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ABSTRACT 
 

Attitude towards advertising, its antecedent and outcome are well-

documented in advertising literature. Moreover, the theory of 

reasoned action is often used to support the relationships between 

belief, attitude and intention towards advertising, especially in the 

western context. However, little is done to attest the dimensionality 

of belief factors in explaining attitude and intention towards 

advertising in the developing markets. Consequently, 

misspecification of model and omission of measures due to 

deficiencies in analysis may likely lead to irrelevant conclusion to 

knowledge and practices. Hence, the present study is aimed to 

revisit the belief-attitude-intention model in advertising research 

using two-stage approach in PLS-SEM. Belief factors are 

constructed as formative measurement to form personal and 

societal belief factors in higher order component model. 

Questionnaire-based survey was administered at universities in 

Malaysia and 347 respondents were subsequently sampled. The 

findings show that attitude of Malaysian young consumers towards 

advertising is formed by both positive and negative beliefs. In 
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particular, personal belief factors are found to have greater impact 

on their attitude and intention than societal belief factors.  

 

JEL Classification: M21, M37 

 

Keywords: Advertising; Attitude; Belief; Intention; PLS-SEM; 

Model Specification 

 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

Being a key concept in marketing and a ubiquitous component in the society today, 

advertising has been regarded as an economic and social phenomenon (Pollay and Mittal, 

1993; Wang and Sun, 2010). Advertising does not only facilitate economic activities, it 

also has profound effect on the way people live, communicate and behave. Hence, 

attitude towards advertising (Aad) remains essential in understanding consumer behaviors 

in advertising studies. Past studies on Aad have not only shown the level of favorability 

about advertising, they have also revealed its influence on decision making process, thus 

explaining why consumers respond in certain ways (Ha, John, Janda and Muthaly, 2011; 

Olson and Zanna, 1993). Besides, the understanding of Aad is also pivotal to securing 

advertising effectiveness, be it advertising in general or specific advertising (Mehta, 

2000). Due to its explanative capacities of subsequent actions, Aad has been continually 

researched in marketing studies (Korgaonkar, Silverblatt and O'Leary, 2001;  Kwek, Tan 

and Lau, 2010; Pollay and Mittal, 1993). 

 

Past studies have widely used behavioral intention as the outcome, and beliefs as 

the antecedent of Aad (citation). Such belief-attitude-intention model in advertising 

research is well supported by the theory of reasoned action (TRA) (Ting, De Run and 

Ramayah, 2015). Moreover, belief about advertising is often decomposed into factors so 

as to provide more explanation to attitude and intention towards advertising. In particular, 

the seven-factor belief model by Pollay and Mittal (1993) is widely adopted to explain 

Aad. Similar to what they did, past researchers have been constructing belief factors as 

independent variables pointing directly to Aad as dependent variable in various scenarios 

(Korgaonkar, et al., 2001; Ramaprasad and Thurwanger, 1998; Ting et al., 2015). 

Notwithstanding appropriate, little is done to attest the dimensionality of these factors in 

forming Aad and predicting intention towards advertising in a single model. Additionally, 

advertising studies with belief factors are predominantly done in the North American-

European context (Ashill and Yavas, 2005; Walters, 2001; Wang, Sun, Lei and Toncar, 

2009). Such deficiency could lead to model misspecification and premature omission of 

measures, thus compromising the theoretical implications and practical relevance of the 

subject in different settings. Due to the limitation of the first generation analysis and the 

advancement of algorithm in latent variable structural equation modeling (SEM), the 

present study is aimed to revisit advertising belief-attitude-intention model by using two-

stage approach in Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). The 

purpose is to not only offer methodological input to the study, but also provide practical 
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understanding of advertising belief-attitude-intention in the context of developing 

markets.  

 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Attitude towards Advertising 

 

Attitude is an important concept in research on marketing. Attitude is generally described 

as a mental state used by individuals to structure the way they see their environment and 

guide the way they respond to it (Aaker, Kumar, and Day, 2001). It is also described as a 

learned predisposition to respond in a consistent manner (Fishbein, 1967). As such, 

attitude is not something instinctive. Rather it is something based on past experience or 

knowledge. In line with such predisposition, individuals would then respond to an object, 

an idea, a thing or a matter with permanent evaluation, emotional feeling, and action 

tendency (Aronson, Wilson and Akert, 2002; Kotler, 2000). It is asserted that individuals 

who holds a certain attitude will always demonstrate behavior that is consistent and 

compatible with their attitude (Hussain, 1984; Olson and Zanna, 1993). 

 

Aad, in turn, is largely accepted as “a learned predisposition to respond in a 

consistently favorable or unfavorable manner to advertising in general” (Lutz, 1985, p. 

53). It has long been a focus of attention and interest in marketing research (Mittal, 1994; 

O’Donohoe, 1995; Pollay and Mittal, 1993). Studies on Aad is perpetuated by constant 

evidence that shows the positive relationship between advertising attitude and advertising 

effectiveness (Greyser and Reece, 1971; Kotler, 1988; Mehta, 2000; Mehta and Purvis, 

1995), and its effect on attitude towards specific brand and advertisement (Lutz, 1985). 

Moreover, Aad is also found to have direct effect on exposure and attention to 

advertisements (Shavitt, Lowrey and Haefner, 1998), and purchase intention and actual 

behavior (Bush, Smith  and Martin, 1999; Ha, et al., 2011). Furthermore, it is claimed 

that the understanding of Aad can bring in better social policy initiatives (Calfee and 

Ringold, 1988, 1994; Pollay and Mittal, 1993), thus benefitting the society at large 

(Pollay and Mittal, 1993; Rotzoll, Haefner and Sandage, 1986). Therefore, it is 

imperative to understand and keep close track to Aad, given the fact that so much has 

changed due to rapid societal development and the burgeoning use of sophisticated 

communication devices (Jeong and Lambert, 2001; Chopra and Wallace, 2003; Khatibi, 

Haque and Karim, 2006).  

 

Beliefs about Advertising 

 

In order to articulate the formation of Aad, past studies have delved into its antecedents 

and determinants. One of the most recognized preceding variables found in earlier 

empirical studies is the belief about advertising. Belief is largely described as specific 

statement about the attributes of an object (Brackett and Carr, 2001; Ducoffe, 1996; 

Pollay and Mittal, 1993; Wang, et al., 2009). One of the most widely adopted models on 

belief about advertising is the seven-factor belief model by Pollay and Mittal (1993). The 

model has been extensively used because of its comprehensiveness and validity 

(Korgaonkar, et al., 2001; Munusamy and Wong, 2007; Ramaprasad and Thurwanger, 
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1998). Two categories of factors are proposed in the model, and they are personal (micro) 

factors and societal (macro) factors. These factors are reviewed in the following 

paragraphs. 

 

Personal (Micro) Belief Factors 

 

Personal belief factors are made up by seven micro factors, namely product information, 

social role and image, and hedonic/pleasure. Product information describes advertising as 

the source of information, which contributes to communication process in marketplace. 

Although there have been debates about advertising’s role as information provider, the 

public in general still believes advertising is a means to transmitting information (Eze and 

Lee, 2012; Wang and Sun, 2010). It is largely believed to have helped stimulate 

competition, encourage new product or brand entry, and facilitate consumer shopping 

(Korgaonkar, Karson, and Lund, 2000; Pollay and Mittal, 1993). Prior empirical studies 

have also shown the positive effect of product information on Aad (Eze and Lee, 2012; 

Munusamy and Wong, 2007; Taylor, Bonner, and Dolezal, 2002; Wolin, Korgaonkar, 

and Lund, 2002).  

 

Another major component of advertising is directed at promoting social and 

lifestyle images for product (Korgaonkar, et al., 2000). Social role and image reflects the 

belief that advertising affects people’s lifestyle and exemplifies current social status and 

recent trend (Wang, et al., 2009). It is believed that advertisements often attempt to 

convey messages about brand personality and image, and relate them to certain 

components of lifestyles. In so doing, it helps consumers to associate status and 

reputation with the ownership of given products. Consumers who find the ideas and 

messages appealing will be drawn to respond favorably in order to gain the desired social 

image and lifestyles (Tan and Chia, 2007). They believe advertisements provide them 

with up-to-date trends, hence having positive effect on Aad (Yaakop, et al., 2011). 

Besides, consumers are even willing to pay a higher price for something unique so as to 

achieve the ideal state or simply flaunt their status (Pollay and Mittal, 1993). 

 

Hedonic/pleasure indicates that advertising can be amusing and entertaining at 

times. Advertising often comes with visual, auditory or printed elements which will 

stimulate responses. A good advertisement is often designed to touch the sentiment and 

arouse the sensory receptions of the audience in a favorable manner (Speck and Elliott, 

1997). For example, music that is played in a TV advertisement can affect or generate a 

consumer’s mood (Solomon, 2011). Some have even claimed that advertising is an 

entertainment itself (Petrovici and Marinov, 2007). As such, it can bring people more 

pleasure than other mass media (Pollay and Mittal, 1993). In light of the past literature, it 

is surmised that the three personal belief factors about advertising are positively related to 

Aad. 

 

Societal (Macro) Belief Factors 

 

Societal belief factors, in turn, are made up by four macro factors, namely good for the 

economy, materialism, falsity/no sense and value corruption. Good for the economy 

denotes the view that advertising facilitates consumers’ adoption of new products, brings 
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in employment opportunities, reduces the cost of production, promotes healthy 

competitions between companies, and raises the standard of living (Belch and Belch, 

2009). Specifically, advertising is perceived to have expedited consumers’ adoption of 

new products (Eze and Lee, 2012; Wang, et al., 2009). Web advertising, for instance, is 

increasingly being used by companies to transmit information about new and innovative 

products more efficiently and to communicate with the consumers in a competitive 

environment more effectively (Korgaonkar, et al., 2001). Therefore, advertising promotes 

competition, and subsequently improves the standard of living and the economic 

condition of the country. Malaysians are found to also hold this belief (Munusamy and 

Wong, 2007).  

 

Notwithstanding its positive aspects, Aad are also determined by negative beliefs 

(Singh and Vij, 2007). Even though it is known that advertising is a commercial medium 

which incites consumers’ response to a certain product in various ways (Belk, 1988), it is 

criticized for promoting materialism, thus making the society more materialistic. Critics 

argue that consumers’ interest in material products is not a result of a natural state of 

mind but that created by advertising (Korgaonkar, et al., 2000). In other words, 

advertising is more than often used to generate superficial and false wants. Consumers 

today are easily exposed to a multitude of advertisements on webpage, and billboards or 

printed materials. As a result, they can easily fantasize of having more and becoming 

more materialistic (Pollay and Mittal, 1993). They may end up buying unaffordable 

products just to show off and owning things which they do not really need (Pollay and 

Mittal, 1993). Besides, advertising is blamed by parents to have caused their children to 

buy and own more things than they do not need (Belk, 1988). Hence, materialism is 

posited to have negative impact on Aad. 

 

Advertising can also be condemned because of its falsity, causing people to 

disbelieve the message. Falsity in advertising can be defined as providing fallacious 

information to their audiences (Greyser and Reece, 1971). It includes half-truths, 

deceptive claims, and intelligence-insulting prose (Korgaonkar, et al., 2000). It is most 

seen in advertising that often promises consumers magical results from the product they 

are promoting. Advertising has been regarded as deliberate attempt to mislead consumers’ 

view and understanding (Pollay and Mittal, 1993). Some have even gone further to 

describe advertising as manipulative and intrusive (Alwitt and Prabhaker, 1992; Mittal, 

1994). As such, falsity is also posited to have negative effect on Aad, thus leading to 

unfavorable outcomes. 

 

Finally, advertising is also found to be able to corrupt values especially among the 

youths. Although advertisements generally portray positive messages, but negative 

components are more easily remembered by the audience (Munusamy and Wong, 2007). 

On that note, it is believed that advertising possesses a great power to distort and mould 

audiences’ values (Korgaonkar et al., 2001). Particularly, advertisement has been seen as 

a culprit for disrupting the youths or uprooting the values instilled by their parents (Pollay 

and Mittal, 1993). Past empirical studies have also supported that value corruption 

negates Aad (Munusamy and Wong, 2007; Tan and Chia, 2007; Wang and Sun, 2010). It 

is therefore put forward that value corruption will also cause Aad to be unfavorable. 
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Intention towards Advertising 

 

Aside the antecedents, the outcome is also looked into so as to enhance the understanding 

of Aad. Past research has supported that attitudes is a precursor of  visible response 

towards advertising, such as behavioral intention (Wang, et al., 2009). Earlier studies 

have shown consistently that favorable Aad has a positive influence on both brand 

attitude and intention to purchase a brand (MacKenzie, Lutz and Belch, 1986; Ryan and 

Bonfield 1975). Hence, consumers with a more favorable Aad are more likely to be 

persuaded by advertising to buy the product (Mehta, 2000). As behavioral intention is 

often used to better understand how attitude can have an effect on actual behavior (Huang, 

Lee and Ho, 2004; Kim and Hunter, 1993), the present study adopts intention towards 

advertising as the outcome of Aad. Moreover, intention is found to provide better 

forecasts than a simple extrapolation from past sales trends (Armstrong, Morwitz and 

Kumar, 2000).  

 

Theoretical Consideration 

 

The theory of reasoned action (TRA) by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) provides an 

important framework for understanding and predicting social behavior. It has been 

extensively used by marketing researchers, and is one of the most used models to predict 

the consumer’s attitude and behavior (Bobbit and Dabholkar, 2001; Choo, et al., 2004; 

Chung and Pysarchik, 2000; Page and Luding, 2003; Soderlund, Vilgon and Gunnarsson, 

2001). Despite being a theory developed some decades ago, TRA continues to be useful 

and relevant in understanding human behavior, and specifically in studies of Aad (Choo, 

et al., 2004; Netemeyer and Bearden, 1992; Ting, et al., 2015). 

 

TRA stipulates that an individual’s behavior is determined by intention to perform 

it. Intention, in turn, is predicted by attitude and subjective norm. While attitude is 

described as individual’s positive or negative evaluation of performing a behavior, 

subjective norm is about individual’s perceptions of social pressure from significant 

others to perform a behavior (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975). Finally, attitude and subjective 

norm are predicted by behavioral and normative beliefs respectively, which is largely 

defined as specific descriptions of on object’s attributes (Korgaonkar, et al., 2001). As 

most researchers agree that the influence of attitude on intention is stronger than that of 

subjective norm (Farley, Lehman & Ryan, 1981; Oliver & Bearden, 1985), this study will 

look only at the relationships between beliefs, attitude and intention towards advertising. 

The purpose is not to extend TRA in Aad studies, but rather to re-specify the model so as 

to ascertain the dimensionality of the belief factors and provide practical understanding 

towards Aad.  

 

Methodological Consideration 

 

The recent advancement in statistical analysis technique, specifically Partial Least 

Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) permits the development of 

parsimonious predictive-based research model (Hair, Ringle and Sarstedt, 2011; Becker, 

Klein and Wetzels, 2012; Hair, Hult, Ringle and Sarstedt, 2013; Hair, Hult, Ringle and 

Sarstedt, 2016). Compared to covariance-based SEM (CB-SEM), which is more 
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confirmatory oriented, PLS-SEM uses variance-based technique and relaxes assumptions 

on sample size, number of indicators as well as data normality, thus making theory 

development possible and relevant in different contexts of study (Barroso, Carrión and 

Roldán, 2010).  

 

PLS-SEM complements CB-SEM in several ways, and one of them is that it 

facilitates the use of formative indicators/dimensions in the model. It addresses issues 

related to model specification, particularly in the field of marketing (Jarvis, MacKenzie 

and Podsakoff, 2003), and subsequently ignites concern over the validity of the results 

claimed by past researchers. In a study using meta-analysis, Jarvis et al. (2003) reported 

that the rate of misspecified models is as high as 32% in marketing studies. The study 

reveals that many indicators or dimensions which should have been measured formatively 

were measured reflectively, hence casting doubt on the practical meaningfulness of the 

results and implications. 

 

Prior to the use of second generation statistical analysis technique, researchers had 

issues assessing the underlying dimensionality of multiple dimensions, and hence the 

assessment of higher order construct (HOC) was not feasible. When CB-SEM was 

brought into picture, researchers began to assess constructs with dimensions. 

Nevertheless, CB-SEM technique mainly deals with dimensions that are reflective in 

nature. In reality, some of the higher constructs are actually formed by distinct 

dimensions because they are found to have low correlation among one another. PLS-SEM 

holds an advantage in HOC model specification as it allows combination of reflective and 

formative measurement in the same model (Becker, et al, 2012). 

 

In addition to attest the validity of TRA in advertising belief-attitude-intention 

model in the context of developing markets, the purpose of the present study is to test 

Aad model with HOCs. It is because belief factors cannot be highly correlated among one 

another. Using the framework proposed by Pollay and Mittal (1993) as the basis, it is 

posited that product information, social role and image, and hedonic/pleasure form 

personal (micro) belief factors whereas good for the economy, materialism, falsity/no 

sense and value corruption form societal (macro) belief factors, thus portraying a 

reflective-formative HOCs. Given the fact that PLS-SEM uses composite factoring 

technique, it is deemed to be better suited to assess the model under investigation. 

 

RESEARCH MODEL AND HYPOTHESES 

 

In light of the aforementioned, the research model of the study is developed as shown in 

Figure 1. Instead of having each belief factor pointing directly to Aad, HOCs are used to 

cater personal belief factors and societal belief factors. Although Aad is the focal 

construct of the study, intention towards advertising is incorporated in the model to 

enhance the explanation to and understanding of Aad. 
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Figure 1 Research Model 

 

Based on past literature related to belief, attitude and intention in past advertising 

studies, directional hypotheses are formulated to investigate the relationship under 

investigation. Moreover, multiple items are used for each construct and dimensions in the 

model. Due to the use of HOCs, there are only three hypotheses, and they are stated as 

follows: 

 

H1: Personal beliefs about advertising have positive effect on attitude towards 

advertising (Aad). 

H2: Societal beliefs about advertising have positive effect on attitude towards 

advertising (Aad). 

H3: Attitude towards advertising (Aad) has positive effect on intention towards 

advertising 

 

METHODOLOGY 
 

In accordance to the research problems and objectives, quantitative approach, which 

assumes positivist stance, is adopted to investigate Aad and its relationship with beliefs 

and intention towards advertising. Being one of the leading countries in developing 

markets, Malaysia provides ideal environment to delve into the Aad research. However, 

only university students are selected as target population. They have always represented a 

meaningful and substantial segment of the general public (Beard, 2003), and young adult 

population (De Run, et al., 2010; Mokhlis, 2009). Research using young-adult consumers 

as target population has been carried out for many years (Grant and Waite, 2003). As 

young adults are growing into early adulthood, they are developing and consolidating 

their own personalities and manners of living (Holbrook & Schindler, 1989; Rogler, 

2002). Hence, they can easily influence people around them with their opinions (Grant 

and Waite, 2003), and they often act as change agents in a group or society (Leslie, et al., 

2001). Furthermore, since universities are made up by students from different states of 

Malaysia, it is relatively easy to sample young consumers purposively from all over the 

country. 

 

Judgmental sampling strategy was therefore used to ensure that Malaysian 

university students were sampled purposefully to accomplish the objectives of the study 
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(Onwuegbuzie and Leech, 2007). A self-administered questionnaire-based survey was 

utilized to collect data. Seven-point Likert scale where 1 indicates ‘strongly disagree’ and 

7 indicates ‘strongly agree’ was adopted for all items pertaining to beliefs, attitude and 

intention towards advertising. Since the model contains both reflective and formative 

measures, common method variance was not deemed to be an issue (Hair, et al., 2014). 

Before finalizing the questionnaire, pre-test was conducted on five respondents using 

debriefing method to eliminate potential problems with questionnaire design, and the 

comprehensiveness of the instructions and statements (Bazera, 1996; Hunt, et al., 1982). 

A total of 500 copies were distributed on the two campuses concurrently by enumerators, 

and 347 usable copies were collected in one month time in 2015. Data were then keyed-in 

into the Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS) for subsequent analyses using 

SmartPLS 3.0 (Ringle, Wende and Becker, 2015).  

 

Two-stage approach technique in PLS-SEM was used to cater the impact of 

HOCs in the model (Becker, 2012). Hair et al. (2014) have highlighted the need to have a 

clear forethought on model specification to avoid erroneous modeling which would lead 

to Type 1 and Type 2 errors (Edwards and Bagozzi, 2000; Diamantopolous and 

Winklhofer, 2001). Therefore, this study utilizes reflective-formative HOC model on the 

basis of TRA and Pollay and Mittal’s (1993) framework to accommodate distinct belief 

factors (i.e., product information, social role and image, hedonic/pleasure, good for the 

economy, materialism, falsity/ no sense and value corruption). While they are reflective 

in the lower order component model, they form personal belief factors and societal belief 

factors. Lastly, both attitude and intention use reflective measurement. 

 

 

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS 
 

Table 1 shows the demographic details of 347 young consumers sampled from the 

universities in Malaysia. Given the number of questionnaire copies distributed and 

collected, a response rate of 69% suggests appropriate administration of data collection 

process in a month time and that non-response error is not a major issue (Richardson, 

2005; Nulty, 2008). 

 

 

Table 1 Respondent Profile 
Variable  Frequency Percent 

Gender Male 147 57.6 

 Female 200 42.4 

Age 15-24 155 44.7 

 25-34 126 36.3 

 35-44 54 15.6 

 45 and above 12 3.5 

Region Peninsular Malaysia 213 61.4 

 Sarawak and Sabah 134 38.6 

Race Malay 145 41.8 

 Chinese 125 36.0 

 Others 77 22.2 
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Assessment of Measurement Model 

Table 2 depicts the assessment of construct reliability and convergent validity of the 

constructs in this study. As illustrated, the composite reliability (CR) values of 0.932 

(ATT), 0.940 (INT) and the dimensions of societal belief factors (COR (0.907), FAL 

(0.904), MAT (0.888), ECO (0.838)), as well as personal belief factors (INF (0.890), 

SOC (0.892), HED (0.852)) indicate that these constructs possess internal consistency. 

Similarly, these constructs also demonstrate adequate convergent validity after removing 

items with low loadings. Hence, they achieve the minimum threshold value of 0.5 for 

average variance extracted (AVE), which indicates that the items loaded to the respective 

constructs explain more than 50% of the constructs’ variances (Hair, et al., 2014). 

 

Table 2 Internal Consistency and Convergent Validity  
Construct Item Loading CR AVE Validity 

Intention INT1 

INT2 

INT3 

0.868 

0.944 

0.936 

0.940 0.841 YES 

Attitude ATT1 

ATT2 

ATT3 

0.915 

0.875 

0.925 

0.932 0.820 YES 

Product 

Information 

INF1 

INF2 

INF3 

0.852 

0.854 

0.858 

0.890 0.730 YES 

Social Role and 

Image 

SOC1 

SOC2 

SOC3 

0.861 

0.898 

0.808 

0.892 0.733 YES 

Hedonic/Pleasure ENT1 

ENT2 

ENT3 

0.791 

0.836 

0.804 

0.852 0.657 YES 

Good for the 

Economy 

ECO1 

ECO2 

0.851 

0.847 

0.838 0.721 YES 

Materialism MAT1 

MAT2 

MAT3 

MAT4 

0.773 

0.840 

0.818 

0.830 

0.888 0.666 YES 

Falsity/No Sense FAL1 

FAL2 

0.907 

0.910 

0.904 0.825 YES 

Value Corruption COR1 

COR2 

0.917 

0.905 

0.907 0.829 YES 

 

Table 3 and Table 4 illustrate the assessment of discriminant validity. To date 

discriminant analysis is assessed using the Fornell and Larcker (1981) criterion and 

Henseler’s heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) (2015) criterion. In terms of Fornell and 

Larcker criterion, it is found that the square root of AVE for each of the constructs is 

larger than the correlation estimate of the constructs. This denotes that the constructs are 

distinctively different from one another. Similarly, Henseler’s HTMT criterion, which 

imposes more stringent assessment than the earlier criterion, suggests that all constructs 

are distinctively different at HTMT0.90 threshold (Henseler, et al, 2015). 
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Table 3 Fornell and Larcker Criterion 

  ATT COR ECO FAL HED INT MAT INF SOC 

ATT 0.905 

        COR -0.002 0.911 

       ECO 0.609 0.090 0.849 

      FAL -0.148 0.618 0.081 0.909 

     HED 0.676 0.169 0.575 0.081 0.810 

    INT 0.682 0.074 0.438 0.007 0.469 0.917 

   MAT 0.026 0.519 0.190 0.620 0.203 0.101 0.816 

  INF 0.585 0.040 0.582 -0.028 0.532 0.469 0.087 0.854 

 SOC 0.524 0.116 0.406 0.005 0.406 0.498 0.155 0.426 0.856 

Note: Diagonal elements highlighted in bold represent the square root of AVE. Off diagonal 

elements are bivariate correlations between the constructs. 

 
Table 4 HTMT Criterion 

  ATT COR ECO FAL HED INT MAT INF SOC 

ATT 

         COR 0.032 

        ECO 0.825 0.127 

       FAL 0.182 0.779 0.116 

      HED 0.830 0.223 0.853 0.112 

     INT 0.758 0.086 0.588 0.015 0.570 

    MAT 0.110 0.637 0.265 0.763 0.261 0.123 

   INF 0.687 0.061 0.822 0.070 0.683 0.549 0.127 

  SOC 0.614 0.149 0.573 0.058 0.520 0.575 0.190 0.516   

Criteria: Discriminant validity is established at HTMT0.90 

 

Assessment of Formative Second Order Constructs 

 

Table 5 depicts the assessment of formative second order construct. Therefore, 

collinearity issues for the personal belief factors (PBF) and societal belief factors (SBF) 

are assessed. The evaluation of collinearity is crucial in order to ensure that the constructs 

do not measure the same belief factors. As shown in the table, the variance inflation 

factor (VIF) values for each of the formative constructs are lower than the threshold value 

of 3.3 (Diamantopoulous and Siguaw, 2006), suggesting that these constructs are distinct 

and are measuring different aspects of belief. 

 

Table 5 Collinearity Assessment 
 PBF SBF 

INF 1.506  

SOC 1.293  

HED 1.476  

ECO  1.040 

FAL  2.021 

COR  1.699 

MAT  1.758 
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The significance of weight of each of the formative constructs is subsequently 

assessed in explaining the first order constructs. Table 6, which depicts the bootstrapping 

results using sub-samples of 5000 cases, indicates the weights and path co-efficients for 

each of the formative second order constructs (Hair, et al., 2011). The bootstrapping 

results show that all belief factors are found to be significantly related to personal and 

societal belief factors respectively. Good for the economy (ECO) is found to be 

marginally significant at one-tail. Since ECO is in formative measurement, which 

indicates the relevance of ECO in forming societal factors in advertising, the result is not 

an issue. 
Table 6 Path Co-Efficient Assessment 

 Direct Effect 

(ß) 

Standard Error T-statistic P value 

INF  PBF 0.441 0.021 20.737** 0.000 

HED  PBF 0.411 0.022 18.387 0.000 

SOC  PBF 0.400 0.020 19.846 0.000 

COR  SBF 0.291 0.014 21.263 0.000 

ECO  SBF 0.080 0.048   1.659 0.049 

FAL  SBF 0.312 0.016 19.677 0.000 

MAT  SBF 0.546 0.018 30.352 0.000 

**p< 0.01, *p<0.05 (one-tailed) 

 

Assessment of Structural Model 

Prior to assessing the structural model, it is important to ensure that there is no 

collinearity issue in the inner model of the study. Table 7 presents the outcome of 

collinearity test of the model. The VIF values below 3.3 for each of the constructs show 

that collinearity is not a concern (Diamantopoulous and Siguaw, 2006). 

 
Table 7 Collinearity Assessment 

 ATT INT 

PBF 1.041  

SBF 1.041  

ATT  1.000 

 

Table 8 illustrates the results of path co-efficient assessment using bootstrapping 

procedure for the hypothesized relationships. The relationships are found to be all 

significant (Personal Belief Factors  Attitude, ß = 0.774, p < 0.01; Societal Belief 

Facotrs  Attitude, ß = -0.137, p < 0.01, Attitude Intention, ß = 0.682, p < 0.01). 

Hence, it is concluded that all three hypotheses are supported. 

 

Table 8 Path Co-efficient Assessment 
 Direct Effect 

(ß) 

Standard Error T-statistic P value 

ATT  INT   0.682 0.034 19.854 0.000 

PBF ATT   0.774 0.033 23.690 0.000 

SBF  ATT  -0.137 0.048   2.883 0.004 

**p< 0.01, *p<0.05 (one-tailed) 
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Table 9 presents the assessment of co-efficient of determination (R2), the effect 

size (f 2) as well as the predictive relevance (Q2) of exogenous variables on endogenous 

variable in this study. The value for co-efficient of determination (R2) for attitude is 0.575. 

This suggests that the exogenous variables in this study, namely personal and societal 

belief factors, explain 57.5% of variances in attitude. Similarly, the R2 value for intention 

is 0.465, suggesting that attitude explains 46.5% of intention. Overall, the Q2 value of 

0.466 for attitude, which is larger than 0, suggests that both personal and societal belief 

factors possess predictive capacity over attitude (Hair, et al., 2014). Likewise, the Q2 

value of 0.387 for intention suggests that attitude possesses predictive capacity over 

intention. The results also show that personal belief factors (f 2 = 1.354) have large effect 

size on attitude than societal belief factors (f 2 = 0.043). This indicates that the former is 

more important than the latter in explaining and predicting Aad. Lastly, attitude (f 2 = 

0.870) has large effect size on intention. 

 

Table 9 Determination of Co-efficient (R2), Effect size (f2) and Predictive Relevance (Q2) 
 Determination 

Co-efficient  

Predictive 

Relevance 

Effect Size f 2 

 R2 Q2 ATT INT Effect Size 

INT 0.465 0.387    

ATT 0.575 0.466  0.870 Large 

PBF   1.354  Large 

SBF   0.043  Small 

 

 

IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION 
 

When validating the use of TRA in advertising research in developing markets, such as 

Malaysia, in a belief-attitude-intention model, it is important to understand how beliefs 

about advertising affect Aad and subsequently intention towards advertising. The findings 

correspond to past findings that product information, social role and image, and 

hedonic/pleasure (which make up personal belief factors) are stronger predictors of Aad 

than societal belief factors (Ting, De Run and Jee, 2015). Although beliefs about 

advertising of individuals in their late adolescence and early adulthood are found to be 

largely positive in a state of Malaysia (Ting and De Run, 2015), the findings of the 

present study point out that it is not necessarily true for the young-adult consumers in 

Malaysia. In fact, what is shown corresponds to studies by Pollay and Mittal (1993), 

Korgaonkar et al. (2001) and Wolin et al. (2002) whereby Malaysian young adults also 

hold both positive and negative beliefs about advertising. Nevertheless, the results using 

two-stage approach show that personal belief factors have greater impact on Aad than 

societal belief factors. This suggests that though young consumers in Malaysia believe 

that advertising promotes materialism, provides inaccurate information and corrupts 

human values in some instances, they still perceive advertising in a favorable manner 

(Yaakop, et al., 2011).  
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On another note, it is critically imperative to realize that misspecification in the 

measurement model would impact the structural paths coming in or going out of the 

latent variables, thus leading to erroneous path coefficients (Jarvis, et al., 2005). Past 

empirical findings have shown that misspecification of the direction of causality between 

a construct and measures can result in inaccurate conclusions about the structural 

relationships between constructs (Law and Wong, 1999). Using two-stage approach in 

PLS-SEM in the present study not only preserves negative belief factors, which could be 

omitted due to insignificant relationships caused by the alleged collectivist culture, it 

validates the dimensionality of the constructs and provides more pragmatic conclusion to 

the phenomenon under investigation as mentioned in the preceding paragraph.  

 

In spite of the magnitude of the present study from theoretical, methodological 

and empirical standpoints, it has a few limitations which underscore the need for further 

investigation. Firstly, this study is limited to looking only at Aad in general, rather than 

Aad of specific brands and products. Secondly, the use of purposive sampling and the 

selection of university students in the study could potentially reduce the generalizability 

of the findings to the population. Hence, future studies are suggested to delve into Aad of 

specific brands and products, and compare their Aad by generations and ethnic groups so 

as to broaden and deepen the use of attitudinal or behavioral theories in advertising 

research. Since developing countries like Malaysia are emerging as prospective and 

lucrative region for international marketing and business activities, the understanding of 

Aad in contemporary and dynamic societies using parsimonious model may prove to be 

pivotal to advertising strategies and effectiveness.    

 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
 

This paper is based on research at Universiti Malaysia Sarawak under Fundamental 

Research Grant Scheme (Grant no: FRGS/2/2013/SS05/UNIMAS/01/1). The authors 

express their gratitude to Ministry of Higher Education (MOHE) and UNIMAS for 

sponsoring the research carried out. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Int. Journal of Economics and Management 9(2):382– 402 (2015) 

 

396 

 

REFERENCES 

Aaker, D. A., Kumar, V. and Day, G. (2001), Marketing Research, John Wiley & 

Sons. Inc. New York.  

 

Alwitt, L. F. and Prabhaker, P. R. (1992), “Functional and Belief Dimensions to Attitudes 

toward Television Advertisement”, Journal of Advertising Research, Vol. 32 No.5, 

pp. 30-42. 

 

Armstrong, J. S., Morwitz, V. G. and Kumar, V. (2000), “Sales Forecasts for Existing 

Consumer Products and Services: Do Purchase Intentions Contribute to 

Accuracy?” International Journal of Forecasting, Vol.16 No.3, pp. 383-397. 

 

Aronson, E., Wilson, T. D. and Akert, R. M. (2002), Social Psychology, Prentice Hall, 

Virginia. 

 

Ashill, N. J. and Yavas, U. (2005), “Dimensions of advertising attitudes: Congruence 

between Turkish and New Zealand consumers”, Marketing Intelligence & 

Planning, Vol. 23 No.4, pp. 340-349. 

 

Bazera, M. S. (1996), Marketing Research for Planning, Monitoring and Marketing 

Design Making (1 ed.), Al-Obikan Press, Riyadh. 

 

Barroso, C., Carrión, G. C. and Roldán, J. L. (2010), Applying maximum likelihood and 

PLS on different sample sizes: studies on SERVQUAL model and employee 

behavior model. In Handbook of partial least squares, Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 

pp. 427-447. 

 

Beard, F. K. (2003), “College Student Attitudes toward Advertising's Ethical, Economic, 

and Social Consequences”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 48  No.3, pp. 217-

228.  

 

Becker, J. M., Klein, K. and Wetzels, M. (2012), “Hierarchical latent variable models in 

PLS-SEM: guidelines for using reflective-formative type models”, Long Range 

Planning, Vol. 45 No. 5, pp. 359-394. 

 

Belk, R. W. (1988), “Possessions and the Extended Self”, Journal of Consumer Research, 

Vol.15 No.2, pp. 139-168. 

 

Belch, G. E. and Belch, M. A. (2009), Advertising and Promotion: An Integrated 

Marketing Communications Perspective (8 ed.), McGraw Hill, New York. 

 

Bobbit, L. M. and Dabholkar, P. A. (2001), “Integrating Attitudinal Theories to 

Understand and Predict Use of Technology-based Self-service: The Internet as an 

Illustration”, International Journal of Service Industry Management, Vol.12 No.5, 

pp. 423-450. 

 



Int. Journal of Economics and Management 9(2):382– 402 (2015) 

 

397 

 

Brackett, L. and Carr, B. (2001), “Cyberspace Advertising vs. Other Media: Consumer vs. 

Mature Student Attitudes”, Journal of Advertising Research, Vol. 41 No. 5, pp. 

23-32.   

 

Bush, A. J., Smith, R. and Martin, C. (1999), “The influence of consumer socialization 

variables on attitude toward advertising: a comparison of African-Americans and 

Caucasians”, Journal of Advertising, Vol. 28 No. 3, pp. 13-24. 

 

Calfee, J.E. and Ringold, D.J. (1988), “Consumer skepticism and advertising regulation: 

what do the polls show?” Advances in consumer research, Vol. 15 No.1, pp. 224-

228 

 

Chopra, K. and Wallace, W.A., (2003), “Trust in electronic environments”, In System 

Sciences, Proceedings of the 36th Annual Hawaii International Conference 

on, IEEE, pp.10. 

 

Choo, H., Chung, J.-E. and Pysarchik, D. T. (2004), “Antecedents to New Food Product 

Purchasing Behavior among Innovator Groups in India”, European Journal of 

Marketing, Vol.38 No.5/6, pp. 608-625. 

 

Chung, J. E. and Pysarchik, D. T. (2000), “A Model of Behavioral Intention to Buy 

Domestic versus Imported Products in a Confucian Culture”, Marketing 

Intelligence and Planning, Vol. 18 No.5, pp. 281-291. 

 

De Run, E. C., Butt, M. and Nee, C. Y. (2010), “The Influence of Role Models on Young 

Adults Purchase”, Jurnal Kemanusiaan, Vol. 15, pp. 70-81.   

 

Diamantopoulous, A. & Siguaw, J. A. (2006) “Formative Versus Reflective Indicators in 

Organizational Measure Development: A Comparison and Empirical Illustration”, 

British Journal of Management, Vol. 17 No. 4, pp. 263. 

 

Diamantopolous, A. and Winklhofer, H.M. (2001), “Index construction with formative 

indicators: An alternative to scale development”, Journal of marketing 

research, Vol. 38 No.2, pp. 269-277. 

 

Ducoffe, R. (1996), “Advertising Value and Advertising on the Web”, Journal of 

Advertising Research, Vol. 36  No. 5, pp.  21-35.   

 

Edwards, J.R. and Bagozzi, R.P. (2000), “On the nature and direction of relationships 

between constructs and measures”, Psychological methods, Vol.5 No.2, pp. 155. 

 

Eze, U. C., and Lee, C. H. (2012), “Consumers' Attitude towards Advertising”, 

International Journal of Business and Management, Vol. 7 No. 13, pp. 94-108.   

 

Farley, J. U., Lehmann, D. R. and Ryan, M. J. (1981), “Generalizing from 'Imperfect 

Replication”, Journal of Business, Vol.54 No 4, pp.597-610. 

 



Int. Journal of Economics and Management 9(2):382– 402 (2015) 

 

398 

 

Fishbein, .M. A. (1967),”Attitude and the prediction of behavior”, In M. Fishbein (Ed.), 

Readings in attitude theory and measurement. Wiley, New York, pp.  477-492. 

 

Fishbein, M. and Ajzen, I. (1975), Belief, Attitude, Intention and Behavior: An 

Introduction to Theory and Research, Addison-Wesley, California. 

 

Fornell, C. and Larcker, D.F. (1981), “Structural equation models with unobservable 

variables and measurement error: Algebra and statistics”, Journal of marketing 

research, pp.  382-388. 

 

Grant, I. C. and Waite, K. (2003), “Following the Yellow Brick Road - Young Adults’ 

Experiences of the Information Super-Highway”, Qualitative Market Research: 

An International Journal, Vol. 6 No.1, pp. 48-57. 

 

Greyser, S. A. and Reece, B. B. (1971), “Businessmen look hard at advertising”, Harvard 

Business Review, Vol. 49 No.3, pp.18. 

 

Ha, H. Y., John, J., Janda, S. and Muthaly, S. (2011), “The Effects of Advertising 

Spending on Brand Loyalty in Services”, European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 45 

No. 4, pp.  673-691.  

 

Hair, J. F., Ringle, C. M., and Sarstedt, M. (2011), “PLS-SEM: Indeed a silver 

bullet”, Journal of Marketing theory and Practice, Vol. 19 No. 2, pp. 139-152. 

 

Hair Jr, J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C. and Sarstedt, M. (2013), A primer on partial least 

squares structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM), Sage Publications. 

 

Henseler, J., Ringle, C.M. and Sarstedt, M. (2015),” A new criterion for assessing 

discriminant validity in variance-based structural equation modeling”, Journal of 

the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 43 No.1, pp.115-135. 

 

Huang, J.-H., Lee, B. C. Y. and Ho, S. H. (2004), “Consumer Attitude toward Gray 

Market Goods”, International Marketing Review, Vol. 21 No, 6, pp. 598-614. 

 

Hunt, S. D., Sparkman, R. D. J. and Wilcox, J. B. (1982), “The Pretest in Survey 

Research: Issues and Preliminary Findings”, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 

19 No. 2, pp. 269-273. 

 

Hussain, S. M. (1984). Advertising (3ed.). Books World Press, Cairo. 

 

Jarvis, C. B., MacKenzie, S. B., and Podsakoff, P. M. (2003), “A critical review of 

construct indicators and measurement model misspecification in marketing and 

consumer research”, Journal of consumer research, Vol. 30 No. 2, pp. 199-218. 

 

Jeong, M. and Lambert, C. U. (2001), “Adaptation of an Information Quality Framework 

to Measure Customers' Behavioral Intentions to Use Lodging Website”, 

International Journal of Hospitality Management, Vol. 20 No.2, pp. 129-146. 



Int. Journal of Economics and Management 9(2):382– 402 (2015) 

 

399 

 

 

Khatibi, A., Haque, A. and Karim, K. (2006), “E-Commerce: A study on internet 

shopping in Malaysia”, Journal of Applied Sciences, Vol. 6, pp. 696-705. 

 

Kim, M. S. & Hunter, J. E. (1993), “Relationships among Attitudes, Behavioral 

Intentions, and Behavior: A Meta-analysis of Past Research, part 2”, 

Communication Research, Vol.20  No. 3, pp. 331-364. 

 

Korgaonkar, P. K., Karson, E. J. and Lund, D. (2000), “Hispanics and Direct Marketing 

Advertising”, Journal of Consumer Marketing, Vol. 17 No. 2, pp. 137-157. 

 

Korgaonkar, P. K., Silverblatt, R. and O'Leary, B. (2001), “Web Advertising and 

Hispanics”, Journal of Consumer Marketing, Vol. 18  No. 2, pp. 134-152.   

 

Kotler, P. (1988), Marketing management: analysis, planning, implementation, and 

control (6th), Prentice Hall, NJ. 

 

Kotler, P. (2000), Marketing management (10th), Prentice Hall, India. 

 

Kwek, C. L., Tan, H. P. and Lau, T. C. (2010), “The Determinants of Consumers' 

Attitude towards Advertising”, Canadian Social Science, Vol. 6 No. 4, pp. 114-

126.   

 

Law, K.S. and Wong, C.S. (1999), “Multidimensional constructs M structural equation 

analysis: An illustration using the job perception and job satisfaction 

constructs”, Journal of Management, Vol.25 No.2, pp. 143-160. 

 

Leslie, E., Sparling, P. B. and Owen, N. (2001), “University Campus Settings and the 

Promotion of Physical Activity in Young Adults: Lessons from Research in 

Australia and the USA”, Health and Education, Vol.101 No.3, pp. 116-125 

 

Lutz, R. J. (1985), “Affective and Cognitive Antecedents of Attitude towards Ad: A 

Conceptual Framework”, In L. F. Alwitt and A. A. Mitchell (Eds.), Psychological 

Processes and Advertising Effects, Hillsdale, Lawrence Erlbaum, NJ, pp. 45-63. 

 

MacKenzie, S. B., Lutz, R. J. and Belch, G. E. (1986), “The Role of Attitude Toward the 

Ad as a Mediator of Advertising Effectiveness: A Test of Competing 

Explanations“, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 23, pp. 130-143. 

 

Mehta, A. (2000), “Advertising Attitudes and Advertising Effectiveness”, Journal of 

Advertising Research, Vol. 40, pp.  67-72.   

 

Mehta, A. and Purvis, S. C. (1995), “When attitudes towards advertising in general 

influence advertising success”, In Conference of the American Academy of 

Advertising in Baylor University, Norfolk, VA, Waco, TX. 

 



Int. Journal of Economics and Management 9(2):382– 402 (2015) 

 

400 

 

Mittal, B. (1994), “Public Assessment of TV Advertising: Faint Praise and Harsh 

Criticism”, Journal of Advertising Research, Vol. 34 No. 1, pp. 35-53.   

 

Mokhlis, S. (2009), “An Investigation of Consumer Decision-Making Styles of Young-

Adults in Malaysia”, International Journal of Business and Management, Vol. 4 

No. 4, pp.  140-148.   

 

Munusamy, J. and Wong, C. H. (2007), “Attitude towards Advertising among Students at 

Private Higher Learning Institutions in Selangor”, Unitar E-journal, Vol. 3 No. 1, 

pp. 31-51.   

 

Netemeyer, R. G. and Bearden, W. O. (1992), “A Comparative Analysis of Two Models 

of Behavioral Intention”, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Vol. 20 

No.1, pp. 49-59. 

 

Nulty, D. D. (2008), “The Adequacy of Response Rates to Online and Paper Surveys: 

What Can be Done?” Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education, Vol. 33 

No. 3, pp.  301-314. 

 

O'Donohoe, S. (1995), “Attitudes to Advertising: A Review of British and American 

Research”, International Journal of Advertising, Vol. 14 No. 3, pp. 245-261.   

 

Oliver, R. L. and Bearden, W. O. (1985), “Crossover Effects in the Theory of Reasoned 

Action: A Moderating Influence Attempt”, Journal of Consumer Research, 

Vol.12, pp. 324-340. 

 

Olson, J. M. and Zanna, M. P. (1993),”Attitudes and attitude change. Annual review of 

psychology”, Vol. 44 No.1, pp. 117-154. 

 

Onwuegbuzie, A. J. and Leech, N. L. (2007), “Sampling Designs in Qualitative Research: 

Making the Sampling Process More Public”, The Qualitative Report, Vol. 12  No. 

2, pp.  238-254. 

 

Page, C. and Luding, Y. (2003), “Bank Managers' Direct Marketing Dilemmas - 

Customers' Attitudes and Purchase Intention”, International Journal of Bank 

Marketing, Vol.3, pp. 147-163. 

 

Petrovici, D. and Marinov, M. (2007), “Determinants and Antecedents of General 

Attitudes towards Advertising”, European Journal of Marketing, Vol.41 No.3/4, 

pp.307-326. 

 

Pollay, R. W. and Mittal, B. (1993), “Here's the Beef: Factors, Determinants, and 

Segments in Consumer Criticism of Advertising”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 57, 

pp.  99-114. 

 



Int. Journal of Economics and Management 9(2):382– 402 (2015) 

 

401 

 

Ramaprasad, J. and Thurwanger, M. L. (1998), “South Asian Students Attitudes toward 

and Beliefs about Advertising: Measuring Across Cultures”, Paper presented at 

the AEJMC Annual Conference, Baltimore. 

 

Richardson, J. T. E. (2005), “Instruments for Obtaining Student Feedback: A Review of 

the Literature”, Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education, Vol. 30  No. 4, 

pp. 387-415. 

 

Ringle, C.M., Wende, S. and Becker, J.-M (2015) SmartPLS 3.0 Boenningstedt: 

SmartPLS GmbH, Retrieved http://www.smartpls.com. 

 

Rotzoll, K. B., Haefner, J. E. and Sandage, C. H. (1986), Advertising in contemporary 

society, South-Western Publishing Company, West Chicago, IL. 

 

Ryan, G. W. and Bernard, H. R. (2000), “Data Management and Analysis Methods”, In N. 

K. Denzin and Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), Handbook of Qualitative Research (2 ed.), 

Sage, pp. 769-802. 

 

Shavitt, S., Lowrey, P. and Haefner, J., (1998), “Public attitudes toward advertising: 

More favorable than you might think”, Journal of advertising research, Vol. 38 

No.4, pp. 7-22. 

 

Singh, R. and Vij, S. (2007), ”Socio-Economic and Ethical Implications of Advertising - 

A Perceptual Study”, Paper presented at the International Marketing Conference 

on Marketing & Society, IIMK. 

 

Soderlund, M., Vilgon, M. and Gunnarsson, J. (2001), “Predicting Purchasing Behavior 

on Business-to-Business Markets”, European Journal of Marketing, Vol. 35 

No.1/2, pp. 168-181. 

 

Solomon, M. R. (2011), Consumer Behavior Buying, Having, and Being, Pearson, Upper 

Saddle River. 

 

Speck, P. and Elliott, M. (1997), “Predictors of Advertising Avoidance in Print and 

Broadcast Media”, Journal of Advertising, Vol.26 No.3, pp. 61-76. 

 

Tan, S. J. and Chia, L. (2007), “Are We Measuring the Same Attitude? Understanding 

Media Effects on Attitude towards Advertising”, Marketing Theory, Vol.7, 

pp.353-377. Doi: 10.1177/1470593107083162 

 

Taylor, C.R., Bonner, P.G. and Dolezal, M. (2002), “Advertising in the Czech Republic: 

Czech perceptions of effective advertising and advertising clutter”, New 

Directions in International Advertising Research, Vol.12, pp. 137-149. 

 

Ting, H. and De Run, E. C. (2015), “Attitude towards Advertising: A Young Generation 

Cohort’s Perspective”, Asian Journal of Business Research, Vol. 5  No. 1, pp. 83-

96. 

http://l.facebook.com/l.php?u=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.smartpls.com&h=WAQHAAz7-


Int. Journal of Economics and Management 9(2):382– 402 (2015) 

 

402 

 

 

Ting, H., De Run, E. C. and Ramayah, T. (2015), “Young Adults’ Attitude towards 

Advertising: Multi-group Analysis by Ethnicity”, RBGN-Revista Brasileira de 

Gestao de Negocios (Review of Business Management), Vol. 17  No. 54, pp. 769-

787. 

 

Ting, H., De Run, E. C. and Jee, T. W. (2015), “Attitude towards Advertising among 

Young Adults: A Comparative Study by Ethnicity,” International Journal of 

Business and Society, Vol. 16  No. 3, pp. 397-407. 

 

Walters, P. (2001), “Research at the 'Margin' Challenges for Scholars Working outside 

the 'American-European' Domain”, International Marketing Review, Vol. 18 No.5, 

pp. 48-473. 

 

Wang, Y. and Sun, S. (2010), “Assessing Beliefs, Attitudes, and Behavioral Responses 

toward Online Advertising in Three Countries”, International Business Review, 

Vol. 19 No. 4, pp. 333-344.   

 

Wang, Y., Sun, S., Lei, W. and Toncar, M. (2009), “Examining Beliefs and Attitudes 

toward Online Advertising among Chinese Consumers”, Direct Marketing: An 

International Journal, Vol. 3 No. 1, pp. 52-66.  

Wolin, L., Korgaonkar, P. and Lund, D. (2002), “Beliefs, attitudes and behavior towards 

web advertising”, International Journal of Advertising, Vol. 21 No. 1, pp. 87-113. 

 

Yaakop, A. Y., Hemsley-Brown, J. and Gilbert, D. C. (2011), “Attitudes towards 

advertising Malaysians vs. non-Malaysians”, Asian Journal of Business and 

Management Science, Vol. 1 No. 2, pp. 77-94.   

 


