in both study II and study III.
Sample
There were three studies conducted that made up the sample of this research
project. The sample for study I consisted of both men and women ages 18-65. The
sample for study II was a stratified sample that consisted of 250 female and male
respondents ages 18-65. Several organizations were contacted by the researcher and
agreed to participate in this research; these organizations included a Northeastern
University Alumni Association, a national Pan-Hellenic Alumni Association, and
members of a Bible study group. The questionnaire was hosted through Survey Monkey
and distributed through e-mail also by using Survey Monkey.
Study III had a random sample of 300 men and women ages 18-65 that was
purchased from a reputable online marketing company, Survey Sample International. The
questionnaire was sent out through a secure URL link from SSI. The demographic
results, which will be presented in the next chapter, were compared with the latest US
Census data to ensure that they were representative of the US population and were in fact
random.
Questionnaire Administration
In study I, once the list of ten athletes was compiled, it was determined that the
athletes chosen needed to have an endorsement in a magazine, since the respondents
would be looking at this advertisement when answering the questions in the SASP. The
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ten athletes which were picked met both qualifications (having a printed endorsement and
being one of the most searched athletes on the Internet) and they were put into a list,
where the respondents were asked to rank them in order with “1 being most familiar” and
“10 being least familiar.” The list was sent out by the researcher through personal e-mails
to 50 men and women ages 18-65. The list of the ten athletes was David Beckham, Tiger
Woods, Serena Williams, Maria Sharapova, Peyton Manning, Tom Brady, Shawn
Johnson, Dwayne Wade, LeBron James and Michael Phelps. Thirty e-mails were
returned, 17 women and 13 men. The results were calculated by the researcher and the
top six athletes from the list were used in study II: Tiger Woods, Tom Brady, David
Beckham, Serena Williams, Dwayne Wade and Shawn Johnson. While Michael Phelps,
Serena Williams and Peyton Manning were more popular than Dwayne Wade, Maria
Sharapova and Shawn Johnson, they did not have any printed endorsement that could be
shown to the respondents. These athletes have many endorsement deals; however, most
of them are shown on television.
Participants in study II were asked to participate in this research study by the
researcher. The organizations listed above were contacted, and mailing lists that included
e-mail addresses were sent to the researcher. Two hundred questionnaires were sent out
to men and women ages 18-65 from these mailing lists through a questionnaire, which
included the SASP and the Status Consumption Scale, hosted by Survey Monkey. A
cover letter was included in the e-mail for each respondent to explain the research
purpose and reassure the respondents that the survey was completely anonymous and that
there was no penalty for not responding. Printed endorsements of the six athletes that
were chosen in study I were also attached to the e-mail. Each respondent viewed the same
six endorsements of the chosen athletes; after viewing the pictures the respondents filled
out the questionnaire. This was procedure was done six times. Once the respondents had
filled out the questionnaire six times, they answered five demographic questions. One
hundred and fifty questionnaires were returned to the researcher to input into SPSS and
analyze.
Participants in study III were recruited through an on-line sample distribution
company. Three hundred eight questionnaires were sent out to both men and women ages
18-65. Questionnaires, which included the SASP and the Status Consumption Scale, were
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hosted and distributed through the sampling distribution company, Survey Sample
International (SSI), to respondents with the appropriate demographic requirements.
According to the SSI website, the company's survey panel members are: "multi-sourced and
constantly refreshed. Members are enrolled using banner ads and online recruitment methods,
exclusively using permission-based techniques. SSI does not use unsolicited e-mail in
building panels. Panelists agree to keep survey content confidential"
(http://www.surveysampling.com/index.php). A cover letter was included in the e-mail for

each respondent to explain the research purpose and reassure the respondents that the
survey was completely anonymous and that there was no penalty for not responding.
Respondents were asked to view two created advertisements in which the athlete is
endorsing a high or low status product; however, they did not know which product was of
high status or of low status. Each respondent viewed two advertisements and filled out
the questionnaire for each one. Five demographic questions were also included. Three
hundred eight questionnaires were returned to the researcher, with the data already
inputted by SSI into SPSS.
Data Analysis
Data for both study II and study III was analyzed by SPSS. Descriptive statistics
were measured first to calculate the frequency distribution for the demographics. This
was done in both study II and study III of the data collection. Descriptive statistics were
also run for each independent and dependent variable in phase II. The results from those
tests were used to calculate the star power scores. This was also done to calculate the
frequency distribution of the status products. Factor analysis was then used to look at the
significance of the variables and how they measured toward each other; specifically, each
group of questions for each independent and dependent variable were examined to find
any questions that were not measuring what the other questions in the group were
measuring. Results were used to reduce the number of questions, and remove questions
that were not measuring what they were suppose to be measuring. After removing these
questions, factor analysis was run again to verify that the newly revised SASP was
measuring the variables correctly. Cronbach‟s alpha was run next to show the reliability
of each variable of the SASP. Once the athletes and the status brands were chosen, study
III began.

71

Study III data analysis again used factor analysis to look at the significance of the
variables and how they measured toward each other. This was done for each dependent
and independent variable in the Scale of Athletic Star Power. These results showed that
the variables, both independent and dependent, were significant. Cronbach‟s alpha was
run next to show the reliability of each variable of the SASP. Multiple linear regression
was run next to measure the degree of the relationship of the independent variables on
the dependent variables from the SASP. Linear equations were written and models were
formed. Scatterplots were also assessed to look for outliers and insignificant correlations.
MANOVA was run last to analyze the main and interaction effects of the interval
dependent variables with the two categorical independent variables (athletic endorser and
status product).
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to determine if the endorsement by an athlete of a
high or low status product affects consumer attitudes of the athlete and consumers‟
purchase intention of the advertised product. The Status Consumption Scale and the Scale
of Athletic Star Power were used in this study.
Sample Size and Description
After obtaining permission from the university‟s IRB board, the data collection for
this research occurred in three separate stages. Study I was designed to pick the top six
athletes to be used for study II. The top six athletes that were chosen had current
endorsement deals; they were: Tiger Woods/TagHeur, Tom Brady/ Stetson Cologne,
Maria Sharapova/Cole Haan, David Beckham/ David Beckham Cologne, Dwayne
Wade/Converse, and Shawn Johnson/Secret Deodorant. Study II was conducted to find the
athlete with the highest and lowest star power. It also was conducted to find the high and
low status products. Study III was to conducted test the hypotheses written in chapter 1.
Demographics. Study II was comprised of two scales, the Scale of Athletic Star
Power and the Status Consumption Scale, along with demographic questions. Two
hundred questionnaires were sent out to the various organizations and 150 were returned
completed, giving this phase a response rate of 75%. Both men and women ages 18-65
participated in this research. Of the respondents surveyed 56% were male and 44% were
female. Over half of the respondents were Caucasian (52%), 26.7% were African
American, 14.7% were Hispanic and 6.7% were Asian. See Table 1 for race/ethnicity
breakdowns for the sample.
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Table 1
Race/Ethnicity Frequencies
Race
White/Caucasian
Black/African
American
Hispanic/Latino
Asian
Other
American Indian/
Alaska Native

Frequency

Percent
78

52.0

40
22
10
0

26.7
14.7
6.7
0

0

0
100

N= 150

Almost half of the respondents were single (40.7%), while 37.3% were married and 22%
were divorced. Over one-fourth of the respondents‟ income was between $26-50,000
(26%) and $51-75,000 (28.7%), while 8% had $25,000 or less, 19.3% had $76-100,000,
11.3% had $101,000-125,000, and 6.7% had $126,000 or more. See Table 2 for income
breakdown for the sample.

Table 2
Income Frequencies
Total income before
taxes
26,000 or less
26-50,000
51-75,000
76-100,000
101-125,000
126,000 or more

Frequency

Percent
12
39
43
17
17
10

N= 150

8.0
26.0
28.7
19.3
11.3
6.7
100

An overwhelming majority of respondents had a bachelor‟s degree (60%), 12.7% had a
high school diploma or equivalent, 14.7% had an associate‟s degree, and 12.7% had a
graduate degree. See Table 3 for the education breakdown for the sample.
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Table 3
Level of Education Frequencies
Level of education
Associates degree
Bachelors degree
High school or less
Graduate degree

Frequency

Percent
22
90
19
19

14.7
60.0
12.7
12.7
100

N= 150

One-third of the respondents were between the ages of 31-40 (34.7%), 26% were 18-30,
28.7% were 41-50, and 10.7% were 51-65. See Table 4 for the breakdown of the sample.

Table 4
Age Frequencies

Age
Group 1 (1830)
Group 2 (3140)
Group 3 (4150)
Group 4 (5165)

Frequency

Percent

Cumulative
percent

39

26.0

26.0

52

34.7

60.7

43

28.7

89.3

16
N= 150

10.7
100

Study II Results
The first test run on each section of the Scale of Athletic Star Power for all six
advertisements was factor analysis which was done in previous research (Braunstein &
Zhang, 2005). It was determined that it would be beneficial to reduce the time spent
completing the survey by reducing the number of questions before study III started. The
total number of questions that the respondents had to answer for each of the six
advertisements was 75, and it was concluded by looking at the correlations of the
questions in each section that several of the items were asking the same thing.
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The first section on the questionnaire was expertise, which is “the extent to which
a communicator is perceived to be a source of valid assertions” (Erdogan, Baker & Tagg,
2001, p. 40). There were 11 questions for the Expertise section, and after running a factor
analysis on the group of 11 questions for all six advertisements, it was determined that 2
questions needed to be dropped because they were items that were consistently crossloading and not correlating with the other nine questions. Questions #3 and #4 were taken
out and factor analysis was run again for all six advertisements. Question #3, “is she/he a
team player,” did not apply to all six advertisements because several of the athletes did
not play team sports, which may have explained the low factor scores for this question.
After the second factor analysis was run on the remaining nine items, the factor scores
greatly improved. These questions are listed below.
1. He/She is has superior athletic skills
2. He/She is aggressive when he/she plays
*3. He/She is a team player
*4. He/She is an extremely talented athlete
5. He/She shows leadership abilities
6. He/She is goal oriented
7. He/She is at the peak of his/her career
8. He/She is a hard worker
9. He/She is courageous
10. He/She is enthusiastic
11. He/She has a high level of technical ability
* indicates the questions that were removed from the survey

The next section on the SASP was source attractiveness; the Source
Attractiveness Model stands on the belief that one‟s acceptance of a message relies on the
similarity, familiarity and liking of an endorser (McGuire, 1985). There were nine
questions in this section of the scale and after running a factor analysis for this section on
all six advertisements, it was concluded that questions #1 and #6 were consistently crossloading and not correlating with the other seven questions. Question #1, “he/she has a lot
of media attention,” is not really related to the appearance of the athlete; however, many
of today‟s athletes end up in US Weekly, People or TMZ for reasons other than their
athletic ability. Question #6, “he/she is energetic,” also does not have anything to do with
an athletes‟ appearance. Many athletes can be energetic regardless of their appearance.
After these questions were removed, a factor analysis was run again for all six
advertisements, and the factor scores greatly improved. These questions are listed below.
*1. He/She has a lot of media attention
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2. He/She is recognizable
3. He/She is physically attractive
4. He/She is physically fit
5. He/She is outgoing
*6. He/She is energetic
7. He/She is distinctive looking
8. He/She is masculine/feminine
9. He/She is entertaining when he/she plays
* indicates the questions that were removed from the survey

The third section on the scale was professional trustworthiness, “the honesty,
integrity and believability of an endorser as perceived by the target audience” (Erdogan
et. al., 2001, p. 40). This section had 12 questions. This section‟s factor analysis scores
showed consistent repetitiveness in the factor scores among several questions,
specifically #6 and #10, across all six advertisements. These questions, “I agree with
his/her lifestyle” and “I agree with his/her way of life” respectively, not only asked
basically the same thing but did not have anything to do with professional
trustworthiness, which may account for the low factor scores. It was also noticed that
questions #6, #7, #8, and #10 were more related to the section on character style.
Questions #7, “he/she is ethical,” and question #8, “he/she serves the community,” also
do not ask about how trustworthy an athlete is, but can relate to the character of an
athlete. A factor analysis was run with questions #6, #7, and #8 (#10 was excluded since
the factor scores for #6 and #10 were identical), along with the character style items,
vastly improving not only the character style section but the professional trustworthiness
section as well. A second factor analysis was run, which still showed questions crossloading and not correlating with the other items left; this was done for all six
advertisements. It was determined that questions #9 and #11 would be removed because
their factor scores across all six advertisements were low. Question #9, “he/she is
friendly,” relates more to the demeanor of an athlete than their ability to be trusted.
Question #11, “he/she shows good sportsmanship,” again relates more to the athlete‟s
behavior than if he/she can be trusted. The remaining six questions were again put in a
factor analysis for a third time, thus greatly improving the factor scores across all six
advertisements. These questions are listed below.
1. He/She is responsible
2. He/She is well spoken
3. He/She is intelligent
4. He/She is dignified
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5. He/She is positive
^6. I agree with his/her lifestyle
^7. He/She is ethical
^8. He/She serves the community
*9. He/She is friendly
*10. I agree with his/her way of life
*11. He/She shows good sportsmanship
12. I agree with his/her behavior
* indicates items that were removed from the survey
^ indicates the questions moved to the character style section

The next section on the SASP is likeable personality (how consumers view the
athlete in regards to their social image): is the athlete viewed as a good person, friendly,
or likeable to consumers (Braunstein & Zhang, 2005). This section had 15 questions.
Factor analysis was again run for all six advertisements, and again there were two
questions that were generating the same factor scores, #3 and #5. Question #3, “he/she is
funny,” and question #5, “he/she is humorous,” are asking the same thing, which can
account for the identical factor scores. Thus, these questions were combined into one. It
was also noticed that there were several other questions that were cross-loading and not
correlating with other items in the section across all six advertisements. Questions #1, #4,
#6, #7, #11, and #14 were removed, and factor analysis was run again for all six
advertisements, thus greatly improving the factor scores for this section. These questions,
“he/she is charitable,” “he/she is very charming,” “he/she is personable,” “he/she is
honest,” and “he/she is charismatic,” are all difficult for the respondent to have
knowledge about the athletes in the advertisements. These qualities can be valued as
subjective and hard to measure. Many of these characteristics also may be exhibited by
some athletes and not others. Question #14, “he/she is a daredevil,” may be hard to
interpret because the respondent may not know whether to score the athlete on his/her
sport or his/her off-field antics. These questions are listed below.
*1. He/She is charitable
2. He/She is modest
3. He/She is funny
*4. He/She is very charming
5. He/she is humorous
*6. He/She is personable
*7. He/She is honest
8. He/She is approachable
9. He/She has an ability to connect with his/her fan base
10. He/She displays morality
*11. He/She is charismatic
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12. He/She is kind
13. He/She spends time with fans
*14. He/She is a daredevil
15. He/She is likeable
*indicates items that were removed from the survey

The fifth section on the SASP is character style; this is the social image of the
athlete and how the public perceives him/her. It entails what kind of person he/she is,
meaning does he/she have a positive or negative image in the public eye (Braunstein &
Zhang, 2005). This section only had three questions. Factor analysis was run on the three
questions for all six advertisements; question #3 was consistently showing a negative
factor score. This question, “he/she is worldly,” may not be something that is known by
the respondents. While many of the athletes chosen for this study do travel around the
world, others do not, thus accounting for the negative factor scores. Once this question
was removed, the remaining two questions‟ factor scores vastly improved. As mentioned
earlier, three questions that pertained more to character style were added to this section.
These five questions were shown to fit well together, having high factor scores across all
six advertisements. The original three questions are listed below.
1. He/She is controversial
2. He/She is flamboyant
*3. He/She is worldly
* indicates the item that was removed from the survey

The next section on the SASP, which was added for this research, was the
congruency between the athlete and the brand. The Match-Up Hypothesis “generally
suggests that the message conveyed by the image of the celebrity and the image of the
product should converge in effective advertisements, implies a need for congruence
between product image and celebrity image on an attractiveness basis” (Kamins, 1990, p.
5). There were five questions in this section. Factor analysis was run for these five
questions for all six advertisements, and the results showed that all five questions
correlated well with each other. No questions listed below were removed from this
section.
1. How familiar are you with the athlete who appeared in the ad?
2. How congruent is the image of the athlete with the brand they are endorsing?
3. Do you think this brand is a good fit for this athlete to endorse?
4. How believable is this athlete endorsing this brand?
5. Do you believe this athlete would wear or use this product?
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The second half of the SASP had four sections on sports consumption. The first
section had questions relating to the direct consumption of the product being advertised.
This variable asks how often consumers purchase products that the athlete endorses,
wears, promotes or sells (Braunstein & Zhang, 2005). This section had nine questions.
Factor analysis was run on this section for all six advertisements. One question, #8,
consistently had low factor scores. This question dealt with attending sporting events,
which may be hard for respondents to do especially for all the sports represented in this
research. Respondents may have also not known how to score this item because they
interpreted it two ways, attending the sporting event in general or attending the sporting
event of the athlete shown in the advertisement. This item was removed, and factor
analysis was run again without #8; this generated higher factor scores for all six
advertisements. These questions are listed below.
1. I intend to purchase products that he/she wears
2. I intend to purchase products that he/she endorses
3. I purchase sports merchandise with his/her team/brand logo
4. I have purchased products that he/she wears
5. I have purchased products he/she endorses
6. I like products that he/she endorses
7. I purchase equipment for his/her sport
*8. I attend his/her sporting events
9. I participate in his/her sport
* indicates the item that was removed from the survey

The second section of this part of the SASP had questions relating to the media
consumption of the athlete or the product being endorsed. This variable asks how often
the consumer will look up the athlete online, read about him/her on the Internet or in
magazines, watch him/her on television and follow him/her throughout his/her season of
play (Braunstein & Zhang, 2005). This section had seven questions, in which two
questions dealt with the same medium of media, question #1 and question #7, “I read
magazines on his/her sport and “I read books on his/her sport,” respectively. After factor
analysis was run for all six advertisements, it was determined that question #1 and
question #7 be combined into one question, since the factor scores for #7 were very low
consistently across all six advertisements. Question #7 was removed and factor analysis
was run again for all six advertisements; the factor scores greatly improved for all six
advertisements. These questions are listed below.
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1. I read magazines on him/her or his/her sport
2. I read about him/her in the sports pages of my newspaper
3. I visit websites that focus on him/her or his/her sport
5. I watch sports information programming about his/her sport
6. I watch him/her or his/her sport on television
*7. I read books on him/her or his/her sport
* indicates item that were removed from survey

The third section for this part of the SASP asked questions pertaining to the value
enhancement of the athlete being advertised. This variable is defined by the positive
image the consumer has of the athlete, and how much of an impact does the athlete have
on the sport he/she plays (Braunstein & Zhang, 2005). This section only had two
questions. Factor analysis was run on both these questions for all six advertisements, and
results showed that all the questions were loading well and also correlating well with one
another. No questions listed below were removed.
1. I believe that he/she has a positive image
2. I believe that he/she has a positive impact his/her sport

The final section of this part of the SASP asked questions relating to the star
familiarity of the athlete being endorsed. This variable is defined as how familiar the
consumer is with the athlete: is the consumer a fan of the sport he/she plays and does the
consumer watch the athlete play abundantly (Braunstein & Zhang, 2005). This section
had three questions. Factor analysis was run for these three questions for all six
advertisements, and results generated showed that all three items were loading correctly
and also correlated well together. No questions listed below were removed.
1. I am a fan of this sport
2. I am a fan of this athlete
3. I know what sport this athlete is associated with

In the end 16 questions were removed from the scale, thus hopefully reducing the
time it took for the respondents in phase III to take the questionnaire. After using factor
analysis for data reduction, Cronbach‟s alpha was run for each set of questions after the
16 questions were removed in the SASP for all six advertisements to check for internal
consistently for the sections in the revised questionnaire.
For the components of star power, a series of Cronbach‟s alpha tests were run. In
the expertise section of the athletic star power section SASP, the Cronbach‟s alpha scores
were all relatively high, showing very good internal consistency for the expertise
questions in the questionnaire. In the source attractiveness section of the athletic star
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power section of the SASP, the Cronbach‟s alpha scores varied. While four of the
advertisements showed good internal consistency, advertisements #3 and #4 had much
lower scores, which may be due to the fact that those athletes were not given high
attractiveness scores by the respondents. In the professional trustworthiness section of the
athletic star power section of the SASP, the Cronbach‟s alpha scores were all very high
except for advertisement #4. For five out of the six advertisements this section‟s
questions showed high internal consistency. In the likeable personality section of the
athletic star power section of the SASP, the Cronbach‟s alpha scores were relatively high.
This exhibits high internal consistency for this series of questions in the questionnaire. In
the character style section of the athletic star power section of the SASP, the Cronbach‟s
alpha scores were varied. It is important to note that this modified section had greatly
improved by the addition of the three questions, as mentioned earlier. The Cronbach‟s
alpha scores before were all negative, showing no internal consistency. While
advertisement‟s #2 and #4 are both quite low, they are no longer negative; the other four
advertisements indicated scores that had between moderate and good internal consistency
for this section of the questionnaire. In the congruency section of the athletic star power
section of the SASP, the Cronbach‟s alpha scores were very high. This demonstrates very
high internal consistency scores for this section of the questionnaire.
In the first section of the sports consumption section of the SASP, direct
consumption, the Cronbach‟s alpha scores were good. This shows that the direct
consumption section in this questionnaire has good internal consistency. In the media
consumption section of the SASP, the Cronbach‟s alpha scores were all quite high,
exhibiting very high internal consistency for this section of the questionnaire. In the value
enhancement section of the SASP, the Cronbach‟s alpha scores were very high. This
demonstrates high internal consistency for this section of the questionnaire. In the star
familiarity section of the SASP, the Cronbach‟s Alpha scores were quite varied. This
section measured how familiar the respondent was with the athlete in the advertisement.
In looking at the scores below it seems not every respondent was familiar with all the
athletes chosen for this study. However, all the advertisements except #4 showed
adequate internal consistencies for this section of the questionnaire. The Cronbach‟s
alpha Scores are listed in tables in Appendix E.
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After Cronbach‟s alpha was run for all the sections of the SASP for all six
advertisements, the questions in each section of the SASP were combined into one score
and then descriptive statistics was calculated. This was done for all six advertisements.
The athletic star power was then calculated for each of the six athletes. In the past this
had been done by looking at the mean score of the athlete and making sure it was above a
3.0 (Braunstein & Zhang, 2005). Since this study was looking for which athlete had the
highest and lowest star power, the athletes scores were summed for the athletic star
power section, determining that Tiger Woods had the highest athletic star power score
(13612), while Maria Sharapova had the lowest athletic star power score (18629). Since
in the SASP, 1 was “strongly agree” and 5 was “strongly disagree,” when summing the
athletes‟ scores it is important to realize that the higher the summed score, the lower the
star power, and the lower the summed score, the higher the star power. Each section of
scores for the sports consumption section of the SASP was also summed, and descriptive
statistics was run. A manipulation check was performed for the high and low star power
scores. The t-test indicated that respondents did believe that Tiger Woods (83.773) did
have higher star power than Maria Sharapova (178.306); again, this scale was reversed
scored.
Respondents were also asked a series of questions pertaining to the status
consumption of products. Factor analysis for this series of question was high, over .80,
showing that all five questions correlated well with each other. Cronbach‟s alpha was
also run for these questions, which was .75, demonstrating high internal consistency for
this part of the survey.
Along with the five status consumption questions, respondents were asked
whether 15 different brands were of high or low status. These results are shown in Table
5. For study III, the two athletes now chosen were shown in two different created
advertisements, one with a high status product and one with a low status product. These
products were picked based on the results in study II. Since this study is in the area of
textiles and consumer sciences, using brands in the fashion industry was important. The
brand with the lowest score was Guess, and two brands tied for the highest, Armani and
Donna Karan. For this study, Guess will be used as the low status brand and Armani as
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the high status brand. Armani was chosen over Donna Karan because it has a higher price
point than Donna Karan, thus reflecting a greater distance from the price point of Guess.

Table 5
Frequency Distribution of Status Products

Variable

Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Guess
High

33

22.0

22.0

22.0

Low

117

78.0

78.0

100.0

High

150

100.0

100.0

100.0

Low

0

0.0

0.0

0.0

High

75

50.0

50.0

50.

Low

75

50.0

50.0

100.0

High

132

88.0

88.0

88.0

Low

18

12.0

12.0

100.0

High

150

100.0

100.0

100.0

Low

0

0.0

0.0

0.0

High

147

98.0

98.0

98.0

Low

3

2.0

2.0

100.0

High

74

49.3

49.3

49.3

Low

76

50.7

50.7

100.0

Armani

Liz Claiborne

Calvin Klein

Donna Karan

Ralph Lauren

Tommy Hilfiger
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Study III Results
The first step in this phase was to create the four advertisements that were to be
shown to the respondents from the marketing list purchased for this part of the research.
Two created advertisements were made, one with Tiger Woods endorsing an Armani suit
and one with him endorsing a Guess watch. Tiger Woods was the athlete that had the
highest star power from study II of this research. The athlete that had scored the lowest
star power found in study II of this research was Maria Sharapova. Again, two
advertisements were created, one with her endorsing an Armani dress and one with her
endorsing a Guess watch.
A marketing list was then purchased from Survey Sample International.
Respondents were recruited using this online sample distribution company. The
questionnaire was also hosted on a URL by this company. The questionnaires were
distributed through SSI to respondents with the appropriate demographic requirements
(men and women ages 18-65). Each respondent was asked to complete the newly revised
Scale of Athletic Star Power and the five status consumption questions twice; they
completed it once for each athlete, not knowing if they were looking at the high or low
status product in the advertisement. According to the SSI, the company‟s survey panel
members are: “multi-sourced and constantly refreshed. Members are enrolled using
banner ads and online recruitment methods, exclusively using permission-based
techniques. SSI does not use unsolicited e-mail in building panels. Panelists agree to keep
survey content confidential” (http://www.surveysampling.com/index.php). The final
sample represents a nationwide study with 59 questions that took no more than 20
minutes to complete. After the responses were collected, the data was stored and inputted
into SPSS by the URL host, SSI.
Three hundred and eight surveys were sent out and returned, thus having a 100%
response rate. Of the surveys returned 55.8% were female and 44.2% were male. The
majority of respondents were Caucasian, (84.1%), while 6.2% were African America,
3.2% were Hispanic, 3.2% were Asian and 3.2% checked other. These results were very
close to the most recent US census, ensuring that this sample was representative of the
population. Almost half were married (47.4%), while 32.5% were single, 16.6% were
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divorced and 3.6% were widowed. One-third of respondents had incomes of $25,000
(29.5%) or less, 26.3% had incomes of $26,000-$50,000, while 23.4% had incomes of
$51,000-$75,000, 11.7% had incomes of $76,000-$100,000, 3.2% had incomes of
$101,000-$125,000 and 5.8% had incomes of $126,000 or more. One-third of
respondents were ages 50-59 (31.8%), while 18.5% of respondents were 18-29, 15.3%
were ages 30-39, 24.4% of respondents were ages 40-49, and 10.1% were ages 60-65.
The majority of respondents had graduated high school or something equivalent (39.3%),
while only 1.6% had below high school, 22.7% had an associate‟s degree, 25.3% had a
bachelor‟s degree and 11% had a graduate or professional degree.
The next test that was run for both parts of the SASP, the Athletic Star Power
section and the Sports Consumption section, and the Status Consumption Scale for all
four advertisements in phase III was factor analysis. This was important to run because
of the all the changes made to the scales in phase II. Since the questions on the scale were
reduced it was beneficial to make sure there was still internal reliability for each set of
questions. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy indicated results
yielding values close to 1 in every set of questions in both the SASP and the Status
Consumption Scale, indicating that the patterns of correlations are relatively compact and
factor analysis should yield distinct and reliable factors. Specifically, the values were
between 0.7-0.9, which are good and superb values, respectively. The Bartlett‟s Test of
Spehericity also generated significant results; for all sets of questions in both the SASP
and the Status Consumption Scale, this test was highly significant (p<0.001), and
therefore, factor analysis was appropriate.
Since the factor analysis results showed significant internal reliability, Cronbach‟s
alpha was run next to measure internal consistency. This was done for each set of
questions in both the SASP and the Status Consumption Scale for all four advertisements.
Advertisement #1 was Maria Sharapova endorsing Armani, advertisement #2 was Maria
Sharapova endorsing Guess, advertisement #3 was Tiger Woods endorsing Armani and
advertisement #4 was Tiger Woods endorsing Guess.
Cronbach‟s alpha was run on each component of athletic star power; these scores
can be found in Appendix E. The Cronbach‟s alpha scores indicated that the expertise,
source attractiveness, professional trustworthiness and likeable personality variables in
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the SASP scale calculated for all four advertisements all had very high internal
consistency. The Cronbach‟s alpha Scores indicated that the variable of character style in
the SASP for all four advertisements had generally lower scores than the previous
variables. This set of questions may have been difficult for respondents to answer, since
not many people really know what the athlete is like outside their media persona. These
scores indicate relatively good internal consistency. The Cronbach‟s alpha scores for the
variable athlete/product congruency in the SASP for all four advertisements had good
internal consistency.
Cronbach‟s alpha was also run for the sports consumption variables in the SASP;
these scores can also be found in Appendix E. The Cronbach‟s alpha scores indicated
high internal consistency for the direct consumption variable in the SASP scale for all
four advertisements. The Cronbach‟s alpha scores indicated that the media consumption
variable in the SASP for all four advertisements also had very high internal consistency.
The Cronbach‟s alpha scores for the variable of star familiarity in the SASP for all four
advertisements had good internal consistency and the Cronbach‟s alpha scores indicated
high internal consistency for the value enhancement variable in the SASP scale for all
four advertisements.
Since factor analysis and the Cronbach‟s alpha tests showed no discrepancies in
the newly revised SASP, analysis was conducted on the hypotheses of this study. To see
if the sports consumption variables in this study (direct consumption, media
consumption, star familiarity and value enhancement) had a positive significant
relationship due to the star power of the athlete in the athletic endorsement for all four
advertisements as stated in hypothesis one, a-d, linear regression was used. This method
of analysis has been used in past research (Braunstein & Zhang, 2005). To test the
relationships between the sports consumption variables and the star power of the athletic
endorser, multiple linear regression was run several times. The first run was to test all the
components of star power (expertise, source attractiveness, professional trustworthiness,
likeable personality and character style) against each sports consumption variable
separately, to form an overall model; second, the overall model was run again after
outliers were removed; and third, the insignificant components of star power were
removed to create a final model. This was done for all four advertisements for Hypothesis
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one a-d. A manipulation check was performed through a t-test to check the means of the
athletic star power scores of the two athletes. The results indicated that the respondents
did feel that Tiger Woods had higher star power than Maria Sharapova.
Hypothesis Testing
Hypothesis 1a: The athletic endorsement of a high or low status product will lead to
an increase of consumers’ direct consumption of the advertised product due to the
star power of the athletic endorser.

Table 6
Direct Consumption /Maria Sharapova/Armani Linear Regression Models

Adj

Zbeta

MSE

r

F

T-test

Tolerance

VIF

.187

41.408

.449

7.666

expertise=1.440, p=.152

.311

3.212

p<.01

attractive=-1.531, p=.128

.453

2.208

.006

trust=.032, p=.975

.171

5.848

.152

likeable=.927, p=.355

.197

5.087

R2
Model

.175

1

-.165

.267
Model

.185

2

Model
3

.165

31.566

.461

-.247

.194

character=2.324, p=.021

.398

2.510

7.871

expertise=1.327, p=.186

.347

2.878

p<.01

attractive=-2.384, p=.018

.501

1.996

.022

trust=.133, p=.895

.197

5.069

.080

likeable=.516, p=.606

.226

4.434

.382

character=3.404, p=.001

.428

2.338

13.086

expertise=2.023, p=.045

.513

1.948

p<.01

attractive=-2.328, p=.021

.557

1.795

character=4.263, p<.01

.551

1.815

.206
-.228
.420

31.245

.458

As shown above in Table 6, the model did change each time the regression was
run; while the first model was significant, F(5, 152)= 7.666, p<.01, not all the predictors
were (expertise= T(157)=1.440, p=.152, attractive= T(157)=-1.531, p=.128,
trust=T(157)=.032, p=.975, likeable=T(157)=.927, p=.355, character=T(157)=2.324,
p=.021). After looking at the scatter plots and residuals statistics, six cases were
determined to be outliers and removed. Model 2 again is significant, F(5, 146)= 7.871,
p<.01, but not all the predictors were (expertise= T(151)=1.327, p=.186, attractive=
T(151)=-2.384, p=.018, trust=T(151)=.133, p=.895, likeable=T(151)=.516, p=.606,
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character=T(151)=3.404, p=.001). This model also showed evidence of multicollinearity,
because several of the predictors had tolerance levels of below the .20 cutoff and high
VIF scores. Multicollinearity can occur in multiple linear regression when one of the
predictors is explained by another predictor in the model. It does not reduce the
predictive power or reliability of the model as a whole; it only affects calculations
regarding individual predictors. That is, a multiple regression model with correlated
predictors can indicate how well the entire bundle of predictors predicts the outcome
variable, but it may not give valid results about any individual predictor, or about which
predictors are redundant with others. The tolerance levels and VIF scores, along with
high MSE scores and signs changes in the predictors, all are ways to check for this
occurrence. Since this model showed signs of multicollinearity, regression was run
several more times to test different predictors with the direct consumption variable. The
results showed that two of the predictors, professional trustworthiness and likeable
personality, were explaining the same thing. These were removed from the model, and
the remaining three predictors were left in and the regression was run one last time.
Model three shows an overall significance and significant predictors: direct consumption
significantly predicted by expertise (T(151)=2.023, p=.045), source attractiveness
(T(151)=2.328, p=.021) and character style (T(151)=4.263, p<.01), explaining a medium
portion of the variance, AdjR²=.194, F(3, 148)=13.086, p<.01. Thus, for this
advertisement, Hypothesis 2a is partially supported.
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Table 7
Direct Consumption/Maria Sharapova/Guess Linear Regression Models

Adj

Zbeta

MSE

R

F

T-test

Tolerance

VIF

-.011

36.675

.495

9.328

expertise=-.082, p=.935

.299

3.340

p<.01

R2
Model

.218

1

Model

-.006

.235

2

attractive=-.047, p=.962

.351

2.849

.222

trust=-1.314, p=.191

.183

5.464

.331

likeable=2.191, p=.030

.229

4.361

.389

character=3.142, p=.002

.341

2.929

9.836

expertise=.072, p=.942

.316

3.167

p<.01

attractive=-.523, p=.602

.361

2.767

-.309

trust=-1.800, p=.074

.180

5.542

.482

likeable=3.210, p=.002

.236

4.241

.009

29.822

.511

-.063

.350
Model
3

.224

.206
-.228
.420

29.460

.510

character=2.882, p=.005

.361

2.772

16.498

trust=-2.343, p=.021

.250

4.006

p<.01

likeable=3.205, p=.002

.239

4.180

character=2.866, p=.005

.363

2.754

As displayed above in Table 7, the model did change each time the regression was
run; while the first model was significant, F(5, 144)= 9.328, p<.01, not all the predictors
were (expertise= T(149)=-.082, p=.935, attractive= T(149)=-.047, p=.962, trust=T(149)=1.314, p=.191, likeable=T(149)=2.191, p=.030, character=T(149)=3.142, p=.002). After
looking at the scatter plots and residuals statistics, five cases were determined to be
outliers and removed. Model 2 again is significant, F(5, 139)= 9.836, p<.01, but not all
the predictors were (expertise= T(144)=.072, p=.942, attractive= T(144)=-.523, p=.602,
trust=T(144)=-1.800, p=.074, likeable=T(144)=3.210, p=.002, character=T(144)=2.882,
p=.005). This model also showed evidence of multicollinearity, because one of the
predictors had tolerance levels of below the .20 cutoff and a high VIF score. For these
reasons the regression was run several more times to test different predictors with the
direct consumption variable. The results showed that two of the predictors, professional
trustworthiness and expertise, were explaining the same thing. Expertise and source
attractiveness, which never had a significant t-test in any of the combinations that were
run, were removed from the model. Three predictors were left in and the regression was
run one last time. Model three shows an overall significance and significant predictors:
direct consumption significantly predicted by professional trustworthiness
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(T(144)=2.343, p=.021), likeable personality (T(144)=3.205, p=.002), and character style
(T(144)=2.866, p=.005), explaining a medium portion of the variance, AdjR²=.194, F(3,
141)=16.498, p<.01. Thus, for this advertisement Hypothesis 2a is partially supported.

Table 8
Direct Consumption/Tiger Woods/Armani Linear Regression Models

Adj

Zbeta

MSE

r

F

T-test

Tolerance

VIF

.158

66.827

.448

6.740

expertise=-.833, p=.406

.165

6.061

p<.01

R2
Model

.171

1

Model

-.194

.188

2

Model
3

attractive=-1.043, p=.299

.173

5.774

-.101

trust=-.535, p=.594

.167

5.987

.137

likeable=.802, p=.424

.205

4.889

.432

character=4.066, p<.01

.529

1.890

7.221

expertise=1.620, p=.108

.165

6.070

p<.01

attractive=-1.959, p=.052

.170

5.877

-.232

trust=-1.227, p=.222

.170

5.886

.212

likeable=1.241, p=.217

.208

4.807

.473

character=4.534, p<.01

.557

1.796

character=5.512, p<.01

1.000

1.000

.311

55.251

.468

-.370

.180

55.832
.431

.431

30.384
p<.01

As illustrated above in Table 8, the model did change each time the regression
was run; while the first model was significant, F(5, 134)= 6.740, p<.01, not all the
predictors were (expertise= T(139)=.833, p=.406, attractive= T(139)=-1.043, p=.299,
trust=T(139)=-.535, p=.594, likeable=T(139)=.802, p=.424, character=T(139)=4.066,
p<.01). After looking at the scatter plots and residuals statistics, five cases were
determined to be outliers and removed. Model 2 again is significant, F(5, 129)= 7.221,
p<.01, but not all the predictors were (expertise= T(134)=1.620, p=.108, attractive=
T(134)=-1.959, p=.052, trust=T(134)=-1.227, p=.222, likeable=T(134)=1.241, p=.217,
character=T(134)=4.534, p<.01). This model also showed a lot of evidence of
multicollinearity, because three of the predictors had tolerance levels of below the .20
cutoff and high VIF scores. For these reasons the regression was run several more times
to test different predictors with the direct consumption variable. The results showed that
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not only were several of the predictors explaining the same thing, no matter which
combination were run, all of the predictors were consistently insignificant except for
character style, which was always significant. Every predictor except character style was
removed from the model, and the model was run one last time. Model three shows an
overall significance and the one significant predictor, direct consumption significantly
predicted by character style (T(134)=5.512, p<.01), explaining a medium portion of the
variance, AdjR²=.180, F(1, 131)=30.384, p<.01. Thus, for this advertisement Hypothesis
2a is partially supported.
As exhibited below in Table 9, the model did change each time the regression was
run; while the first model was significant, F(5, 162)= 9.708, p<.01, not all the predictors
were (expertise= T(167)=.154, p=.878, attractive= T(167)=-.582, p=.561, trust=T(167)=.355, p=.723, likeable=T(167)=.195, p=.846, character=T(167)=5.283, p<.01). After
looking at the scatter plots and residuals statistics, seven cases were determined to be
outliers and removed. Model 2 again is significant, F(5, 155)= 8.692, p<.01, but not all
the predictors were (expertise= T(160)=.097, p=.923, attractive= T(160)=-.724, p=.470,
trust=T(160)=-.163, p=.870, likeable=T(160)=-.323, p=.747, character=T(160)=5.519,
p<.01). This model also showed a lot of evidence of multicollinearity, because three of
the predictors had tolerance levels of below the .20 cutoff and high VIF scores. For these
reasons the regression was run several more times to test different predictors with the
direct consumption variable.
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Table 9
Direct Consumption/Tiger Woods/Guess Linear Regression Models

Adj

Zbeta

MSE

r

F

T-test

Tolerance

VIF

.027

45.761

.480

9.708

expertise=-.154, p=.878

.157

6.361

p<.01

R2
Model

.207

1

Model

-.106

.194

2

attractive=-.582, p=.561

.142

7.028

-.057

trust=-.355, p=.723

.187

5.339

.027

likeable=.195, p=.846

.242

4.131

.543

character=5.283, p<.01

.450

2.221

8.692

expertise=.097, p=.923

.160

6.251

p<.01

attractive=-.724, p=.470

.140

7.130

-.026

trust=-.163, p=.870

.192

5.212

.047

likeable=-.323, p=.747

.241

4.155

character=5.519, p<.01

.458

2.182

character=6.336, p<.01

1.000

1.000

.017

32.773

.468

-.137

.579
Model
3

.197

32.661
.449

.449

40.144
p<.01

The results showed that not only were several of the predictors explaining the
same thing, no matter which combinations were run, all of the predictors were
consistently insignificant except for character style, which was always significant. Every
predictor except character style was removed from the model, and the model was run one
last time. Model three shows an overall significance and the one significant predictor:
direct consumption significantly predicted by character style (T(160)=6.336, p<.01),
explaining a medium portion of the variance, AdjR²=.197, F(1, 159)=40.144, p<.01.
Thus, for this advertisement Hypothesis 2a is partially supported.
Overall, each advertisement generated different relationships with the variables of
star power and direct consumption. The one variable that was consistently significant
with direct consumption was character style. This component of star power was not only
significant in both Maria Sharapova advertisements, but was the only variable significant
in both Tiger Woods advertisements as well. The Maria Sharapova/Armani advertisement
had significant relationship between source attractiveness and expertise, along with
character style; while the Maria Sharapova/Guess advertisement had significant
relationships with professional trustworthiness and likeable personality, again along with
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character style. Thus, this Hypothesis is partially supported since not all the components
of star power were significant in each of the four advertisements.
Hypothesis 1b: the athletic endorsement of a high or low product will lead to an
increase of consumers’ media consumption of the advertised product due to the star
power of the athletic endorser.

Table 10
Media Consumption/Maria Sharapova/Armani Linear Regression Models

Adj

Zbeta

MSE

r

F

T-test

Tolerance

VIF

.305

20.170

.472

8.703

expertise=2.382, p=.018

.311

3.212

p<.01

attractive=-.863, p=.389

.453

2.208

-.261

trust=-1.509, p=.133

.171

5.848

.450

likeable=2.790, p=.006

.197

5.087

.054

character=.477, p=.634

.398

2.510

9.251

expertise=3.184, p=.002

.333

3.002

p<.01

attractive=-.937, p=.351

.476

2.099

-.295

trust=-1.767, p=.079

.188

5.324

.431

likeable=2.790, p=.006

.219

4.572

R2
Model

.197

1

Model

-.092

.216

2

.399

13.609

.492

-.098

.027
Model
3

.222

.382
-.327
.427

13.506

.487

character=.247, p=.806

.432

2.313

15.235

expertise=3.105, p=.002

.343

2.916

p<.01

trust=-2.034, p=.044

.201

4.972

likeable=2.976, p=.003

.253

3.959

As presented above in Table 10, the model did change each time the regression
was run; while the first model was significant, F(5, 152)= 8.703, p<.01, not all the
predictors were (expertise= T(157)=2.382, p=.018, attractive= T(157)=-863, p=.389,
trust=T(157)=-1.509, p=.133, likeable=T(157)=2.790, p=.006, character=T(157)=.477,
p=.634). After looking at the scatter plots and residuals statistics, five cases were
determined to be outliers and removed. Model 2 again is significant, F(5, 145)= 9.251,
p<.01, but not all the predictors were (expertise= T(150)=3.184, p=.002, attractive=
T(150)=-.937, p=.351, trust=T(150)=-1.767, p=.079, likeable=T(150)=2.790, p=.006,
character=T(150)=.247, p=.806). This model also showed evidence of multicollinearity,
because one of the predictors had tolerance levels of below the .20 cutoff and a high VIF

94

score. For these reasons the regression was run several more times to test different
predictors with the media consumption variable. The results showed that two of the
predictors, professional trustworthiness and source attractiveness, were explaining the
same thing. Source attractiveness was removed from the model, along with character
style, which never had a significant t-test in any of the combinations. Three predictors
were left in and the regression was run one last time. Model three shows an overall
significance and significant predictors: media consumption significantly predicted by
professional trustworthiness (T(150)=2.034, p=.044), likeable personality (T(150)=2.976,
p=.003), and expertise (T(150)=3.105, p=.002), explaining a medium portion of the
variance, AdjR²=.222, F(3, 147)=15.235, p<.01. Thus, for this advertisement, Hypothesis
2b is partially supported.
As demonstrated below in Table 11, the model did change each time the
regression was run; while the first model was significant, F(5, 144)= 7.074, p<.01, not all
the predictors were (expertise= T(149)=1.048, p=.297, attractive= T(149)=-.669, p=.505,
trust=T(149)=-2.303, p=.023, likeable=T(149)=2.009, p=.046, character=T(149)=2.405,
p=.017). After looking at the scatter plots and residuals statistics, five cases were
determined to be outliers and removed. Model 2 again is significant, F(5, 139)= 6.627,
p<.01, but not all the predictors were (expertise= T(144)=.862, p=.390, attractive=
T(144)=-.798, p=.426, trust=T(144)=-2.937, p=.004, likeable=T(144)=2.195, p=.030,
character=T(144)=2.733, p=.007). This model also showed evidence of multicollinearity,
because one of the predictors had tolerance levels of below the .20 cutoff and a high VIF
score. For these reasons the regression was run several more times to test different
predictors with the media consumption variable.

95

Table 11
Media Consumption/Maria Sharapova/Guess Linear Regression Models

Adj

Zbeta

MSE

r

F

T-test

Tolerance

VIF

.143

18.263

.444

7.074

expertise=1.048, p=.297

.299

3.340

p<.01

R2
Model

.169

1

Model

.085

.163

2

attractive=.669, p=.505

.351

2.849

-.402

trust=-2.303, p=.023

.183

5.464

.313

likeable=2.009, p=.046

.229

4.361

.307

character=2.405, p=.017

.341

2.929

6.627

expertise=.862, p=.390

.328

3.047

p<.01

attractive=-.798, p=.426

.378

2.647

-.504

trust=-2.937, p=.004

.198

5.062

.338

likeable=2.195, p=.030

.245

4.076

.115

14.989

.439

.099

.353
Model
3

.163

.370
-.376
.365

15.005

.424

character=2.733, p=.007

.348

2.870

10.317

character=2.879, p=.005

.267

3.752

p<.01

trust=-2.548, p=.012

.249

4.014

likeable=2.376, p=.018

.352

2.842

The results showed that two of the predictors, professional trustworthiness and
source attractiveness, were explaining the same thing. Source attractiveness was removed
from the model, along with expertise, which never had a significant t-test in any of the
combinations. Three predictors were left in and the regression was run one last time.
Model three shows an overall significance and significant predictors: media consumption
significantly predicted by professional trustworthiness (T(144)=-2.548, p=.012), likeable
personality (T(144)=2.391, p=.018), and character style (T(144)=2.879, p=.005),
explaining a medium portion of the variance, AdjR²=.163, F(3, 141)=10.317, p<.01.
Thus, for this advertisement, Hypothesis 2b is partially supported.
As displayed below in table 12, the model did change each time the regression
was run; while the first model was significant, F(5, 134)= 8.567, p<.01, not all the
predictors were (expertise= T(139)=.805, p=.422, attractive= T(139)=-.458, p=.647,
trust=T(139)=1.420, p=.158, likeable=T(139)=-1.930, p=.056, character=T(139)=3.218,
p=.002). After looking at the scatter plots and residuals statistics, one case was
determined to be an outlier and removed. Model 2 again is significant, F(5, 133)= 8.429,
p<.01, but not all the predictors were (expertise= T(138)=.821, p=.413, attractive=
T(138)=.390, p=.697, trust=T(138)=1.343, p=.182, likeable=T(138)=-1.970, p=.051,
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character=T(138)=3.413, p=.001). This model also showed evidence of multicollinearity,
because several of the predictors had tolerance levels of below the .20 cutoff and high
VIF scores. For these reasons the regression was run several more times to test different
predictors with the media consumption variable.

Table 12
Media Consumption/ Tiger Woods/Armani Linear Regression Models

Adj

Zbeta

MSE

r

F

T-test

Tolerance

VIF

.149

28.148

.492

8.567

expertise=.805, p=.422

.165

6.061

p<.01

attractive=.458, p=.647

.173

5.774

trust=1.420, p=.158

.167

5.987

-.321

likeable=-1.930, p=.056

.205

4.889

.333

character=3.218, p=.002

.529

1.890

8.429

expertise=.862, p=.390

.167

5.994

p<.01

attractive=-.798, p=.426

.175

5.704

.247

trust=-2.937, p=.004

.169

5.914

-.327

likeable=2.195, p=.030

.207

4.838

character=2.733, p=.007

.527

1.898

character=3.093, p=.002

.599

1.670

expertise=2.136, p=.035

.599

1.670

R2
Model

.214

1

.083
.261

Model

.212

2

.152

27.356

.491

.070

.355
Model
3

.205

27.603
.303
.209

.465

18.789
p<.01

The results showed that two of the predictors, professional trustworthiness and
expertise, were explaining the same thing. Professional trustworthiness was removed
from the model, along with likeable personality and source attractiveness, which never
had a significant t-test in any of the combinations. Two predictors were left in and the
regression was run one last time. Model three shows an overall significance and
significant predictors: media consumption significantly predicted by expertise
(T(138)=2.136, p=.035), and character style (T(138)=3.093, p=.002), explaining a
medium portion of the variance, AdjR²=.205, F(2, 136)=18.789, p<.01. Thus, for this
advertisement, Hypothesis 2b is partially supported.
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Table 13
Media Consumption/Tiger Woods/Guess Linear Regression Models

Adj

Zbeta

MSE

r

F

T-test

Tolerance

VIF

.023

30.529

.394

5.952

expertise=.127, p=.899

.157

6.361

p<.01

R2
Model

.129

1

Model

-.024

.162

2

attractive=-.126, p=.900

.142

7.028

.048

trust=.288, p=.774

.187

5.339

.010

likeable=.069, p=.945

.242

4.131

.353

character=3.280, p=.001

.450

2.221

7.173

expertise=.089, p=.929

.160

6.250

p<.01

attractive=-.036, p=.972

.146

6.840

.034

trust=.203, p=.839

.188

5.310

-.097

likeable=-.660, p=.510

.241

4.150

character=4.333, p<.01

.441

2.269

character=6.012, p<.01

1.000

1.000

.016

24.344

.433

-.007

.472
Model

.180

23.810

3

.430

36.146
p<.01

.430

As exhibited above in Table 13, the model did change each time the regression
was run; while the first model was significant, F(5, 162)= 5.952, p<.01, not all the
predictors were (expertise= T(167)=.127, p=.899, attractive= T(167)=-.126, p=.900,
trust=T(167)=.288, p=.774, likeable=T(167)=.069, p=.945, character=T(167)=3.280,
p=.001). After looking at the scatter plots and residuals statistics, eight cases were
determined to be outliers and removed. Model 2 again is significant, F(5, 155)= 7.173,
p<.01, but not all the predictors were (expertise= T(160)=.089, p=.929, attractive=
T(160)=-.036, p=.972, trust=T(160)=.203, p=.839, likeable=T(160)=-.660 p=.510,
character=T(160)=4.333, p<.01). This model also showed evidence of multicollinearity,
because several of the predictors had tolerance levels of below the .20 cutoff and high
VIF scores. For these reasons the regression was run several more times to test different
predictors with the media consumption variable. The results showed that there were two
separate case of multicollinearity. The predictors, professional trustworthiness and
expertise, were found to be explaining the same thing, along with source attractiveness
and likeable personality. These four predictors were removed from the model, leaving
character style as the only significant predictor. Character style was left in and the
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regression was run one last time. Model three shows an overall significance and one
significant predictor: media consumption significantly predicted by character style
(T(160)=6.012, p<.01), explaining a medium portion of the variance, AdjR²=.180, F(1,
159)=36.146, p<.01. Thus, for this advertisement, Hypothesis 2b is partially supported.
Overall, each advertisement generated different relationships with the variables of
star power and media consumption. There was not one variable that was consistently
significant with media consumption. The one component of star power that was
significant in both the Tiger Woods advertisements and one Maria Sharapova
advertisement was character style. The Maria Sharapova/Armani advertisement had
significant relationship between expertise, likeable personality, and professional
trustworthiness, while the Maria Sharapova/Guess advertisement had significant
relationships with professional trustworthiness, likeable personality, and character style.
The Tiger Woods/Armani advertisement had significant relationships between expertise
and character style, while the Tiger Woods/Guess advertisement only had significant
relationship with character style. Thus, this Hypothesis is partially supported since not all
the components of star power were significant in each of the four advertisements.
Hypothesis 1c: the athletic endorsement of a high or low product will lead to an
increase of consumers’ value enhancement of the athlete due to the star power of the
athletic endorser.
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Table 14
Value Enhancement/Maria Sharapova/Armani Linear Regression Models

Adj

Zbeta

MSE

r

F

T-test

Tolerance

VIF

.049

1.966

.745

38.007

expertise=-.508, p=.612

.311

3.212

p<.01

R2
Model

.541

1

Model

.214

.685

2

attractive=2.668, p=.008

.453

2.208

.215

trust=1.648, p=.101

.171

5.848

.338

likeable=2.768, p=.006

.197

5.087

-.002

character=-.022, p=.982

.398

2.510

64.980

expertise=.732, p=.465

.274

3.653

p<.01

attractive=-2.432, p=.016

.420

2.384

.388

trust=3.307, p=.001

.156

6.412

.367

likeable=3.408, p=.001

.184

5.422

.065

1.124

.834

.174

-.117
Model
3

.663

.184
.209
.498

1.203

.819

character=-1.512, p=.133

.358

2.790

97.431

likeable=2.252, p<.01

.342

2.922

p<.01

attractive=2.899, p=.004

.440

2.274

expertise=2.136, p=.026

.348

2.871

As shown above in Table 14, the model did change each time the regression was
run; while the first model was significant, F(5, 157)= 38.007, p<.01, not all the predictors
were (expertise= T(157)=.508, p=.612, attractive= T(157)=2.668, p=.008,
trust=T(157)=1.648, p=.101, likeable=T(157)=2.768, p=.006, character=T(157)=-.022,
p=.982). After looking at the scatter plots and residuals statistics, ten cases were
determined to be outliers and removed. Model 2 again is significant, F(5, 147)= 64.980,
p<.01, but not all the predictors were (expertise= T(147)=.732, p=.465, attractive=
T(147)=2.432, p=.016, trust=T(147)=3.307, p=.001, likeable=T(147)=3.408 p=.001,
character=T(147)=-1.512, p=.133). This model also showed evidence of multicollinearity,
because two of the predictors had tolerance levels of below the .20 cutoff and high VIF
scores. For these reasons the regression was run several more times to test different
predictors with the value enhancement variable. The results showed that there were two
predictors, professional trustworthiness and expertise, that were found to be explaining
the same thing. One of these predictors was removed from the model: professional
trustworthiness along with character style, which was consistently insignificant. Three
predictors were left and the regression was run one last time. Model three shows an
overall significance and three significant predictors: value enhancement significantly
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predicted by expertise (T(147)=2.252, p=.026), source attractiveness (T(147)=2.899,
p=.004) and likeable personality (T(147)=6.141, p<.01), explaining a large portion of the
variance, AdjR²=.663, F(3, 144)=97.431, p<.01. Thus, for this advertisement, Hypothesis
2c is partially supported.
As illustrated below in Table 15, the model did change each time the regression
was run; while the first model was significant, F(5, 149)= 35.957, p<.01, not all the
predictors were (expertise= T(149)=.688, p=.492, attractive= T(149)=1.631, p=.105,
trust=T(149)=3.293, p=.001, likeable=T(149)=1.317, p=.190, character=T(149)=-.029,
p=.977). After looking at the scatter plots and residuals statistics, ten cases were
determined to be outliers and removed. Model 2 again is significant, F(5, 139)= 85.245,
p<.01, but not all the predictors were (expertise= T(139)=1.812, p=.072, attractive=
T(139)=.557, p=.578, trust=T(139)=4.631, p<.01, likeable=T(139)=3.025 p=.003,
character=T(139)=.964, p=.337). This model also showed evidence of multicollinearity,
because one of the predictors had a tolerance level of below the .20 cutoff and a high VIF
score. For these reasons the regression was run several more times to test different
predictors with the value enhancement variable.
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Table 15
Value Enhancement/Maria Sharapova/Guess Linear Regression Models

Adj

Zbeta

MSE

r

F

T-test

Tolerance

VIF

.070

1.685

.872

35.957

expertise=-.688, p=.492

.299

3.340

p<.01

R2
Model

.752

1

Model

.153

.711

2

attractive=1.631, p=.105

.351

2.849

.428

trust=3.293, p=.001

.183

5.464

.153

likeable=1.317, p=.190

.229

4.361

-.003

character=-.029, p=.977

.341

2.929

85.245

expertise=.732, p=.465

.319

3.132

p<.01

attractive=-2.432, p=.016

.326

3.072

.442

trust=3.307, p=.001

.196

5.113

.256

likeable=3.408, p=.001

.249

4.021

.135

.799

.847

.041

.069
Model
3

.711

.307
.458
.169

1.203

.929

character=-1.512, p=.133

.351

2.850

115.210

expertise=4.655, p<.01

.479

2.089

p<.01

likeable=5.737, p<.01

.326

3.071

character=2.306, p=.023

.384

2.601

The results showed that there were two predictors, professional trustworthiness
and expertise, that were found to be explaining the same thing. One of these predictors
was removed from the model: professional trustworthiness along with source
attractiveness, which was consistently insignificant. Three predictors were left and the
regression was run one last time. Model three shows an overall significance and three
significant predictors: value enhancement significantly predicted by expertise
(T(139)=4.655, p<.01), likeable personality (T(139)=5.737, p<.01) and character style
(T(139)=2.306, p=.023), explaining a large portion of the variance, AdjR²=.711, F(3,
136)=115.210, p<.01. Thus, for this advertisement, Hypothesis 2c is partially supported.
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Table 16
Value Enhancement/Tiger Woods/Armani Linear Regression Models

Adj

Zbeta

MSE

r

F

T-test

Tolerance

VIF

.521

1.719

.820

54.973

expertise=4.279, p<.01

.165

6.061

p<.01

R2
Model

.660

1

Model

-.099

.775

2

attractive=-.831, p=.407

.173

5.774

.356

trust=2.942, p=.004

.167

5.987

.127

likeable=1.158, p=.249

.205

4.889

-.075

character=-1.097, p=.275

.529

1.890

90.734

expertise=5.514, p<.01

.124

8.064

p<.01

attractive=-2.181, p=.031

.135

7.411

.358

trust=3.419, p=.001

.157

6.351

.178

likeable=1.876, p=.063

.192

5.195

character=-.648, p=.518

.536

1.864

attractive=2.338, p=.021

.312

3.208

trust=8.391, p<.01

.312

2.208

.651

.938

.885

-.247

-.037
Model
3

.727

1.141
.192
.689

.855

198.411
p<.01

As displayed above in Table 16, the model did change each time the regression
was run; while the first model was significant, F(5, 134)= 54.973, p<.01, not all the
predictors were (expertise= T(139)=4.279, p<.01, attractive= T(139)=-.831, p=.407,
trust=T(139)=2.942, p=.004, likeable=T(139)=1.158, p=.249, character=T(139)=-1.097,
p=.275). After looking at the scatter plots and residuals statistics, nine cases were
determined to be outliers and removed. Model 2 again is significant, F(5, 125)= 90.734,
p<.01, but not all the predictors were (expertise= T(130)=5.514, p<.01, attractive=
T(130)=-2.181, p=.031, trust=T(130)=3.419, p=.001, likeable=T(130)=1.876 p=.063,
character=T(130)=-.648, p=.518). This model also showed evidence of multicollinearity,
because four of the predictors had tolerance levels of below the .20 cutoff and high VIF
scores. For these reasons the regression was run several more times to test different
predictors with the value enhancement variable. The results showed that there were two
predictors, professional trustworthiness and expertise, that were found to be explaining
the same thing. One of these predictors was removed from the model: expertise along
with likeable personality and character style, which were consistently insignificant. Two
predictors were left and the regression was run one last time. Model three shows an
overall significance and two significant predictors: value enhancement significantly
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predicted by professional trustworthiness (T(130)=8.391, p<.01) and source attractiveness
(T(130)=2.338, p=.021), explaining a large portion of the variance, AdjR²=.727, F(2,
128)=173.927, p<.01. Thus, for this advertisement, Hypothesis 2c is partially supported.

Table 17
Value Enhancement/Tiger Woods/Guess Linear Regression Models

Adj

Zbeta

MSE

r

F

T-test

Tolerance

VIF

.214

1.659

.855

53.112

expertise=1.758, p=.081

.157

6.361

p<.01

R2
Model 1

.727

.102

Model 2

.784

attractive=.793, p=.407

.142

7.026

.530

trust=4.740, p<.01

.187

5.339

.043

likeable=.439, p=.661

.242

4.131

-.091

character=-1.259, p=.210

.450

2.221

116.871

expertise=3.554, p=.001

.158

6.330

p<.01

attractive=.698, p=.486

.131

7.615

.517

trust=6.089, p<.01

.188

5.324

.037

likeable=.498, p=.619

.240

4.169

-.029

character=-.533, p=.595

.452

2.212

p<.01

attractive=4.227, p<.01

.312

3.208

217.505

trust=8.055, p<.01

.312

2.208

P<.01

expertise=10.069, p<.01

.441

2.269

likeable personality=4.597, p<.01

.441

2.269

.329

.707

.889

.071

Model 3

.770

Part 1

.750

.879

.313
.596

Part 2

.730

.623
.284

.881

.856

269.322

As presented above in Table 17, the model did change each time the regression
was run; while the first model was significant, F(5, 167)= 53.112, p<.01, not all the
predictors were (expertise= T(167)=1.758, p=.081, attractive= T(167)=.793, p=.429,
trust=T(167)=4.740, p<.01, likeable=T(167)=.439, p=.661, character=T(167)=-1.259,
p=.210). After looking at the scatter plots and residuals statistics, seven cases were
determined to be outliers and removed. Model 2 again is significant, F(5, 160)= 116.871,
p<.01, but not all the predictors were (expertise= T(160)=3.554, p=.001, attractive=
T(160)=.698, p=.486, trust=T(160)=6.089, p<.01, likeable=T(160)=.498 p=.619,
character=T(160)=-.533, p=.595). This model also showed evidence of multicollinearity,
because three of the predictors had tolerance levels of below the .20 cutoff and high VIF
scores. For these reasons the regression was run several more times to test different
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predictors with the value enhancement variable. The results showed that there were two
separate cases of multicollinearity: the predictors‟ professional trustworthiness and
likeable personality were found to be explaining the same thing, and expertise and source
attractiveness were also found to be explaining the same thing. In this model, character
style was consistently insignificant and removed. The remaining four predictors were
divided into two separate models because the combinations of source attractiveness and
professional trustworthiness were significant, along with the combination of expertise
and likeable personality. Both these combinations were run against value enhancement.
Model three part 1 shows an overall significance and two significant predictors: value
enhancement significantly predicted by professional trustworthiness (T(160)=4.227,
p<.01) and source attractiveness (T(160)=8.055, p<.01), explaining a large portion of the
variance, AdjR²=.770, F(2, 158)=269.322, p<.01. Model three part 2 shows an overall
significance and two significant predictors: value enhancement significantly predicted by
expertise (T(160)=10.069, p<.01) and likeable personality (T(160)=4.597, p<.01),
explaining a large portion of the variance, AdjR²=.730, F(2, 158)=217.505, p<.01. Thus,
for this advertisement, Hypothesis 2c is partially supported.
Overall, each advertisement generated different relationships with the variables of
star power and media consumption. There was not one variable that was consistently
significant with value enhancement. There were components of star power that were
significant in both of the Maria Sharapova advertisements, expertise and likeable
personality. The Maria Sharapova/Armani advertisement had significant relationships
between expertise, likeable personality, and source attractiveness, while the Maria
Sharapova/Guess advertisement had significant relationships with expertise, likeable
personality, and character style. There were also two components of star power that were
significant in both of the Tiger Woods advertisements, professional trustworthiness and
source attractiveness. Tiger Woods/Armani had significant relationships between
professional trustworthiness and source attractiveness; while the Tiger Woods/Guess
advertisement had two separate significant relationships: professional trustworthiness and
source attractiveness were significant, and expertise and likeable personality were also
significant. Thus, this Hypothesis is partially supported since not all the components of
star power were significant in each of the four advertisements.
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Hypothesis 1d: the athletic endorsement of a high or low product will lead to an
increase of consumers’ star familiarity of the athlete due to the star power of the
athletic endorser.
As presented below in Table 18, the model did change each time the regression
was run; while the first model was significant, F(5, 152)= 14.300, p<.01, not all the
predictors were (expertise= T(157)=2.133, p=.035, attractive= T(157)=-.790, p=.431,
trust=T(157)= -2.030, p=.044, likeable=T(157)=3.886, p<.01, character=T(157)=-.128,
p=.899). After looking at the scatter plots and residuals statistics, five cases were
determined to be outliers and removed. Model 2 again is significant, F(5, 152)= 14.930,
p<.01, but not all the predictors were (expertise= T(152)=1.985, p=.049, attractive=
T(152)=.313, p=.755, trust=T(152)=-1.993, p=.048, likeable=T(152)=4.515 p<.01,
character=T(152)=-.697, p=.487). This model also showed evidence of multicollinearity,
because two of the predictors had tolerance levels of below the .20 cutoff and high VIF
scores. For these reasons the regression was run several more times to test different
predictors with the star familiarity variable.
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Table 18
Star Familiarity/Maria Sharapova/Armani Linear Regression Models

Adj

Zbeta

MSE

r

F

T-test

Tolerance

VIF

.256

6.904

.566

14.300

expertise=2.133, p=.035

.311

3.212

p<.01

R2
Model

.298

1

Model

.078

.314

2

attractive=-.790, p=.431

.453

2.208

-328

trust=-2.030, p=.044

.171

5.848

.586

likeable=3.886, p<.01

.197

5.087

-.014

character=-.128, p=.899

.398

2.510

14.930

expertise=1.985, p=.049

.309

3.231

p<.01

attractive=.313, p=.755

.458

2.184

-.318

trust=-1.993, p=.048

.178

5.631

.680

likeable=4.515, p<.01

.199

5.021

.240

5.863

.580

.031

-.073
Model
3

.321

.238
-.321
.650

5.806

.578

character=-.697, p=.487

.411

2.431

24.945

expertise=2.010, p=.046

.318

3.148

p<.01

trust=-2.104, p=.037

.192

5.210

likeable=4.635, p<.01

.227

4.401

The results showed that there were two predictors, professional trustworthiness
and source attractiveness, that were found to be explaining the same thing. One of these
predictors was removed from the model: source attractiveness along with character style,
which was consistently insignificant. Three predictors were left and the regression was
run one last time. Model three shows an overall significance and three significant
predictors: star familiarity significantly predicted by expertise (T(152)=2.010, p=.046),
professional trustworthiness (T(152)=-2.104, p=.037), and likeable personality
(T(152)=4.635, p<.01), explaining a large portion of the variance, AdjR²=.321, F(3,
149)=24.945, p<.01. Thus, for this advertisement, Hypothesis 2d is partially supported.
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Table 19
Star Familiarity/Maria Sharapova/Guess Linear Regression Models

Adj

Zbeta

MSE

r

F

T-test

Tolerance

VIF

.199

8.045

.513

10.296

expertise=1.525, p=.130

.299

3.340

p<.01

R2
Model

.238

1

Model

.252

.293

2

attractive=2.091, p=.038

.351

2.849

-.316

trust=-1.889, p=.061

.183

5.464

.313

likeable=2.098, p=.038

.229

4.361

.106

character=.865, p=.388

.341

2.929

13.114

expertise=1.553, p=.123

.293

3.414

p<.01

attractive=2.230, p=.027

.357

2.803

-.453

trust=-2.730, p=.007

.176

5.679

.413

likeable=2.848, p=.005

.231

4.337

character=1.523, p=.130

.347

2.882

attractive=2.515, p=.013

.515

1.942

likeable=3.232, p=.002

.515

1.942

.200

8.045

.563

.260

.180
Model
3

.265

8.371
.249
.320

.524

27.267
p<.01

As demonstrated above in Table 19, the model did change each time the
regression was run; while the first model was significant, F(5, 144)= 10.296, p<.01, not
all the predictors were (expertise= T(149)=1.525, p=.130, attractive= T(149)=-2.091,
p=.038, trust=T(149)=-1.889, p=.061, likeable=T(149)=2.098, p=.038,
character=T(149)=.865, p=.388). After looking at the scatter plots and residuals statistics,
three cases were determined to be outliers and removed. Model 2 again is significant,
F(5, 141)= 13.114, p<.01, but not all the predictors were (expertise= T(141)=1.553,
p=.123, attractive= T(141)=2.230, p=.027, trust=T(141)=-2.730, p=.007,
likeable=T(141)=2.848 p=.005, character=T(141)=1.523, p=.130). This model also
showed evidence of multicollinearity, because one of the predictors had a tolerance level
of below the .20 cutoff and a high VIF score. For these reasons the regression was run
several more times to test different predictors with the star familiarity variable. The
results showed that there were two predictors, expertise and professional trustworthiness,
that were found to be explaining the same thing. Both of these predictors were removed
from the model, along with character style, which was consistently insignificant. Two
predictors were left and the regression was run one last time. Model three shows an
overall significance and two significant predictors: star familiarity significantly predicted
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by source attractiveness (T(146)=2.515, p=.013) and likeable personality (T(146)=3.232,
p=.002), explaining a large portion of the variance, AdjR²=.265, F(2, 144)=27.267,
p<.01. Thus, for this advertisement, Hypothesis 2d is partially supported.

Table 20
Star Familiarity/Tiger Woods/Armani Linear Regression Models

Adj

Zbeta

MSE

r

F

T-test

Tolerance

VIF

.409

9.326

.675

22.412

expertise=2.605, p=.010

.165

6.061

p<.01

R2
Model

.435

1

Model

.016

.573

2

Model
3

attractive=.103, p=.918

.173

5.774

.345

trust=2.211, p=.029

.167

5.987

-.076

likeable=-.539, p=.591

.205

4.889

-.007

character=-.082, p=.934

.529

1.890

37.288

expertise=5.509, p<.01

.150

6.670

p<.01

attractive=-2.195, p=.030

.152

6.558

.175

trust=1.246, p=.215

.161

6.226

.085

likeable=.675, p=.501

.198

5.045

.027

character=.354, p=.724

.547

1.827

attractive=3.523, p=.001

.303

3.302

likeable=1.965, p=.051

.303

3.302

.800

6.873

.768

-.316

.400

9.670
.427
.238

.639

45.957
p<.01

As exhibited above in Table 20, the model did change each time the regression
was run; while the first model was significant, F(5, 134)= 22.412, p<.01, not all the
predictors were (expertise= T(139)=2.605, p=.010, attractive= T(139)=-.103, p=.918,
trust=T(139)=2.211, p=.029, likeable=T(139)=-.539, p=.591, character=T(139)=-.082,
p=.934). After looking at the scatter plots and residuals statistics, four cases were
determined to be outliers and removed. Model 2 again is significant, F(5, 130)= 37.288,
p<.01, but not all the predictors were (expertise= T(135)=5.509, p<.01, attractive=
T(135)=-2.195, p=.030, trust=T(135)=1.246, p=.215, likeable=T(135)=.675 p=.501,
character=T(135)=.354, p=.724). This model also showed evidence of multicollinearity,
because four of the predictors had tolerance levels of below the .20 cutoff and high VIF
scores. For these reasons the regression was run several more times to test different
predictors with the star familiarity variable. The results showed that there were two
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separate cases of predictors explaining the same thing: professional trustworthiness and
likeable personality, and expertise and source attractiveness. The predictors of
professional trustworthiness and expertise were removed from the model, along with
character style, which was consistently insignificant. Two predictors were left and the
regression was run one last time. Model three shows an overall significance and two
significant predictors: star familiarity significantly predicted by source attractiveness
(T(135)=3.523, p=.001) and likeable personality (T(135)=1.965, p=.051), explaining a
large portion of the variance, AdjR²=.400, F(2, 133)=45.957, p<.01. Thus, for this
advertisement, Hypothesis 2d is partially supported.
As displayed below in Table 21, the model did change each time the regression
was run; while the first model was significant, F(5, 162)= 18.076, p<.01, not all the
predictors were (expertise= T(167)=.112, p=.911, attractive= T(167)=1.954, p=.052,
trust=T(167)=1.905, p=.059, likeable=T(167)=-.480, p=.632, character=T(167)=.792,
p=.429). After looking at the scatter plots and residuals statistics, four cases were
determined to be outliers and removed. Model 2 again is significant, F(5, 158)= 25.631,
p<.01, but not all the predictors were (expertise= T(163)=.023, p=.981, attractive=
T(163)=2.511, p=.013, trust=T(163)=2.106, p=.037, likeable=T(163)=-1.190 p=.236,
character=T(163)=1.967, p=.051). This model also showed evidence of multicollinearity,
because three of the predictors had tolerance levels of below the .20 cutoff and high VIF
scores. For these reasons the regression was run several more times to test different
predictors with the star familiarity variable.
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Table 21
Star Familiarity/Tiger Woods/Guess Linear Regression Models

Adj

Zbeta

MSE

r

F

T-test

Tolerance

VIF

.018

7.004

.598

18.076

expertise=.112, p=.911

.157

6.361

p<.01

R2
Model

.338

1

Model

.326

.430

2

attractive=1.954, p=.052

.142

7.028

.277

trust=1.905, p=.059

.187

5.339

-.061

likeable=-.480, p=.632

.242

4.131

.074

character=.792, p=.429

.450

2.221

25.631

expertise=.023, p=.981

.159

6.293

p<.01

attractive=-2.511, p=.013

.143

6.997

.289

trust=2.106, p=.037

.185

5.404

-.145

likeable=-1.190, p=.236

.236

4.231

character=1.967, p=.051

.446

2.244

attractive=3.537, p=.001

.275

3.633

trust=2.504, p=.013

.275

3.633

.003

5.458

.669

.393

.174
Model
3

.658

5.498
.400
.283

.658

61.523
p<.01

The results showed that there were two predictors, likeable personality and
character style, that were found to be explaining the same thing. Both of these predictors
were removed from the model, along with expertise, which was consistently insignificant.
Two predictors were left and the regression was run one last time. Model three shows an
overall significance and two significant predictors: star familiarity significantly predicted
by source attractiveness (T(163)=3.537, p=.001) and professional trustworthiness
(T(163)=2.504, p=.013), explaining a large portion of the variance, AdjR²=.426, F(2,
161)=61.523, p<.01. Thus, for this advertisement, Hypothesis 2d is partially supported.
Overall, each advertisement generated different relationships with the variables of
star power and media consumption. There was not one variable that was consistently
significant with value enhancement. There was only one component of star power that
was significant in both of the Maria Sharapova advertisements, likeable personality. The
Maria Sharapova/Armani advertisement had significant relationships between expertise,
likeable personality, and professional trustworthiness; while the Maria Sharapova/Guess
advertisement had significant relationships with source attractiveness and likeable
personality. There was also one component of star power that was significant in both the
Tiger Woods advertisements, source attractiveness. Tiger Woods/Armani had significant
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relationships between likeable personality and source attractiveness, while the Tiger
Woods/Guess advertisement had significant relationships between source attractiveness
and professional trustworthiness. Thus, this Hypothesis is partially supported since not all
the components of star power were significant in each of the four advertisements. The
breakdown of the significant relationships can be found below in Figure 6.
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Athletic
Expertise
Direct
Consumption
Source
Attractiveness
Media
Consumption
Professional
Trustworthiness
Value
Enhancement
Likeable
Personality
Star
Familiarity
Character Style

Figure 6. Relationships between Athletic Star Power and Sports Consumption Variables

To see if the congruency of the athlete and the product in the advertisement had a
positive significant relationship with the sports consumption variables (direct
consumption, media consumption, value enhancement and star familiarity) in all four
advertisements as stated in Hypothesis two: a-d, linear regression was used.
Hypothesis 2a: the athletic endorsement of a high or low status product will lead to
an increase of consumers’ direct consumption of the advertised product due to the
congruency of the athlete and the product.
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The Maria Sharapova/Armani advertisement generated significant results. There
is a positive strong correlation between direct consumption and athlete
product/congruency (r=.296, p<.01). The overall model is significant, F(1, 156)=14.951,
p<.01, while the predictor (athlete/product congruency= T(157)=3.867, p<.01) was also
significant. Direct consumption significantly predicted by athlete/product congruency
explaining a small portion of the variance, AdjR²=.082, F(1, 156)=14.951, p<.01. Thus,
for this advertisement, Hypothesis 2a is supported.
The Maria Sharapova/Guess advertisement generated significant results. There is
a positive strong correlation between direct consumption and athlete product/congruency
(r=.491, p<.01). The overall model is significant, F(1, 148)=47.001, p<.01, while the
predictor (athlete/product congruency= T(149)=3.867, p<.01) was also significant. Direct
consumption significantly predicted by athlete/product congruency explaining a large
portion of the variance, AdjR²=.236, F(1, 148)=47.001, p<.01. Thus, for this
advertisement, Hypothesis 2a is supported.
The Tiger Woods/Armani advertisement generated significant results. There is a
positive strong correlation between direct consumption and athlete/product congruency
(r=.328, p<.01). The overall model is significant, F(1, 133)=16.034, p<.01, while the
predictor (athlete/product congruency= T(134)=4.004, p<.01) was also significant. Direct
consumption significantly predicted by athlete/product congruency explaining a large
portion of the variance, AdjR²=.101, F(1, 133)=16.034, p<.01. Thus, for this
advertisement, Hypothesis 2a is supported.
The Tiger Woods/Guess advertisement generated significant results. There is a
positive strong correlation between direct consumption and athlete/product congruency
(r=.304, p<.01). The overall model is significant, F(1, 159)=16.152, p<.01, while the
predictor (athlete/product congruency= T(160)=4.019, p<.01) was also significant. Direct
consumption significantly predicted by athlete/product congruency explaining a medium
portion of the variance, AdjR²=.087, F(1, 160)=16.152, p<.01. Thus, for this
advertisement, Hypothesis 2a is supported.
For all four advertisements of both high and low status products, there was a
positive significant relationship where p<.01 in each advertisement for the variables of
athlete/product congruency and direct consumption; therefore Hypothesis 2a is supported.
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Hypothesis 2b: the athletic endorsement of a high or low status product will lead to
an increase of consumers’ media consumption of the advertised product due to the
congruency of the athlete and the product.
The Maria Sharapova/Armani advertisement generated significant results. There
is a positive strong correlation between media consumption and athlete/product
congruency (r=.342, p<.01). The overall model is significant, F(1, 157)=20.731, p<.01,
while the predictor (athlete/product congruency= T(158)=4.553, p<.01) was also
significant. Media consumption significantly predicted by athlete/product congruency
explaining a medium portion of the variance, AdjR²=.112, F(1, 157)=20.731, p<.01.
Thus, for this advertisement, Hypothesis 2b is supported.
The Maria Sharapova/Guess advertisement generated significant results. There is
a positive strong correlation between media consumption and athlete/product congruency
(r=.537, p<.01). The overall model is significant, F(1, 148)=59.961, p<.01, while the
predictor (athlete/product congruency= T(149)=7.743, p<.01) was also significant. Media
consumption significantly predicted by athlete/product congruency explaining a large
portion of the variance, AdjR²=.284, F(1, 157)=20.731, p<.01. Thus, for this
advertisement, Hypothesis 2b is supported.
The Tiger Woods/Armani advertisement generated significant results. There is a
positive strong correlation between media consumption and athlete/product congruency
(r=.455, p<.01). The overall model is significant, F(1, 138)=36.050, p<.01, while the
predictor (athlete/product congruency= T(139)=6.004, p<.01) was also significant. Media
consumption significantly predicted by athlete/product congruency explaining a medium
portion of the variance, AdjR²=.201, F(1, 139)=36.050, p<.01. Thus, for this
advertisement, Hypothesis 2b is supported.
The Tiger Woods/Guess advertisement generated significant results. There is a
positive strong correlation between media consumption and athlete/product congruency
(r=.334, p<.01). The overall model is significant, F(1, 166)=20.821, p<.01, while the
predictor (athlete/product congruency= T(139)=4.563, p<.01) was also significant. Media
consumption significantly predicted by athlete/product congruency explaining a medium
portion of the variance, AdjR²=.106, F(1, 157)=20.731, p<.01. Thus, for this
advertisement, Hypothesis 2b is supported.
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For all four advertisements of both high and low status products, there was a
positive significant relationship where p<.01 in each advertisement for the variables of
athlete/product congruency and media consumption; therefore Hypothesis 2b is
supported.
Hypothesis 2c: the athletic endorsement of a high or low status product will lead to
an increase of consumers’ value enhancement of the athlete due to the congruency
of the athlete and the product.
The Maria Sharapova/ Armani advertisement generated significant results. There
is a positive strong correlation between value enhancement and athlete/product
congruency (r=.695, p<.01). The overall model is significant, F(1, 156)=145.569, p<.01,
while the predictor (athlete/product congruency= T(157)=12.065, p<.01) was also
significant. Value enhancement significantly predicted by athlete/product congruency
explaining a large portion of the variance, AdjR²=.479, F(1, 156)=145.569, p<.01. Thus,
for this advertisement, Hypothesis 2c is supported.
The Maria Sharapova/ Guess advertisement generated significant results. There is
a positive strong correlation between value enhancement and athlete/product congruency
(r=.758, p<.01). The overall model is significant, F(1, 148)=199.902, p<.01, while the
predictor (athlete/product congruency= T(149)=12.065, p<.01) was also significant.
Value enhancement significantly predicted by athlete/product congruency explaining a
large portion of the variance, AdjR²=.572, F(1, 148)=199.902, p<.01. Thus, for this
advertisement, Hypothesis 2c is supported.
The Tiger Woods/Armani advertisement generated significant results. There is a
positive strong correlation between value enhancement and athlete/product congruency
(r=.665, p<.01). The overall model is significant, F(1, 138)=109.221, p<.01, while the
predictor (athlete/product congruency= T(139)=10.451, p<.01) was also significant.
Value enhancement significantly predicted by athlete/product congruency explaining a
large portion of the variance, AdjR²=.438, F(1, 138)=109.221, p<.01. Thus, for this
advertisement, Hypothesis 2c is supported.
The Tiger Woods/ Guess advertisement generated significant results. There is a
positive strong correlation between value enhancement and athlete/product congruency
(r=.719, p<.01). The overall model is significant, F(1, 166)=177.946, p<.01, while the
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predictor (athlete/product congruency= T(167)=13.340, p<.01) was also significant.
Value enhancement significantly predicted by athlete/product congruency explaining a
large portion of the variance, AdjR²=.514, F(1, 166)=177.946, p<.01. Thus, for this
advertisement, Hypothesis 2c is supported.
For all four advertisements of both high and low status products, there was a
positive significant relationship where p<.01 in each advertisement for the variables of
athlete/product congruency and value enhancement; therefore Hypothesis 2c is supported.
Hypothesis 2d: the athletic endorsement of a high or low status product will lead to
an increase of consumers’ star familiarity of the athlete due to the congruency of the
athlete and the product.
The Maria Sharapova/Armani advertisement generated significant results. There
is a positive strong correlation between star familiarity and athlete/product congruency
(r=.572, p<.01). The overall model is significant, F(1, 156)=75.994, p<.01, while the
predictor (athlete/product congruency= T(157)=8.717, p<.01) was also significant. Star
familiarity significantly predicted by athlete/product congruency explaining a large
portion of the variance, AdjR²=.323, F(1, 156)=75.994, p<.01. Thus, for this
advertisement, Hypothesis 2d is supported.
The Maria Sharapova/Guess advertisement generated significant results. There is
a positive strong correlation between star familiarity and athlete/product congruency
(r=.662, p<.01). The overall model is significant, F(1, 148)=115.607, p<.01, while the
predictor (athlete/product congruency= T(149)=10.752, p<.01) was also significant. Star
familiarity significantly predicted by athlete/product congruency explaining a large
portion of the variance, AdjR²=.435, F(1, 148)=115.607, p<.01. Thus, for this
advertisement, Hypothesis 2d is supported.
The Tiger Woods/Armani advertisement generated significant results. There is a
positive strong correlation between star familiarity and athlete/product congruency
(r=.691, p<.01). The overall model is significant, F(1, 138)=125.955, p<.01, while the
predictor (athlete/product congruency= T(139)=11.223, p<.01) was also significant. Star
familiarity significantly predicted by athlete/product congruency explaining a large
portion of the variance, AdjR²=.473, F(1, 138)=125.955, p<.01. Thus, for this
advertisement, Hypothesis 2d is supported.
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The Tiger Woods/Guess advertisement generated significant results. There is a
positive strong correlation between star familiarity and athlete/product congruency
(r=.589, p<.01). The overall model is significant, F(1, 166)=88.010, p<.01, while the
predictor (athlete/product congruency= T(167)=9.381, p<.01) was also significant. Star
familiarity significantly predicted by athlete/product congruency explaining a large
portion of the variance, AdjR²=.343, F(1, 66)=88.010, p<.01. Thus, for this
advertisement; Hypothesis 2d is supported.
For all four advertisements of both high and low status products, there was a
positive significant relationship where p<.01 in each advertisement for the variables of
athlete/product congruency and star familiarity, therefore Hypothesis 2d is supported.
Overall, for both high and low status products and athletes with high and low star
power, the athlete/product congruency had a significant relationship with each of the
sports consumption variables. Thus, Hypothesis 2a-d is fully supported. The breakdown
of the significant relationships can be shown below in Figure 7.

Direct
Consumption

Media
Consumption
Athlete/Product
Congruency

Value
Enhancement

Star
Familiarity
Figure 7. Relationships between Athlete/Product Congruency and the Sports Consumption Variables
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To measure the affect that the status product has on the dependent variables of
this study, MANOVA was used. This test is appropriate to use because the interaction
and main effects of the four interval dependent variables, on the categorical independent
variables need to be measured. The independent variables were recoded into two new
categorical variables, star power of the athletic endorser and status product. Each
dependent variable was also summed into one score. These two new independent
variables were the fixed factors and the four factors of direct consumption; media
consumption, value enhancement, star familiarity were the dependent variables.
Hypothesis 3a: the athletic endorsement of a high or low status product will increase
consumers’ direct consumption of the advertised product.
It can be determined from these results that the direct consumption factor is
insignificant, and has insufficient power (<.80) in both main effects to do more than to
fail to support the hypothesis that the star power of the athletic endorser and the status of
the product are unrelated to direct consumption. This indicates that Hypothesis 3a is not
supported.
Hypothesis 3b: the athletic endorsement of a high or low status product will
increase consumers’ media consumption of the advertised product.
The media consumption factor was significant for star power of the athletic
endorser but not for the status of the product. This finding corresponds with its power
score: in the athletic endorser main effect it was <.80 (.901), and for the status product
main effect it was >.80 (.055). This indicates that Hypothesis 3b is partially supported.
Hypothesis 3c-d: the athletic endorsement of a high or low status product will
increase consumers’ value enhancement/star familiarity of the athlete.
Both the value enhancement and star familiarity factors were significant in both
main effects, along with having power scores >.80. These findings show that both
hypothesis 3c and 3d are fully supported, indicating that the status of the product and the
star power of the athlete are important to the value enhancement and star familiarity of
the athletic endorser. It is important to note that, as shown above in Table 22, the newly
recoded independent categorical variables were very close to equal in group size.
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Table 22
Between Subjects Factors

N
Maria1tiger0

Armani1guess0

0

153

1

154

0

153

1

154

Table 23
Multivariate Test Results

Effect
Intercept

Maria1tiger0

Armani1guess0

Maria1tiger0 * Armani1guess0

Value

F

Hypothesis df

Error df

Sig.

Pillai's Trace

.937

1.107E3

4.000

300.000

.000

Wilks' Lambda

.063

1.107E3

4.000

300.000

.000

Hotelling's Trace

14.763

1.107E3

4.000

300.000

.000

Roy's Largest Root

14.763

1.107E3

4.000

300.000

.000

Pillai's Trace

.226

21.898a

4.000

300.000

.000

Wilks' Lambda

.774

21.898a

4.000

300.000

.000

Hotelling's Trace

.292

21.898a

4.000

300.000

.000

Roy's Largest Root

.292

21.898a

4.000

300.000

.000

Pillai's Trace

.071

5.732a

4.000

300.000

.000

Wilks' Lambda

.929

5.732a

4.000

300.000

.000

Hotelling's Trace

.076

5.732a

4.000

300.000

.000

Roy's Largest Root

.076

5.732a

4.000

300.000

.000

Pillai's Trace

.031

2.403a

4.000

300.000

.050

Wilks' Lambda

.969

2.403a

4.000

300.000

.050

Hotelling's Trace

.032

2.403a

4.000

300.000

.050

Roy's Largest Root

.032

2.403a

4.000

300.000

.050

a. Exact statistic
b. Design: Intercept + Maria1tiger0 + Armani1guess0 + Maria1tiger0 * Armani1guess0
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As these tests indicate above in Table 23, both main effects are significant, p<.01,
while the interaction is not, p=.084. This result is something that we want because any
score below the .05 level violates the interaction assumption.
As shown in the corrected model row in Table 24, the omnibus F test will tell if
the model is significant for each dependent variable. It tests if there is no difference in the
means of each dependent variable for the two categories of the independent variables. In
this model the multivariate GLM is found to be significant for three out of the four
dependent variables: media consumption, p=.014, value enhancement, p=<.01, and star
familiarity, p<.01. So for these three dependent variables they were supported. However,
for the direct consumption variable, p=.406, it was not supported.
The main effect of the star power of the athletic endorser is significant for all
factors (media, p=.001, value, p<.01, familiar, p=<.01) except for direct consumption,
p=.124. The main effect of the status product is significant for two of the four factors,
value enhancement, p=.002 and star familiar, p<.01, while direct consumption, p=.760,
and media consumption, p=.828, are not significant. The interaction effect did have one
interesting result; the value enhancement factor was significant, p=.007, while direct
consumption, p=.509, media consumption, p=.737, and star familiarity, p=.406, were all
insignificant.
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Table 24
Between-Subjects Effects Test Results
Dependent
Variable

Source
Corrected Model

Type III Sum of
Squares

Maria1tiger0

Armani1guess0

3

62.307

.972

.406

330.634b

3

110.211

3.590

.014

c

3

92.016

22.601

.000

familiar

d

1043.774

3

347.925

27.895

.000

direct

76405.370

1

76405.370

1192.200

.000

media

31971.744

1

31971.744

1041.342

.000

value

16702.804

1

16702.804

4102.521

.000

familiar

Corrected Total

276.048

19736.862

1

19736.862

1582.418

.000

direct

152.441

1

152.441

2.379

.124

media

325.598

1

325.598

10.605

.001

value

208.565

1

208.565

51.227

.000

familiar

873.716

1

873.716

70.051

.000

direct

5.973

1

5.973

.093

.760

media

1.454

1

1.454

.047

.828

39.063

1

39.063

9.595

.002

164.711

1

164.711

13.206

.000

direct

27.965

1

27.965

.436

.509

media

3.482

1

3.482

.113

.737

value

29.742

1

29.742

7.305

.007

8.618

1

8.618

.691

.406

direct

19418.570

303

64.088

media

9302.845

303

30.702

value

1233.619

303

4.071

familiar

3779.197

303

12.473

direct

96005.000

307

media

41586.000

307

value

18191.000

307

familiar

24519.000

307

direct

19605.492

306

media

9633.479

306

value

1509.668

306

familiar

4822.971

306

familiar

Total

Sig.

186.922

familiar

Error

F

media

value
Maria1tiger0 * Armani1guess0

Mean Square

direct

value
Intercept

df
a

a. R Squared = .010 (Adjusted R Squared = .000)
b. R Squared = .034 (Adjusted R Squared = .025)
c. R Squared = .183 (Adjusted R Squared = .175)
d. R Squared = .216 (Adjusted R Squared = .209)

The specific relationships between the status of the product and the athletic star
power of the athlete with the sports consumption variables are shown below in Figure 8.
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Direct
Consumptio
n

High/Low Status
Products

Media
Consumption
High/Low Athletic
Star Power

Value
Enhancement

Star
Familiarity

Figure 8. Relationships between Status and Athletic Star Power and the Sports Consumption Variables

When looking at how the respondents felt about actually purchasing the products
in the advertisements, the results from the Status Consumption Scale indicated overall
that the status of the product did not influence the respondents‟ purchase intentions.
However, each athlete did generate different scores for this scale; there was a difference
in scores for the high and low status products.
The respondents who viewed the Maria Sharapova/Armani advertisement did not
seem inclined to purchase the Armani dress, with only 2.3% of respondents checking that
it would be very likely that they bought the dress, while 29.9% of respondents checked
that it would be very unlikely that they bought the dress because of its status. In the
Maria Sharapova/Guess advertisement the respondents did not have the inclination to
purchase the watch shown, with only .3% of respondents checking that it would be very
likely that they would purchase this watch, while 29.9% of respondents checking that it
would be very unlikely that they would purchase this product because it had status.
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The Tiger Woods/Armani advertisement did generate different results than the
Maria Sharapova/Armani advertisement; however, respondents did feel the exact same
way about how likely they would be when it came to purchasing the Armani suit, with
2.3% checking that it was very likely, and 24.7% of respondents checking that it was very
unlikely that they would purchase this suit because of its status. In the Tiger
Woods/Guess advertisement respondents scores slightly increased, with 2.6% checking
that it would be very likely that they would purchase the watch, and 35.4% of
respondents checking that it would be very unlikely that they would purchase this product
because of its status.
These results do correspond to results found in Hypothesis 3a because neither the
status of the product, nor the star power of the athlete, had significant relationships with
the direct consumption variable. When purchasing fashion-related products, consumers
have many things to consider, including the price of the product, what attributes or
benefits it has, the color or fit of the item, and where they can purchase it. These
particular products could generate different status consumption scores than other statusrelated products.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

Summary
The purpose of this study was to determine if the endorsement by an athlete of a
high or low status product affects consumer attitudes of the athlete and consumers‟
purchase intentions of the advertised product. In order to help find a more systematic way
to measure athletic star power, determine if a status product affects consumers‟ purchase
intentions, and add the component athletic/product congruency to this research track, an
exploratory study was conducted. A model was formed from previous research to aide in
the formation of significant relationships between athletic star power, athlete/product
congruency, and consumption of high/low status products to sport consumption variables
of direct and media consumption, value enhancement and star familiarity. The analysis
will help further current literature on athletic star power and how it affects consumers‟
purchase intentions of advertised products. The current study showed that the
components of star power were overall significant; however, depending on the athlete
and the status of the product in the advertisement, these components were not all
significant individually for each advertisement. This study also showed that the
athlete/product congruency was an important factor to consumers and was significant for
all four advertisements shown in the study. The status of the product did form significant
relationships with two out of the four sports consumption variables, suggesting that status
is important when it comes to the value enhancement and the star familiarity of the
athlete.
Several different statistical analyses were run to test the research Hypotheses.
These analyses included factor analysis, Cronbach‟s alpha, multiple linear regression and
MANOVA to answer the objectives and hypotheses and also to revise the proposed
model. Factor analysis was used in study II to help reduce the number of questions in the
SASP. This study also provided a way to find the athletes with the highest and lowest star
power scores, along with a high and low status product. A manipulation check was
performed to show the statistical difference in the star power scores between the two
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athletes used in this study. In study III multiple linear regression was used to test
Hypothesis 1a-d and 2a-d, in order to find significant relationships between the
components of athletic star power and athlete/product congruency with the sports
consumption variables. MANOVA was used to test Hypothesis 3a-d, to find main and
interaction effects between athletic star power and status products with the sports
consumption variables. The overall study model was formed from the results from these
statistical analyses. This overall study model can be seen in Appendix F.
The model that resulted from this current research study showed different
relationships between the components of star power and the sports consumption
variables. These specific relationships are explained in detail in the Discussion and
Conclusion section below. It also added the significance of the variable athlete/product
congruency, along with significant relationships between the status of a product and the
relationships of high/low athletic star power, to the sports consumption variables. This
model can be applied to future research in this area.
Results showed that the sports consumption variables generated different
relationships with the components of star power. Direct consumption showed that
character style was significant in each of the four advertisements. However, source
attractiveness, athletic expertise, professional trustworthiness and likeable personality
were only significant in one of the four advertisements shown. Media consumption
indicated different results than direct consumption. Character style again was the most
significant, having positive relationships in three of the four advertisements. Athletic
expertise, likeable personality, and professional trustworthiness were all significant in
two of the four advertisements, while source attractiveness was not significant at all for
media consumption. Value enhancement showed that likeable personality, athletic
expertise, and source attractiveness were all significant in three of the four
advertisements. Professional trustworthiness had a significant relationship in two of the
four advertisements, while character style had only one significant relationship. Star
familiarity indicated different results than value enhancement. Likeable personality and
source attractiveness both had significant relationships in three of the four
advertisements. Professional trustworthiness again had a significant relationship in two of
the four advertisements, while athletic expertise had only one significant relationship and
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character style did not have any significant relationships for star familiarity. The specific
breakdown of the significant relationships in Hypothesis 1 is shown below in Table 25.

Table 25
Significant Relationships for Hypothesis 1

Advertisement
Hypothesis

#1

#2

#3

#4

Maria Sharapova/

Maria Sharapova/

Tiger Woods/

Tiger Woods/

Armani

Guess

Armani

Guess

H1: The athletic endorsement of a status product will increase the consumption of the product due to the star power of the
athlete:
a. direct consumption

Character style,

Character Style,

Athletic expertise,

Professional

Source attractiveness

trustworthiness,

Character style

Character style

Character style

Likeable personality
b. media

Athletic expertise,

Character Style,

Character style and

consumption

Likeable personality,

Professional

Athletic expertise

Professional

trustworthiness,

trustworthiness

Likeable personality

Athletic expertise,

Athletic expertise,

Professional

Athletic expertise

Likeable personality,

Likeable personality,

trustworthiness and

and Likeable

source attractiveness

Character style

Source attractiveness

personality; Source

c. value enhancement

attractiveness and
Professional
trustworthiness
d. star familiarity

Athletic expertise,

Source attractiveness,

Likeable personality

Source

Likeable personality,

Professional

and Source

attractiveness and

Professional

trustworthiness

attractiveness

Professional

trustworthiness

trustworthiness

The athlete/product congruency, which had been not been studied in relation to
athletic star power or status consumption, was shown to be an important component of
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this research. The results indicated that for all four sports consumption variables,
athlete/product congruency had significant relationships with all four of them in each of
the four advertisements. The breakdown of the significant relationships found in
Hypothesis 2 is shown below in Table 26.

Table 26
Significant Relationships for Hypothesis 2

Advertisement
Hypothesis

#1

#2

#3

#4

Maria Sharapova/

Maria Sharapova/

Tiger Woods/

Tiger Woods/

Armani

Guess

Armani

Guess

H2: The athletic endorsement of a status product will increase the consumption of the product due to the athlete product
congruency:
a. direct consumption

Athlete/product

Athlete/product

Athlete/product

Athlete/product

congruency

congruency

congruency

congruency

b. media

Athlete/product

Athlete/product

Athlete/product

Athlete/product

consumption

congruency

congruency

congruency

congruency

c. value enhancement

Athlete/product

Athlete/product

Athlete/product

Athlete/product

congruency

congruency

congruency

congruency

Athlete/product

Athlete/product

Athlete/product

Athlete/product

congruency

congruency

congruency

congruency

d. star familiarity

The fit of the athlete and the product in the advertisement, no matter the status,
had an important effect on the respondents. The results of the status of the product
indicated that significant relationships were formed with two of the four sports
consumption variables, value enhancement and star familiarity. However, the status of a
product did not form significant relationships with either of the consumption variables,
direct or media. The star power of the athlete also generated similar results. Direct
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consumption again did not have a significant relationship, but significant relationships
were formed with the media consumption variable, value enhancement variable, and star
familiarity variable. It should be noted that the athlete him/herself does play a role in how
consumers view them as well as the products they endorse. This study only looked at two
athletes; others may generate different results. Also, the products used in the study were
fashion-related; other categories of products may also generate different relationships.
Respondents overall were not inclined to purchase either product no matter the status.
Tiger Woods endorsing the Guess watch did get the highest percentage of respondents
saying they would purchase this product because of its status. This result is interesting
because of the fact that this brand was the low status brand. The income of the
respondents could be a factor in the consumers‟ reluctance to purchase the higher status
product; the average income level of this study was below $25,000. The Armani
advertisements generated similar results, with Tiger Woods receiving slightly higher
purchase intentions than Maria Sharapova. The Maria Sharapova/Guess advertisement
had the lowest purchase intentions scores for all four advertisements. These findings did
correspond with the results for hypothesis 3a, which found no relationship between the
status of the product and the direct consumption of the product. Each athlete did have
slightly different status consumption scores, with respondents indicating that Tiger
Woods influenced them slightly more than Maria Sharapova. The breakdown of the
significant relationships found in Hypothesis 3 is shown below in Table 27.
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Table 27
Significant Relationships for Hypothesis 3

Advertisement
#1

#2

#3

#4

Maria Sharapova/

Maria Sharapova/

Tiger Woods/

Tiger Woods/

Armani

Guess

Armani

Guess

Hypothesis

H3: The athletic endorsement of a high/low status product will increase the consumption of the product :

a. direct consumption
b. media

High/low athletic star

High/low athletic star

High/low athletic star

High/low athletic star

consumption

power

power

power

power

c. value enhancement

High/low product status

High/low product status

High/low product status

High/low product

and high/low athletic

and high/low athletic

and high/low athletic

status and high/low

star power

star power

star power

athletic star power

High/low product status

High/low product status

High/low product status

High/low product

and high/low athletic

and high/low athletic

and high/low athletic

status and high/low

star power

star power

star power

athletic star power

d. star familiarity

Discussion and Conclusions
Objective 1:
To determine whether the star power of the athletic endorser in status product
advertisement will increase consumers’ direct consumption or media consumption
of the product being advertised.
This objective was tested by multiple linear regression, measuring the
components of star power (expertise, source attractiveness, professional trustworthiness,
likeable personality, and character style), against direct consumption and media
consumption, respectively. This was done for all four advertisements: Maria
Sharapova/Armani, Maria Sharapova/Guess, Tiger Woods/Armani, and Tiger
Woods/Guess. The regression was run several times to create not only a significant
model, but to have significant predictors as well. Overall, the results indicated that not all
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the components of star power lead consumers to increase their direct and media
consumption of the product in the advertisement. In each advertisement there were
different components of star power that were significant for both direct and media
consumption. Character style was the only component that was significant in all four
advertisements for direct consumption and was significant for three out of the four
advertisements for media consumption. Hypothesis 1a and 1b are partially supported.
Hypothesis 1a states: The athletic endorsement of a high/low status product will lead to
an increase of consumers‟ direct consumption of the advertised product due to the star
power of the athlete.
The results indicated that not every component of star power led consumers to
increase their direct consumption of the product in the advertisement. In this case Maria
Sharapova was endorsing a black Armani dress and respondents felt that expertise, source
attractiveness, and character style were the only components that would increase their
direct consumption of that type of product. In this created advertisement, Maria
Sharapova looks very much like a model; this could be why the expertise component was
significant. She also looks very beautiful; this could be why the source attractiveness
component was significant. And the advertisement itself looks very classy; this could be
why the character style component was significant. As for the professional
trustworthiness and likeable personality components not being significant, respondents
may have thought that since this was not a sport-related product, her professional
trustworthiness was not as important as her expertise of the Armani brand. Armani
already is a very famous brand and also very expensive. Many people may not be able to
afford this brand, so whether they thought she had a likeable personality or not, directly
consuming this brand may not be possible for many respondents.
In the created advertisement in which Maria Sharapova was endorsing a silver
watch, the results indicated that not all the components of star power led consumers to
increase their direct consumption of the advertised product. Professional trustworthiness,
source attractiveness and character style were found to increase the direct consumption of
the advertised product. Consumers may have felt that this watch was something Maria
Sharapova would wear while playing golf, thus trusting her and increasing their direct
consumption of this product. Friedman and Friedman (1979) designed a study that
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attempted to determine whether the effectiveness of the endorser type is dependent upon
the type of product being endorsed. The celebrity endorser was given the highest rating
for the costume jewelry. Also, consumers‟ evaluations of the ads‟ believability varied
according to the product/endorser combinations.
It has also been found in past research that endorsers whom respondents think are
attractive will lead to a greater intent to purchase the advertised product. Many might say
that Maria Sharapova is an attractive woman; therefore, consumers may think that if they
wear this watch they will also feel attractive. Till and Busler (1998) conducted a study
that focused on celebrity physical attractiveness and how this affects the respondents‟
attitude toward the endorsed brand. They found that when the attractive pictures were
shown, the brand attitude and purchase intention were significantly higher, irrespective of
the product type.
Maria Sharapova has a positive image not only in the media, but also in her
respective sport. Consumers respond more to athletes who have positive images in the
media or in their respective sport because they feel they can trust or believe them more
than athletes who are always getting into trouble or participating in unethical or illicit
behavior. This could be why the character style component of star power was significant
with this consumption variable.
Neither expertise nor likeable personality had a significant relationship with direct
consumption. It seems that it did not matter whether Maria Sharapova was an expert
when it came to watches. Many consumers may pick this type of accessory based on
color or brand, not on whether the athlete is an expert regarding the watch. Respondents
may not have thought that she was an expert when it came to the Guess brand because
they may have thought she does not wear Guess or any other brand of watch. They may
have also thought she may actually wear a higher-end brand of watch than Guess;
therefore, they did not want to go out and buy a Guess watch. It is hard to tell what her
personality is like in this advertisement, and if the respondents are not familiar with her
they may not want to buy something she endorses. The type of person she is may also not
influence consumers when deciding what brand of watch to buy.
The results show that not all the components of star power led consumers to
increase their direct consumption of the advertised product. In the advertisement in which
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Tiger Woods was endorsing a black Armani suit, character style was the only component
of star power that was found to have a significant relationship with direct consumption.
Tiger Woods does have a positive image in the media and portrays himself to be an
ethical person, which could explain why this aspect of star power was significant. It did
not seem to matter if respondents thought he was attractive, had expert knowledge of the
product, had professional trustworthiness, or even had a likeable personality. Since Tiger
Woods has had endorsement deals with a variety of products and because he is so
famous, none of those components seemed to be important to respondents wanting to
consume the products he endorses. Armani is quite famous as well, and also is very
expensive, so respondents may not think that purchasing that brand is something they will
actually go out and do.
In the advertisement in which Tiger Woods is endorsing a silver Guess watch, the
results indicated that not all the components of star power led consumers to increase their
direct consumption of the advertised product. The only significant relationship found to
increase consumers‟ direct consumption of the product was character style. This
advertisement generated the same results as the advertisement with Tiger Woods
endorsing the black Armani suit. This shows that the respondents did not seem to think
that source attractiveness, professional trustworthiness, likeable personality or expertise
would affect their intent to purchase the advertised product, disregarding status. The
character of the athlete, especially Tiger Woods, did seem to affect consumers‟ decisions
about consuming the products he endorses. Respondents probably had already decided
how they feel about him, and whether they would actually purchase products he endorses
because he is so famous.
Hypothesis 1b states: The athletic endorsement of a high/low status product will lead to
an increase of consumers‟ media consumption of the advertised product due to the star
power of the athlete.
The results indicated that not every component of star power led consumers to
increase their media consumption of the black Armani dress Maria Sharapova was
endorsing. Significant relationships between expertise, professional trustworthiness, and
likeable personality were found to increase the media consumption of the advertised
product. In this type of consumption consumers are not going out to the store and actually
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buying the product, but they are looking up the athlete or the advertised product online.
Consumers have the ability to conduct research online, thus explaining why expertise and
professional trustworthiness were significant. The Internet is a great tool to learn about
products and people, so an endorsers‟ expertise of the product and the consumers‟ ability
to trust the endorser is a good way to get the consumers online and learning about not
only the endorser, but the product as well. Since Armani is such an expensive brand,
consumers may spend more time looking it up online than actually going to a store and
making a purchase.
Friedman, Santeramo & Traina (1978) proposed that the celebrities that are in the
public eye more frequently are seen as more likeable because consumers feel more
comfortable with them. After the consumer decides if they like the athlete or celebrity,
that will lead them to wanting to learn more about them and their life, thus increasing
their media consumption. It did not seem to matter if the endorser was attractive or not
attractive for respondents to want to look them up online; I believe that if the consumer
likes them, they will look them up regardless of their appearance. With regards to
character style, it did not seem to affect the media consumption of the athlete or the
product. I believe this component is subjective to the consumer. We live in a mediasaturated world; we are inundated with information constantly, and many times the media
decides for us if the athlete has a positive or negative image. We, however, have the
option to agree or disagree. Either way, consumers who like an athlete or may want to
learn more about them, will find themselves online more than those who do not care
about the endorser at all. This may also be true for the brand as well; if the consumer
likes the brands or sees someone they like wearing the brand, they may be more likely to
search for it online.
In the Maria Sharapova/Guess advertisement the results indicated that not all the
components of star power led consumers to increase their media consumption. Significant
relationships between professional trustworthiness, likeable personality, and character
style led to increased media consumption of the advertised product. Consumers who
spend a lot of time online may be more inclined to look up products that they associate
with a positive image or with someone whom they think is ethical, rather looking up
people or products about whom they do not have a positive image. Since Guess watches
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have many different variations, consumers who like the watch they see in the
advertisement may find themselves wanting to known more about it or where to purchase
it, so in turn they may spend more time on the Internet to do so. Consumers who believe
or trust the endorser may also be more likely to look up the product in the advertisement
to learn more about it or see where they might be able to go and buy it.
Again, the expertise component was not significant. If consumers do not think the
endorser is an expert they may not want to learn about it, or may not think it is important
to look it up online. It may also depend upon what kind of product it is; watches may
generate different results than a product related to sports or products that are of a higher
financial risk, like cars or computers.
The source attractiveness component also did not have a significant relationship
with media consumption. As stated earlier, the way the endorser looks may not be as
important to the consumer as the endorser‟s character or the consumer‟s overall opinion
of the endorser. This advertisement was not as “artsy” as the Armani advertisement, so
the focus was the watch, not the attractiveness of the endorser.
In the Tiger Woods/Armani advertisement the results indicated that not all the
components of star power led consumers to increase their media consumption. Significant
relationships between expertise and character style led consumers to increase their media
consumption. Again, character style was important to consumers in this advertisement;
however, the expertise component, which was not significant for the direct consumption
variable, was important to the media consumption variable. When it comes to consumers
looking up information online, the more they think the endorser knows about the product,
the more they might want to learn, especially if it is an athlete or a product they like.
However, likeable personality, source attractiveness, and professional trustworthiness
were not significant when it came to increasing consumers‟ time online. This could be
because respondents were not interested looking up the suit or even the Armani brand, or
because they already had a lot of knowledge about Tiger Woods or were not interested in
him or the product in the advertisement.
Character style, again, was the only component of star power that had significant
relationship with media consumption. It seems that no matter the status of the product,
the character of the athlete led the respondents to the Internet to want to learn more about
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the product or the athlete. All of the other components of star power were insignificant. I
think Tiger Woods is a unique case; he is already so famous and consumers have been
exposed to him in the media for years, so their opinions of him probably have already
been formed. Many may already know all they want to know about him or may already
follow him online, so their media consumption may already be high. His character style
seems to be the only thing that would increase consumers‟ time online..
Previous studies also found similar results when it comes to star power;
Braunstein & Zhang (2005) examined the dimensions of athletic star power associated
with Generation Y sports consumption. Results showed that 30% of direct consumption
and 20% of media consumption of the endorsed product was explained by the dimensions
of star power. Specific characteristics of different sports also help to enhance the value of
merchandise and familiarity level toward an athletic star. Specifically, professional
trustworthiness, likeable personality, character style, and source attractiveness helped
boost direct consumption, media consumption, and value enhancement of sports
consumption (attending a game). Athletic expertise was found to be fundamental for star
familiarity. This means that the more consumers are familiar with the athlete the more
likely they will believe he/she is a credible source.
Overall, having an athlete endorser did increase the direct and media consumption
of the product in the advertisements. However, the specific athlete should be taken into
consideration. Picking the right athlete is important because of how popular that athlete
can be in society or in the media. The image and character style of the athlete seem to
ultimately affect how people will view him/her in the advertisement. This in turn can
affect the consumer‟s decision to either directly consume the product the athlete endorses
or look it up online.
Objective 2:
To determine whether the star power of the athletic endorser in status product
advertisement will increase consumers’ value enhancement or star familiarity of the
athlete.
This objective was tested by multiple linear regression, measuring the
components of star power (expertise, source attractiveness, professional trustworthiness,
likeable personality, and character style), against value enhancement and star familiarity,
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respectively. This was done for all four advertisements: Maria Sharapova/Armani, Maria
Sharapova/Guess, Tiger Woods/Armani and Tiger Woods/Guess. The regression was run
several times to create not only a significant model, but to have significant predictors as
well. The results indicated that not all the components of star power lead consumers to
increase their value enhancement and star familiarity of the athlete. Each advertisement
had different components that were significant: athletic expertise, likeable personality,
and source attractiveness were significant for three out of the four advertisements for the
value enhancement component, while likeable personality was significant for three out of
the four advertisements for the star familiarity component. Hypothesis 1c and 1d are
partially supported.
Hypothesis 1c states: The athletic endorsement of a high/low status product will lead to
an increase of consumers‟ value enhancement of the athlete due to the star power of the
athlete.
The results indicated that not all the components of star power led consumers to
increase their value enhancement of the athlete in the advertisement. Expertise, source
attractiveness, and likeable personality had significant relationships with value
enhancement in the Maria Sharapova/Armani advertisement. The knowledge of the
endorser, the appearance of the endorser, and the demeanor of the endorser all
contributed to whether or not respondents thought the endorser had a positive image. In
this advertisement, Maria Sharapova looks very beautiful, seems like she is having fun,
and appears to look like a real model in her Armani dress; these perceptions could have
contributed to why these components of star power were significant. In a review by
Joseph (1982), he summarized the experimental evidence in advertising and related
disciplines regarding physically attractive communicators‟ impact on opinion change,
product evaluations, and other dependent measures. He concluded that attractive
communicators are consistently liked more and have a positive impact on products with
which they are associated than are unattractive communicators.
It is interesting that the expertise component is important here and professional
trustworthiness is not. The linear regression results indicated that these two components
were explaining the same thing; however, being considered an expert was more important
to the respondents than being able to trust the athlete. Maria Sharapova has never given
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consumers a reason not to trust her. She is viewed as someone who has a positive image.
This could also be the reason why character style was insignificant. Her character has
never been questioned, so why would consumers not believe she has a positive image or
an impact on her respected sport?
In the Maria Sharapova/Guess advertisement the results indicated that not all the
components of star power led consumers to increase their value enhancement of her.
Expertise and likeable personality had significant relationships with value enhancement
in this Maria Sharapova/Guess advertisement, just as they did in the Maria
Sharapova/Armani advertisement. It seems that it does not matter what kind of product
(high or low status) she endorses; expertise and likeable personality are important to
consumers‟ increasing their attitudes and their willingness to follow her during her season
of play. Character style, which was not important in the high status advertisement, is
important in this advertisement. Apparently her image in the media or in the minds of
consumers makes a difference when endorsing a lower-end product than a higher-end
product.
Erdogan, Baker & Tagg, (2001) conducted a study that measured a celebrity‟s
trustworthiness, expertise, attractiveness, familiarity, and likeability in relation to two
types of products, a nontechnical/attractiveness and a technical/attractiveness product.
They found that for the technical/attractiveness product consumers rated celebrity
trustworthiness and expertise high, while the attractiveness, familiarity and likeability
traits rated high for the nontechnical/attractiveness products. While these results are
somewhat similar, being that clothing and accessories are nontechnical products, likeable
personality is consistently important.
Source attractiveness and professional trustworthiness were not significant for this
advertisement. Professional trustworthiness was not significant for the Armani
advertisement either. Trusting her does not seem to influence whether consumers will
follow her during her season of play or how they perceive her in their own minds.
Following an athlete during their season of play usually means that that person either
likes that particular sport, or likes that particular athlete. Trusting what they do or say in
their endorsements seems to be irrelevant. Source attractiveness, which was significant in
the Armani advertisement, is not significant in the Guess advertisement. The type of
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product may influence how respondents view the advertisement. Wearing that Armani
dress may have influenced how respondents viewed her appearance, thinking she was
very attractive in it. However, wearing a Guess watch did not seem to make her as
attractive.
Not all the components of star power led consumers to increase their value
enhancement of Tiger Woods in the Armani advertisement. Source attractiveness and
professional trustworthiness had significant relationships with value enhancement in the
Tiger Woods/Armani advertisement. Tiger Woods‟ appearance and whether or not
consumers are able to trust him contributed to his image as an athlete. Tiger Woods
already has a positive image in his respective sport and in the media as well, so
increasing his image in a positive way may be difficult since many people already have a
positive image of him.. Getting consumers to become more interested in his sport and
watch him play more could also be difficult; there could be people who like him, but do
not particularly like golf. It seems that consumers think he is a credible endorser;
therefore they trust him when he is endorsing a product that can help him keep his
positive image. His appearance also seems important; this could be because he is
endorsing a fashionable item, or it could be that the way he looks will influence
consumers to view him differently or watch him play more.
Expertise, likeable personality, and character style did not have any influence on
consumers‟ value enhancement of Tiger Woods in this advertisement. Not many would
question that Tiger Woods is a good golfer, but they may not think he is an expert when it
comes to clothes or high fashion brands. His personality and his demeanor also had no
affect on his image. This could be because many already view him as positive or ethical,
so they already have a high value enhancement of him.
The results indicate that not all the components of star power led consumers to
increase their value enhancement of the Tiger Woods/Guess advertisement. The only
component that was not significant was character style. This component was not
significant in the Armani advertisement either. It seems that the status of the product
(high or low) does not matter; his demeanor does not influence consumers‟ image of him
or whether or not they will watch him play golf. Tiger Woods has already established his
image in the minds of consumers, meaning that they are already very aware of who he is.
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Expertise and likeable personality, which were significant for this Guess
advertisement, were not significant for the Armani advertisement. Consumers may think
Tiger Woods has more knowledge of watches than suits or that he is more likeable in the
Guess advertisement than the Armani advertisement. It seems that the status of the
product that Tiger Woods endorses does affect his expertise and his demeanor.
As in the Armani advertisement, source attractiveness and professional
trustworthiness were significant for the Guess advertisement. These components of star
power seem to be important to consumers when deciding if they want to watch Tiger
Woods play golf, or in forming positive opinions of him in their minds. His appearance
and whether or not consumers believe he is a credible endorser can influence his image
and help consumers decide if they want to watch him play golf.
Hypothesis 1d states: The athletic endorsement of a high/low status product will lead to
an increase of consumers‟ star familiarity of the athlete due to the star power of the
athlete.
The results indicate that not all the components of star power led consumers to
increase their star familiarity of Maria Sharapova in the Armani advertisement. Again,
expertise and likeable personality had significant relationships, this time with star
familiarity. Maria Sharapova is a top-ranked female tennis player, who also has had many
endorsement deals, specifically with Canon cameras and Cole Haan. With both these
endorsements, she is featured either on the tennis courts or at least posing with something
related to tennis. These endorsements showcase her personality, which seems very
likeable and positive. They also make her seem like an expert of these products. Canon
and Cole Haan are both high-end brands, so when consumers see her endorsing another
high-end brand such as Armani, they may associate the same beliefs or attitudes they had
toward Canon and Cole Haan with Armani as well. Here, professional trustworthiness
was also significant. It seems that knowing who the athletic endorser is makes it easier
for consumers to trust them. If they do not know who the athlete is, why would they
believe them or trust them in their endorsements.
Previous studies also found similar results. Miciak & Shanklin (1994) researched
how to choose celebrity endorsers for advertising endorsements, and while they stated
that credibility, attractiveness, and celebrity/product match were all important, they stated
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that celebrity familiarity is also crucial. The celebrity/athlete is more effective when
he/she is easy to recognize, likeable and friendly (Miciak & Shanklin, 1994).
In the Maria Sharapova/Armani advertisement character style was found not to be
significant. Maria Sharapova is not a media target. She stays low key and she does not get
herself into situations that would jeopardize her character or her image; because of this
many people may not know who she is. Sometimes athletes who do get themselves in
precarious situations become famous for them, thus increasing their familiarity. However,
when athletes become famous for those behaviors, everything else they do can become
tainted. Till and Shimp (1998) conducted a study examining the influence of negative
information about a celebrity and the brand the celebrity endorses. This study sought to
find if negative information of the celebrity lowered consumers‟ evaluations of the brand
that the celebrity is endorsing. Results showed that negative information about a celebrity
may be problematic for the associated brand only when consumers have a small amount
of knowledge for the brand and the celebrity.
In this advertisement, source attractiveness was also not significant. I think this is
quite interesting because many people, including athletes, are famous and familiar for
their appearance. It would seem that being attractive would help the athlete become more
familiar, thus increasing consumers‟ familiarity of the athlete. However, the results do
not support this concept.
In the Maria Sharapova/Guess advertisement the results indicate that not all the
components of star power led consumers‟ to increase their star familiarity. Source
attractiveness and likeable personality were the only two components that had significant
relationships with star familiarity in the Maria Sharapova/Guess advertisement. Unlike
the results of the Armani advertisement, source attractiveness was important here. The
fact that Guess is a lower status product, or the fact that this advertisement was for a
watch, may have had an impact on what respondents viewed as attractive. Previous
research has stated that more attractive endorsers have a greater ability to change
consumers‟ beliefs, attitudes and purchase intentions than their unattractive counterpart
(Kamins, 1990; Till & Busler, 1998; Kahle & Homer, 1985; Ohanian, 1991; Chaiken,
1979; Baker & Churchill, 1977; Petroshius & Crocker, 1989; Horai, Naccari, &
Fatoullah, 1974; Norman, 1972; Mills & Aronson, 1965; Mills & Harvey, 1972; Snyder
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& Rothbart, 1971). I believe that because of these reasons, consumers would become
more aware of the endorser as well and increase his/her star familiarity. Likeable
personality again was significant. The more likeable the endorser seems to the consumer,
the more they will want to get to know them, thus increasing their familiarity of them.
Professional trustworthiness, expertise, and character style did not have
significant relationships with star familiarity in the Maria Sharapova/Guess
advertisement. Character style, which was also not significant in the Armani
advertisement, did not have an impact on this advertisement either. It seems that no
matter the status of the product, the image of the endorser did not affect their star
familiarity, at least for this particular athlete. She has not had any high profile
relationships or been a part of any incidents that would have caused a media frenzy,
something that would cause people to become more aware of who she is. Professional
trustworthiness and expertise, which were significant in the Armani advertisement, were
not significant here in the Guess advertisement. Respondents may have thought that she
was more of an expert with the high-end brand than with this Guess watch. They may
have also thought that she would actually wear Armani, but may not have thought she
would wear the brand Guess. The status of the product was an important factor for this
dependent variable.
The results indicate that not all the components of star power led consumers to
increase their star familiarity of Tiger Woods in the Armani advertisement. Likeable
personality and source attractiveness had significant relationships with the star familiarity
in this advertisement. Again, for this advertisement, Tiger Woods‟ appearance was
important. The appearance of the athlete, which can be highly publicized, can also lead to
consumers to become more aware of him/her. His appearance in the Armani suit seemed
to have consumers believing he is attractive, which in turn can increase his familiarity.
Likeable personality was also important to his star familiarity. Being liked by consumers
can generate more exposure for the athlete in a positive way. This, in turn, can increase
their star familiarity. Tiger Woods persona can be viewed as very likeable; the more
likeable the athlete is the more consumers will want to learn about him/her.
Expertise, professional trustworthiness, and character style were not significant to
consumers in increasing their star familiarity of the athlete in the Armani advertisement.
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Expertise and character style were also not significant Woods/Armani when it came to
the athlete‟s value enhancement. Since Tiger Woods has been in the spotlight for many
years, consumers already know how successful he is as a golfer. He has also never been
involved in any activity that would jeopardize his character; because of this consumers
probably are more willing to trust him as well. It is also important to mention that most
people already know who Tiger Woods is.
The results indicated that not all the components of star power led consumers to
increase their star familiarity of Tiger Woods in the Guess advertisement. Source
attractiveness and professional trustworthiness had significant relationships with star
familiarity in this advertisement. Source attractiveness, which was also significant in the
Armani advertisement, was important for the Guess advertisement as well. Again, the
appearance of the athlete can help consumers become more aware of him/her, thus
increasing his/her star familiarity, no matter the status of the product. Tiger Woods‟
credibility as an endorser also influenced consumers to increase their familiarity of him.
This component was not significant in the Armani advertisement, so the status of the
product may be important. Consumers may need to be able to trust the athlete more when
they are endorsing a lower-end product.
Expertise and character style, which were not significant in the Guess
advertisement, were also not significant in the Armani advertisement. It seems that no
matter the status of the product, consumers were not influenced by Tiger Wood‟s
demeanor or his expertise. Consumers may not think he is an expert on suits or watches.
Also, since he is already so famous, consumers may already be very aware of him, thus
not being able to increase their familiarity of him.
Likeable personality, which was significant in the Armani advertisement, was not
significant for the Guess advertisement. His personality may have been easier to see in
the Armani advertisement than in the Guess advertisement. It seems that the status of the
product affects how the respondents viewed his persona. Consumers seemed to like him
more when he is endorsing a high-end product, than when he is endorsing a low-end
product. There is no question that Tiger Woods is financially secure, so consumers may
think that he is more likely to buy or wear things that are of a higher status.
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Overall, having an athletic endorse a product did increase the value enhancement
and the star familiarity of the athlete in the advertisements. However, be taken into
picking the right athlete is important because of how popular his/her image is in society
or in the media. Many athletes that already have endorsements are also very well known;
some of these athletes have positive images, while others might have done something to
tarnish it. Each component of star power was significant, but the two athletes did not
have the same significant components for increasing value enhancement and star
familiarity.
Objective 3:
To determine whether the congruency of the athlete and product will increase
consumers’ direct consumption or media consumption of the product being
advertised.
This objective was tested by simple linear regression, measuring athlete/product
congruency against direct consumption and media consumption, respectively. This was
done for all four advertisements, Maria Sharapova/Armani, Maria Sharapova/Guess,
Tiger Woods/Armani and Tiger Woods/Guess. The results showed that athlete/product
congruency did increase consumers‟ direct consumption and media consumption of the
product being advertised. Hypothesis 2a and 2b are supported.
Hypothesis 2a-b states: The athletic endorsement of a high/low status product will lead
to the increase of consumers‟ direct consumption/media consumption of the advertised
product due to the congruency of the athlete and the product.
The results show that the respondents thought that the congruency of the product
(both high and low status), and the athlete who was endorsing it, was important to the
direct and media consumption of each product. Respondents thought that each created
advertisement was a good fit: Maria Sharapova endorsing a black Armani dress and a
silver Guess watch, and Tiger Woods endorsing a black Armani suit and a silver Guess
watch. This measurement is important because if there is no congruence between the
athlete and product, the endorsement would not be effective, thus not increasing
consumers‟ consumption of the advertised products. A good fit could mean a long
relationship between the athlete and a product; a publicized linkage between the two will
form in the minds of millions of consumers. This linkage can also add to the consumption
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patters of consumers, when they recognize a „good fit‟ between the athlete and product
they could be more inclined to consume the product either directly or through the media.
This relationship can also benefit advertisers, retailers and marketers, because if the
consumers believe the fit is good between the athlete and the product they will be more
willing to go out and buy the product in the advertisement. When these athletes form
long-lasting relationships with certain brands that are good fits, such as Michael Jordan
and Nike, many consumers who are fans of the athlete will follow the athlete‟s
endorsements and in turn buy the products that they endorse.
Previous studies found similar results when measuring celebrity/athlete/product
congruency and product consumption. Kamins and Gupta (1994) found that the higher
the degree of congruency between the types of endorsers and the product advertised, the
greater the believability of the endorser. Overall, the study implied that a higher degree of
congruency between product and celebrity image resulted in enhanced endorser
believability and attractiveness, as well as significantly more favorable attitudes and
purchase intentions toward the product. James (1996) studied whether there was a lack of
fit between product and endorser, or would a good fit improve the consumer response to
an endorsement for non-sport products. He concluded that in most product situations
advertisers should attempt to find the athlete that is most congruent with his/her product.
In both non-sport and sport product categories, the athlete endorsing the product
influenced consumer‟s positive evaluations of the product.
Overall, having an athletic endorser increased the direct and media consumption of
the product in the advertisements. However, choosing the right athlete is important; how
popular the athlete is in society or in the media will ultimately affect how he/she is
viewed in the advertisement, and this in turn will affect the consumers‟ decision as to
whether the product and athlete are a „good fit.‟ This, in turn, can affect their decision to
either directly consume the product the athlete endorses or look it up online.
Objective 4:
To determine whether the congruency of the athlete and product will increase
consumers’ value enhancement or star familiarity of the athlete.
This objective was tested by simple linear regression, measuring athlete/product
congruency against value enhancement and star familiarity, respectively. This was done
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for all four advertisements, Maria Sharapova/Armani, Maria Sharapova/Guess, Tiger
Woods/Armani and Tiger Woods/Guess. The results showed that athlete/product
congruency did lead consumers‟ to increase their value enhancement and star familiarity
of the athlete in the advertisement. Hypothesis 2c and 2d are supported.
Hypothesis 2c-d states: The athletic endorsement of a high/low status product will lead
to the increase of consumers‟ value enhancement/star familiarity of the athlete due to the
congruency of the athlete and the product.
These results show that the respondents thought that the congruency of the
product (the Armani dress/suit and the Guess watch) that both Maria Sharapova and
Tiger Woods were endorsing was important to both the value enhancement and star
familiarity of the athlete. These relationships had not been tested in past research, so
finding significant relationships here is important. Both theses athletes have positive
images in the media, which may help explain why this relationship was significant. As
stated in the review of the literature, the image of the athlete or celebrity is important to
not only the advertisement but also the product in it. When the endorser has a tarnished
image, consumers tend to tarnish the image of the product as well. Louie and Obermiller
(2002) conducted a study to determine how consumers view celebrities involved in a
negative event. Their findings revealed that the nature of the negative event influenced
consumer perception of endorser blame. There are many athletes that may have a positive
impact on their sport, but do not have a positive image to the consumer. Just recently,
Plaxico Burress caught several passes in helping his team, the NY Giants, win the Super
Bowl. The next season he shot himself in the leg with an unregistered gun, and is now not
only facing a two-year jail sentence, but has been released from the NY Giants. This type
of image would tarnish any endorsements he had and consumers would not be inclined to
purchase those products. For this variable, it is important for the athlete to have a positive
image in the media and have a positive impact on his/her sport. A good fit between the
product and the athlete can influence consumers‟ value enhancement of the athletic
endorser, thus increasing their intent to purchase the product in the advertisement or at
least look it up online.
Miciak & Shanklin (1994) researched how to choose celebrity endorsers for
advertising endorsements, and while they stated that credibility, attractiveness,
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celebrity/product match, were all important, they stated that celebrity familiarity is also
crucial. They found that the celebrity/athlete is more effective when he/she is easy to
recognize, is likeable, and friendly. Many of the athletes used in product endorsements
are either already famous in their respective sport, have a fan following, or are successful
in their respective sport. For marketers, advertisers, and retailers, using unfamiliar
athletes would be doing a disservice to the product since many consumers buy products
of athletes that they follow, like or admire. Consumers also would be more likely to
increase their media consumption of the product if they liked or at least knew the athlete
in the advertisement. The familiarity of the athlete is important because if consumers do
not know who the athlete is why would they buy the product, or even know if it is a good
fit?
Overall, having an athletic endorser increased the value enhancement and the star
familiarity of the athletes in the advertisements. However, the athlete himself/herself
should be taken into consideration, especially if he/she does not have a positive image or
is not very familiar. Picking the right athlete is important because the more positive and
familiar he/she is in society or in the media, the more positively consumers will view
him/her in the advertisement and ultimately decide whether the product and athlete is a
„good fit‟. This in turn can affect consumers‟ decision to purchase the product the athlete
endorses.
Objective 5:
To determine whether the athletic endorsement of either a high or low status
product will increase consumers’ direct consumption or media consumption of the
advertised product.
This objective was met by running a MANOVA. This test was used to see the
interaction and main effects the four interval dependent variables have on the categorical
independent variables. The independent variables were recoded into two new categorical
variables, (star power of the athletic endorser) and (status product). These two new
variables were the fixed factors, and the direct consumption, media consumption, value
enhancement, and star familiarity were the dependent variables.
Hypothesis 3a states: The athletic endorsement of a high/low status product will increase
consumers‟ direct consumption of the advertised product.
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Hypothesis 3a was not supported. The status of the product or the star power of
the endorser did not lead consumers‟ to increase their direct consumption of the
advertised product. It did not seem to matter what type of status the product held in the
advertisement; consumers were not interested in consuming it directly. Armani and Guess
are two very different types of brands, with very different price points. Buying something
Armani may not be very likely for many of the respondents, since the average income
was so low. Buying Guess may have been more attainable, but respondents did not seem
to want to buy that brand either.
In regards to clothing, the act of purchasing apparel satisfies the various needs of
the consumer; these needs signal status (Coelho & McClure, 1993), expression of identity
(Piacentini & Mailer, 2004), self-concept (Deeter-Schmelz et. al., 2000; Piacentini &
Mailer, 2004; Tootelian & Gaedeke, 1992; Wong & Ahuvia, 1998), self-esteem (Taylor
& Cosenza, 2002), as well as give individuals a way to impress others (Piacentini &
Mailer, 2002; Taylor & Cosenza, 2002). Similarly, Belk (1988) suggested that material
possessions such as apparel are seen as an important source of status. Many of these
respondents may have not been interested in status or how it is important to them, which
may explain why the direct consumption factor was insignificant.
Hypothesis 3b states: The athletic endorsement of a high/low status product will increase
consumers‟ media consumption of the advertised product.
Hypothesis 3b was partially supported. The status of the product of did not lead
consumers to increase their media consumption of the advertised product. It did not seem
to matter whether the product was of high or low status; respondents were not interested
in looking up either of these brands online. Respondents may not have liked either of
these brands, causing them not to want to search for them online. Or respondents may not
have liked the products being endorsed in the advertisements, or may have had no interest
in actually buying them, so why would they want to learn more about them.
The star power of the endorser, however, did lead consumers to increase their
media consumption of the advertised product. It seems that the star power of the athlete
has more of an affect on consumers than the status of the product. Consumers probably
can find out more about the athlete than they can about the brands. Many people have a
insatiable need to know everything about celebrities, whether they are famous for playing

148

sports or for appearing in movies or TV. This same need may not hold true for status
products, which can explain why this factor was significant for the athlete endorser factor
and not significant for the status factor.
Overall, having an athletic endorser and a status product partially increased the
media consumption of the product in the advertisement. Having an athletic endorser and a
status product did not increase consumers‟ direct consumption of the advertised product.
The type of product and the athlete himself/herself should be taken into consideration.
Many consumers are not able to purchase brands such as Armani and may not have liked
the Guess brand. Different types of products could generate a different relationship with
this factor. Purchasing these products directly may just not be possible for these
respondents. The popularity of the Internet and the access it provides to any kind of
information for almost any kind of topic shows why the media consumption factor
generated different results than the direct consumption factor. Consumers may want to
find out more about the people endorsing products they like; however, the fit between the
product and athlete should be taken into consideration. Respondents seemed to be more
inclined to search for information on the athletes in this study than the products that were
chosen.
Objective 6:
To determine whether the athletic advertisement of either a high or low status
product will increase consumers’ value enhancement or star familiarity of the
athlete.
This objective was met by running a MANOVA, in order to see the interaction
and main effects the four interval dependent variables had on the categorical independent
variables. The independent variables were recoded into two new categorical variables,
star power of the athletic endorser and status product. These two new variables were the
fixed factors, and the direct consumption, media consumption, value enhancement, and
star familiarity were the dependent variables.
Hypothesis 3c-d states: The athletic endorsement of a high/low status product will
increase consumers‟ value enhancement/star familiarity of the athletic endorser.
Both Hypotheses 3c and 3d are fully supported. These results indicated that
consumers believed that both the star power of the athlete endorser and the status of the
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product affected the value enhancement and star familiarity of the athlete endorser. Both
Maria Sharapova and Tiger Woods have a positive image in the media, and apparently
also in the minds of the respondents, which could explain why the value enhancement
was significant. The Guess and Armani brands also have not had any negative media
recently, which could in turn help enhance the image of the endorser wearing them. Both
athletes (high and low star power) and both types of products (high and low status)
formed a significant relationship with the value enhancement of both Maria Sharapova
and Tiger Woods.
Armani and Guess are widely recognizable brands, with many types of products
associated with them. Tiger Woods is also a very famous athlete; some would say he is
one of the most famous athletes in the world; Maria Sharapova is not as recognizable.
Regardless of their fame, these athletes have had their fair share of the media spotlight,
especially in their respective sports. This could explain why the star familiarity factor was
significant for both athletes and both types of products. The star power of the athlete and
the status of the product did not affect the star familiarity of the athlete in the
advertisements.
Overall, having an athletic endorser and a status product increased the value
enhancement and the star familiarity of the athletes in the advertisements. However, the
athlete himself/herself should be taken into consideration, especially if he/she does not
have a positive image or is not very familiar to consumers. Picking the right athlete is
important; the more positive and familiar he/she is in society or in the media the more
positively consumers will view him/her in the advertisement. For these factors the status
of the product did not affect the athlete‟s value enhancement and star familiarity.
However, both these brands were very well known to many consumers. Different types of
products may generate different relationships with both these factors.
Impact for Retailers, Marketers and Advertisers
This study can be beneficial to retailers, marketers and advertisers that use
athletes in their advertisements. Both companies used in this research would benefit in
learning about how consumers view their advertisements when athletes are used. The
components of star power varied depending upon the athlete, so determining which
athletes are viewed as having high star power and low star power would be important
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when trying to get consumers to purchase the products that are endorsed. Some retailers
have already found that athletes are vital to increasing their sales. For example, Nike has
successfully transitioned from one athlete to another without loosing popularity or sales
volume. Whether it is the fact that the Nike brand is so popular or that certain athletes
appear in their advertisements, Nike continues to be successful with their athletic
endorsements.
Learning how to pick the right athlete would also benefit retailers, marketers and
advertisers. This study found that the athlete himself/herself plays a big role in how
consumers view not only the advertisement, but also the brand. The athlete also plays a
big role with consumers‟ direct and media consumption of the product, along with the
athlete‟s value enhancement and star familiarity.
Increasing sales volume and brand profitability are the ultimate goals for retailers
and the only way for companies to survive. Using athletes has already been shown to help
increase sales profits, and is also a unique way to get consumers‟ attention. This study
showed how consumers really feel towards these types of advertisements, along with
which athletes had high star power and which ones did not. Each athlete did generate
different star power relationships with the sports consumption variables. Advertisers and
retailers need to be aware of this occurrence.
Recommendations for Further Research
Further research on this topic should include measuring the same athlete
endorsing a sport product versus a non-sport product. This is important because it will
show how effective or ineffective the athlete can be, since many of them do have both
kinds of endorsements. Research should also include measuring athletes endorsing their
own brands. In today‟s society many athletes are involved in clothing lines, jewelry lines,
shoe lines, and perfume lines. For example, David Beckham appears in his own cologne
advertisement.
Measuring attitudes and purchase intentions toward these types of endorsements
would be beneficial not only to their companies, but to their sales as well. Apparel
companies should explore how having multiple athletes in one advertisement compares
with the same apparel company using one athlete endorsement campaign after another.
For example, Gatorade uses multiple athletes in their new G advertisement, while Nike
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has used Michael Jordan, Kobe Bryant and now LeBron James in consecutive advertising
campaigns. Lastly, measuring athletic star power of an athlete who has lost popularity,
while still under contract, would be beneficial when selecting what type athlete to use in
an advertising campaign and gain a better understanding of athletic star power.
Looking at demographics in relation to status products would be beneficial to
apparel companies, especially in looking at different income levels. Would higher income
levels be more inclined to purchase higher status products? Also, examining the different
age cohorts, such as Gen Y, Gen X, Baby Boomers, etc. would be beneficial to this
research track. Different status products should also be measured. While this study
focused on fashion-related products, a broader range of products should be examined.
Hard-and soft-lined goods, electronics, furniture or even cars could be applied to this
status consumption scale.

152

APPENDIX A
INFORMED CONSENT LETTER

Dear Participant,
I am conducting a research project that will better understand how consumers feel
about athletic endorsements and the products they endorse. I am a PhD student at The
Florida State University in the Department of Textiles and Consumer Sciences. The
purpose of this study is to determine if the endorsement by an athlete of a high or low
status product affects consumer perceptions of the athlete and consumers‟ purchase
intention of the advertised product. The success of these endorsed products can come
from star power; this is characterized as unique characteristics possessed by the
individual that makes them „star worthy‟. Athletes have the ability to possess many of
these unique characteristics and bring them to the different types of products they are
endorsing.

The results of this study may be used by advertising and apparel companies when
deciding if and which athlete/product to use in an advertising campaign. Your
participation in this survey will be greatly appreciated.

This questionnaire will only take about 30 minutes of your time, and your
participation is very important to the success of my research. There is no risk to you, and
the questionnaire is anonymous. The results of this study may be published, but your
name will not be known.

By filling out this questionnaire I assume you are 18 years of age or older.
Completion of this questionnaire will be considered your consent to participate. For
further information on this study, please contact Karla Renton at (850) 644-2498 or
Jeanne Heitmeyer at (850) 644-5578 or the Office of Human Subjects at (850) 644-8633.
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Thank you for your help in this research project.
Sincerely,

Karla Renton
PhD Student
Merchandising Program
Florida State University

Jeanne Heitmeyer, PhD
Associate Professor
Dept. of Textiles & Consumer Sciences
Florida State University
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APPENDIX B
SCALE OF ATHLETIC STAR POWER STUDY II

On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being "strongly disagree" and 5 being "strongly agree"
please circle the number that best reflects your feelings towards the athlete's EXPERTISE.
Strongly Agree
1. He/She is has superior athletic skills
2. He/She is aggressive when he/she plays
3. He/She is a team player
4. He/She is an extremely talented athlete
5. He/She shows leadership abilities
6. He/She is goal oriented
7. He/She is at the peak of his/her career
8. He/She is a hard worker
9. He/She is courageous
10. He/She is enthusiastic
11. He/She has a high level of technical ability

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

Strongly Disagree
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being "strongly disagree" and 5 being "strongly agree" please circle
the number that best reflects your feelings towards the athlete's SOURCE ATTRACTIVENESS
Strongly Agree
1. He/She has a lot of media attention
2. He/She is recognizable
3. He/She is physically attractive

1
1
1
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2
2
2

Strongly Disagree
3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

4. He/She is physically fit
5. He/She is outgoing
6. He/She is energetic
7. He/She is distinctive looking
8. He/She is masculine/feminine
9. He/She is entertaining when he/she plays

1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5

On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being "strongly disagree" and 5 being "strongly agree" please circle the
number that best reflects your feelings towards the athlete's PROFESSIONAL TRUSTWORTHINESS
Strongly Agree
1. He/She is responsible
2. He/She is well spoken
3. He/She is intelligent
4. He/She is dignified
5. He/She is positive
6. I agree with his/her lifestyle
7. He/She is ethical
8. He/She serves the community
9. He/She is friendly
10. I agree with his/her way of life
11. He/She shows good sportsmanship
12. I agree with his/her behavior

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

Strongly Disagree
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being "strongly disagree" and 5 being "strongly agree" please circle
the number that best reflects your feelings towards the athlete's LIKEABLE PERSONALITY
Strongly Agree
1. He/She is charitable

1
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2

Strongly Disagree
3

4

5

2. He/She is modest
3. He/She is funny
4. He/She is very charming
5. He/she is humorous
6. He/She is personable
7. He/She is honest
8. He/She is approachable
9. He/She has an ability to connect with his/her fan base
10. He/She displays morality
11. He/She is charismatic
12. He/She is kind
13. He/She spends time with fans
14. He/She is a daredevil
15. He/She is likeable

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being "strongly disagree" and 5 being "strongly agree" please circle
the number that best reflects your feelings towards the athlete's CHARACTER STYLE
Strongly Agree
1. He/She is controversial
2. He/She is flamboyant
3. He/She is worldly

1
1
1

2
2
2

Strongly Disagree
3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being "strongly disagree" and 5 being "strongly agree" please circle the number that best
reflects your feelings towards the following questions pertaining to the CONGRUENCY BETWEEN THE ATHLETE AND
the Brand
1. How familiar are you with the athlete who appeared in the ad?
Unfamiliar
1
2
3 4
5
2. How congruent is the image of the athlete with the brand they are endorsing?

157

Familiar

Incongruent

1

2

3

4

5

Congruent

Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

Agree

Unbelievable

1

2

3

4

5

Believable

Unbelievable

1

2

3

4

5

Believable

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

Never
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

3. Do you think this brand is a good fit for this athlete to endorse?

4. How believable is this athlete endorsing this brand?

5. Do you believe this athlete would wear or use this product?

II. Sports Consumption
On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being "very frequently" and 5 being "never" please circle the number that best
reflects your feelings towards your DIRECT CONSUMPTION of the product being endorsed

Very
Frequently
1
2
1
2
1
2
1
2
1
2
1
2
1
2
1
2
1
2

1. I intend to purchase products that he/she wears
2. I intend to purchase products that he/she endorses
3. I purchase sports merchandise with his/her team/brand logo
4. I have purchased products that he/she wears
5. I have purchased products he/she endorses
6. I like products that he/she endorses
7. I purchase equipment for his/her sport
8. I attend his/her sporting events
9. I participate in his/her sport
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3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being "very frequently" and 5 being "never" please circle the number that best
reflects your feelings towards your MEDIA CONSUMPTION of the product being endorsed

Very
Frequently
1
2
1
2
1
2
1
2
1
2
1
2

1. I read magazines on him/her or his/her sport
2. I read about him/her in the sports pages of my newspaper
3. I visit websites that focus on him/her or his/her sport
5. I watch sports information programming about his/her sport
6. I watch him/her or his/her sport on television
7. I read books on him/her or his/her sport

3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4

Never
5
5
5
5
5
5

3
3

4
4

Never
5
5

4
4
4

Never
5
5
5

On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being "very frequently" and 5 being "never" please circle the number that best
reflects your feelings towards your VALUE ENHANCEMENT of the product being endorsed

Very
Frequently
1
2
1
2

1. I believe that he/she has a positive image
2. I believe that he/she has a positive impact his/her sport

On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being "very frequently" and 5 being "never" please circle the number that best
reflects your feelings towards the STAR FAMILIARITY of the athlete in the advertisement

Very
Frequently
1
2
1
2
1
2

1. I am a fan of this sport
2. I am a fan of this athlete
3. I know what sport this athlete is associated with
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3
3
3

Status Consumption Scale
On a scale of 1 to 7, with 1 being "very unlikely" and 7 being "very likely", circle the number that best
reflects your BELIEFS towards the following questions pertaining to the status consumption of a product being advertised
Very Unlikely

Very Likely

1. I would buy this product just because it has status.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

2. I am interested in new products with status.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

3. I would pay more for a product if it had status.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

4. The status of a product is irrelevant to me as a consumer.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5. A product is more valuable to me if it has some snob appeal.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

For the brand names please circle the word that best reflects your BELIEFS toward the product in regards to its status.
1. Lexus
2. BMW
3. Corvette
4. Acura
5. Sony
6. JVC
7. Pioneer
8. Bose
9. Guess
10. Armani
11.Liz Claiborne

High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High
High

160

Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low
Low

12. Calvin Klein
13. Donna Karan
14. Ralph Lauren
15. Tommy Hilfiger

High
High
High
High

Low
Low
Low
Low

IV. Demographics
Please check the appropriate responses
1. What is your gender?
__Male
__Female
2. What is your race or ethnic background?
__White
__Black or African -American
__Hispanic or Latino

__Asian
__Other

3. What is your marital status?
__Single
__Married
__Divorced
__Widowed

4. What is your household income?
__$25,000 or less
__$26-50,000
__$51-75,000

__$76-100,000
__$101,000-$125,000
__$126,000 or more

5. What is your age?
__18-29

__50-59
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__30-39
__40-49

__60-69
__70 or above

6. What is your education level?
__Below high school
__High school or equivalency
__Associate's Degree

__Bachelor's Degree
__Graduate of professional
degree

Thank You for your Participation
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APPENDIX C
REVISED SCALE OF ATHLETIC STAR POWER STUDY III

On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being "strongly disagree" and 5 being "strongly agree"
please circle the number that best reflects your feelings towards the athlete's EXPERTISE.
Strongly Agree
1. He/She is has superior athletic skills
2. He/She is aggressive when he/she plays
3. He/She shows leadership abilities
4. He/She is goal oriented
5. He/She is at the peak of his/her career
6. He/She is a hard worker
7. He/She is courageous
8. He/She is enthusiastic
9. He/She has a high level of technical ability

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

Strongly Disagree
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being "strongly disagree" and 5 being "strongly agree" please circle
the number that best reflects your feelings towards the athlete's SOURCE ATTRACTIVENESS
Strongly Agree
1. He/She is recognizable
2. He/She is physically attractive
3. He/She is physically fit
4. He/She is outgoing
5. He/She is distinctive looking

1
1
1
1
1
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2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3

Strongly Disagree
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5

6.He/She is masculine/feminine
7. He/She is entertaining when he/she plays

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being "strongly disagree" and 5 being "strongly agree" please circle the
the number that best reflects your feelings towards the athlete's PROFESSIONAL TRUSTWORTHINESS
Strongly Agree
1. He/She is responsible
2. He/She is well spoken
3. He/She is intelligent
4. He/She is dignified
5. He/She is positive
6. I agree with his/her behavior

1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3

Strongly Disagree
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5

On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being "strongly disagree" and 5 being "strongly agree" please circle
the number that best reflects your feelings towards the athlete's LIKEABLE PERSONALITY
Strongly Agree
1. He/She is modest
2. He/She is funny
3. He/She is approachable
4. He/She has an ability to connect with his/her fan base
5. He/She displays morality
6. He/she is humorous
7. He/She is kind
8. He/She spends time with fans
9. He/She is likeable

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
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2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

Strongly Disagree
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being "strongly disagree" and 5 being "strongly agree" please circle
the number that best reflects your feelings towards the athlete's CHARACTER STYLE
Strongly Agree
1. I agree with his/her lifestyle
2. He/She is ethical
3. He/She serves the community
4. He/She is controversial
5. He/She is flamboyant
6. He/She is worldly

1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3

Strongly Disagree
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5

On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being "strongly disagree" and 5 being "strongly agree" please circle the number that best
reflects your feelings towards the following questions pertaining to the CONGRUENCY BETWEEN THE ATHLETE AND
the Brand
1. How familiar are you with the athlete who appeared in the ad?
Unfamiliar
1
2
3
4

5

Familiar

2. How congruent is the image of the athlete with the brand they are endorsing?
Incongruent

1

2

3

4

5

Congruent

Disagree

1

2

3

4

5

Agree

Unbelievable

1

2

3

4

5

Believable

Unbelievable

1

2

3

4

5

Believable

3. Do you think this brand is a good fit for this athlete to endorse?

4. How believable is this athlete endorsing this brand?

5. Do you believe this athlete would wear or use this product?
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II. Sports Consumption
On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being "very frequently" and 5 being "never" please circle the number that best
reflects your feelings towards your DIRECT CONSUMPTION of the product being endorsed
Very Frequently
1. I intend to purchase products that he/she wears
2. I intend to purchase products that he/she endorses
3. I purchase sports merchandise with his/her team/brand logo
4. I have purchased products that he/she wears
5. I have purchased products he/she endorses
6. I like products that he/she endorses
7. I purchase equipment for his/her sport
8. I participate in his/her sport

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

Never
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being "very frequently" and 5 being "never" please circle the number that best
reflects your feelings towards your MEDIA CONSUMPTION of the product being endorsed
Very Frequently
1. I read magazines/books on him/her or his/her sport
2. I read about him/her in the sports pages of my newspaper
3. I visit websites that focus on him/her or his/her sport
5. I watch sports information programming about his/her sport
6. I watch him/her or his/her sport on television

1
1
1
1
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2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3

Never
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5

On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being "very frequently" and 5 being "never" please circle the number that best
reflects your feelings towards your VALUE ENHANCEMENT of the product being endorsed
Very Frequently
1
1

1. I believe that he/she has a positive image
2. I believe that he/she has a positive impact his/her sport

2
2

3
3

Never
4
4

5
5

On a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 being "very frequently" and 5 being "never" please circle the number that best
reflects your feelings towards the STAR FAMILIARITY of the athlete in the advertisement
Very Frequently
1. I am a fan of this sport
2. I am a fan of this athlete
3. I know what sport this athlete is associated with

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

Never
4
4
4

5
5
5

III. Status Consumption Scale
On a scale of 1 to 7, with 1 being "very unlikely" and 7 being "very likely", circle the number that best
reflects your BELIEFS towards the following questions pertaining to the status consumption of a product being advertised
Very
Unlikely
1. I would buy this product just because it has status.

1
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Very Likely
2

3

4

5

6

7

2. I am interested in new products with status.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

3. I would pay more for a product if it had status.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

4. The status of a product is irrelevant to me as a consumer.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

5. A product is more valuable to me if it has some snob appeal.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

IV. Demographics
Please check the appropriate responses
1. What is your gender?
__Male
__Female
2. What is your race or ethnic background?
__White
__Black or African -American
__Hispanic or Latino

__Asian
__Other

3. What is your marital status?
__Single
__Married
__Divorced
__Widowed

4. What is your household income?
__$76100,000

__$25,000 or less
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__$26-50,000
__$51-75,000

__$101,000-$125,000
__$126,000 or more

5. What is your age?
__18-29
__30-39
__40-49

__50-59
__60-69
__70 or above

6. What is your education level?
__Below high school
__High school or equivalency
__Associate's Degree

__Bachelor's Degree
__Graduate of professional degree

Thank You for your Participation
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APPENDIX D
IRB APPROVAL LETTER
Office of the Vice President For Research
Human Subjects Committee
Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742
(850) 644-8673 · FAX (850) 644-4392
APPROVAL MEMORANDUM
Date: 3/3/2009
To: Karla Renton
Address: 1076 Kingdom Drive Tallahassee Fl, 32311
Dept.: TEXTILES AND CONSUMER SCIENCES
From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair
Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research
The Impact of Athletic Endorsements on Consumers' Purchase Intentions
The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in
the proposal referenced above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and two
members of the Human Subjects Committee. Your project is determined to be Expedited
per 45 CFR § 46.110(7) and has been approved by an expedited review process.
The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit,
except to weigh the risk to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related
to potential risk and benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental or other
approvals, which may be required.
If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped
consent form is attached to this approval notice. Only the stamped version of the consent
form may be used in recruiting research subjects.
If the project has not been completed by 3/2/2010 you must request a renewal of approval
for continuation of the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to
your expiration date; however, it is your responsibility as the Principal Investigator to
timely request renewal of your approval from the Committee.
You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and
approved by the Committee prior to implementation of the proposed change in the
protocol. A protocol change/amendment form is required to be submitted for approval by
the Committee. In addition, federal regulations require that the Principal Investigator
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promptly report, in writing any unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks
to research subjects or others.
By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor
is reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects
involving human subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often as
needed to insure that the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution
and with DHHS regulations.
This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection.
The Assurance Number is IRB00000446.
Cc: Jeanne Heitmeyer, Advisor
HSC No. 2008.201
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APPENDIX E
CRONBACH’S ALPHA SCORES
Study II
Expertise Cronbach‟s Alpha Scores

Advertisement

Cronbach‟s Alpha Score

#1

.920

#2

.953

#3

.894

#4

.745

#5

.973

#6

.983

Source Attractiveness Cronbach‟s Alpha Scores

Advertisement

Cronbach‟s Alpha Score

#1

.881

#2

.842

#3

.644

#4

.215

#5

.901

#6

.973
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Professional Trustworthiness Cronbach‟s Alpha Scores

Advertisement

Cronbach‟s Alpha Score

#1

.959

#2

.975

#3

.949

#4

.385

#5

.954

#6

.987

Likeable Personality Cronbach‟s Alpha Scores

Advertisement

Cronbach‟s Alpha Score

#1

.814

#2

.903

#3

.795

#4

.895

#5

.968

#6

.954
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Character Style Cronbach‟s Alpha Scores

Advertisement

Cronbach‟s Alpha Score

#1

.737

#2

.447

#3

.771

#4

.238

#5

.660

#6

.771

Athlete/Product Congruency Cronbach‟s Alpha Scores

Advertisement

Cronbach‟s Alpha Score

#1

.895

#2

.948

#3

.794

#4

.831

#5

.983

#6

.937
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Direct Consumption Cronbach‟s Alpha Scores

Advertisement

Cronbach‟s Alpha Score

#1

.921

#2

.971

#3

.885

#4

.718

#5

.992

#6

.871

Media Consumption Cronbach‟s Alpha Scores

Advertisement

Cronbach‟s Alpha Score

#1

.893

#2

.943

#3

.874

#4

.992

#5

.984

#6

.992
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Value Enhancement Cronbach‟s Alpha Scores

Advertisement

Cronbach‟s Alpha Score

#1

.974

#2

.817

#3

.989

#4

.953

#5

.955

#6

.918

Star Familiarity Cronbach‟s Alpha Scores

Advertisement

Cronbach‟s Alpha Score

#1

.769

#2

.678

#3

.109

#4

.613

#5

.955

#6

.988
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Study III

Expertise Cronbach‟s Alpha Scores

Advertisement

Cronbach‟s Alpha Score

#1

.949

#2

.957

#3

.970

#4

.965

Source Attractiveness Cronbach‟s Alpha Scores

Advertisement

Cronbach‟s Alpha Score

#1

.901

#2

.867

#3

.929

#4

.945

Professional Trustworthiness Cronbach‟s Alpha Scores

Advertisement

Cronbach‟s Alpha Score

#1

.930

#2

.966

#3

.966

#4

.974
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Likeable Personality Cronbach‟s Alpha Scores

Advertisement

Cronbach‟s Alpha Score

#1

.949

#2

.962

#3

.967

#4

.958

Character Style Cronbach‟s Alpha Scores

Advertisement

Cronbach‟s Alpha Score

#1

.785

#2

.816

#3

.744

#4

.637

Athlete/Product Congruency Cronbach‟s Alpha Scores

Advertisement

Cronbach‟s Alpha Score

#1

.879

#2

.830

#3

.888

#4

.903
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Direct Consumption Cronbach‟s Alpha Scores

Advertisement

Cronbach‟s Alpha Score

#1

.937

#2

.940

#3

.964

#4

.922

Media Consumption Cronbach‟s Alpha Scores

Advertisement

Cronbach‟s Alpha Score

#1

.945

#2

.948

#3

.949

#4

.952

Value Enhancement Cronbach‟s Alpha Scores

Advertisement

Cronbach‟s Alpha Score

#1

.861

#2

.876

#3

.863

#4

.741
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Star Familiarity Cronbach‟s Alpha Scores

Advertisement

Cronbach‟s Alpha Score

#1

.935

#2

.924

#3

.963

#4

.948
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APPENDIX F
OVERALL STUDY MODEL

H1: Athletic Star
Power

Direct
Consumption

H2:
Athlete/Product
Congruency

Media
Consumption

H3: High/Low
Status
Consumption

Value
Enhancement

H3: High/Low
Athletic Star
Power

Star
Familiarity

Figure 6. Overall Study Model
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