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Abstract 
 
In recent studies the impact of media multitasking on advertising effectiveness have 

already been examined, but they often give opposite results, possibly because of its 

scarcity. This paper wants to add a new dimension to the influence of media 

multitasking on advertising effectiveness. Even though there are a lot of studies that 

examine the media context where advertisements are placed in, none of them applied it 

to a media multitasking context. Therefore, this study investigates the effects of media 

multitasking and a congruent or incongruent media context on memory and attitude 

toward the ad. More specifically, the media that are examined are television and the 

Internet because of their frequent use during media multitasking. An experiment had to 

be conducted to create a realistic setting where participants could sit before a television 

and a laptop. The 79 participants were divided into three conditions: (1) the single 

condition where they only watched a television program with an ad block, (2) the 

congruent condition where they watched the television program with the ad block and in 

front of them a website that was congruent with the program, and (3) the incongruent 

condition where they saw the television program with the ad block, but in front of them 

a website that was incongruent with the program. The results show that media 

multitasking leads to a decrease in memory and an increase in attitude toward the ad 

block. Moreover, this effect on attitude is mediated by attention toward the ad block. 

However, this impact on attitude is also moderated by the MMI. Within the media 

multitasking context, a congruent website leads to an increase in memory of the ad and 

the incongruent website leads to an increase in attitude toward the ad. 

 

Samenvatting 

 

Recente studies hebben reeds de impact van media multitasking op de effectiviteit van 

reclame onderzocht, maar deze geven vaak tegengestelde resultaten, mogelijks doordat 

er slechts een beperkt aantal studies zijn uitgevoerd. Deze paper wil een nieuwe 

dimensie van het effect van media multitasking op effectiviteit van reclame toevoegen. 

Hoewel er vele studies zijn die de media context waar reclame in wordt geplaatst 

onderzoeken, is er geen enkele die dit toegepast heeft op een media multitasking 

context. Daarom onderzoekt deze studie de effecten van media multitasking en een 

congruente of incongruente media context op herinnering en attitude ten opzichte van 
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reclame. Meer specifiek, de media die onderzocht worden zijn televisie en het internet 

vanwege hun frequente gebruik tijdens het media multitasken. Een experiment moest 

worden uitgevoerd om een realistische setting te creëren waar participanten voor een 

televisie en laptop konden plaatsnemen. De 79 participanten werden ingedeeld in drie 

condities: (1) de conditie waar men enkel een televisieprogramma met daarin een 

reclameblok te zien kreeg, (2) de congruente conditie waar men naar het 

televisieprogramma met het reclameblok keek en terwijl een website bekeek die 

congruent was met het televisieprogramma en (3) de incongruente conditie waar men 

naar het televisieprogramma met het reclameblok keek, maar terwijl ook een website 

bekeek die incongruent was met het televisieprogramma met het reclameblok. De 

resultaten tonen aan dat media multitasking tot een lagere herinnering en een hogere 

attitude ten opzichte van het reclameblok leidt. Meer zelfs, dit effect op attitude wordt 

gemedieerd door de aandacht die men aan het reclameblok gaf. Alhoewel, dit effect op 

attitude wordt ook gemodereerd door de MMI. Binnen de media multitasking context 

leidt een congruente website tot een stijging in herinnering van de reclame en leidt de 

incongruente website tot een stijging in attitude ten opzichte van de reclame. 
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1 Introduction 
 
In our current society people want to absorb as much information as possible. Different 

kinds of media are delivering information in a specialized way. Print, the Internet, 

television, (mobile) telephone etc. all have their specific advantage. But since 

technological innovations found their way to the consumer, it is possible to use media 

where, when and how you want. Moreover, it is also possible to combine different 

media at the same time. A new way of media consumption can be brought to the 

attention, namely media multitasking. This phenomenon involves the simultaneous use 

of various media. The radio is on when surfing the web, chatting while watching 

television and reading the newspaper on a smartphone. Foehr & Roberts (2008, p. 19) 

clarify that the additional exposure to different media due to innovation is mostly 

attributed to the simultaneous use of media instead of the displacement of other media.  

In 2006, an experiment by the Kaiser Family Foundation questioned American 

youngsters about their media behavior. In the survey Foehr (2006, p. 8) included 

reading, watching TV, listening to music and using the computer of which thirty to forty 

percent of the respondents multitasks with other media most of the time. Data from the 

SIMM study (2004) reveal that while media usage is one the primary daily activities, 

half of that media usage involves media multitasking (Block, Pilotta & Schultz, 2004; 

Foehr, 2006). It is even so that television and the Internet, compared to radio, 

newspapers, magazines and direct mail, are the most consumed media of the day. 

Moreover, TV and the Internet are the media that are most consumed simultaneously 

(Block, Pilotta & Schultz, 2004). It is even so that in 2009 thirty-four percent of the 

Internet usage is spent on watching television (Brasel & Gips, 2011, p. 527). Collins 

(2008, p. 72) confirms Internet and TV is often combined; people tend to use the 

Internet to search for information about the content they see on TV.  

 

This new trend toward media multitasking causes some significant changes in the 

cognitive and attitudinal reactions to media messages. Such as normal multitasking, for 

example ironing and cooking, media multitasking demands a division of the consumer’s 

attention. Vega (2009, p. 2) states: “The phenomenon of ‘media-multitasking’ and its 

inherent mental habits of dividing attention, switching attention, and keeping multiple 

trains of thought in working memory have significant implications for the way young 

people think, socialize and understand the world”. 
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These cognitive challenges create changes in responses to various media messages 

(Armstrung & Chung, 2000; Fishbein, Jeong & Zhang, 2010). More specifically, some 

studies examined the effects of media multitasking on advertising (Bolls & Muehling, 

2007; Voorveld, 2011). Advertising is the persuasion attempt to increase awareness and 

attitude toward the brand so the consumer will eventually buy the presented product. 

Media multitasking can have a significant effect on advertising and change the way 

consumers respond to it. Unfortunately, since studies about media multitasking and 

advertising are reasonably scarce, these studies often find opponent effects. While the 

study by Bolls & Muehling (2007) resulted in dual tasking leading to lower attitudinal 

effects on advertising, Voorveld (2011) revealed more positive affective responses due 

to media multitasking.  

Also the content of the media multitasking context is of importance for advertising 

effects. Various authors have studied the effects of (in)congruency on advertising 

effects. These authors sometimes find opposite results regarding attitude and memory as 

well. Dahlén (2005) found that ad and brand attitude are higher when they are in a 

congruent creative media choice setting than when they appear in a traditional medium. 

A study by Dahlén, Lange, Sjödin & Törn (2005) revealed that attitude toward the ad is 

lower for brand-incongruent ads than for brand-congruent ads. Opposed to these studies, 

the results found by Dahlén, Öhman, Rosengren & Törn (2008) indicate that ad attitude 

is higher when placed in thematically incongruent medium. Also for memory effects 

there are conflicting results. Russel (2002) examined product placement’s modality and 

plot connection congruence and its effects. She revealed that a high plot connection 

improves recognition opposed to a low plot connection. But the study by Furnham, 

Gunter & Richardson (2002, p. 137) proved that advertisement placed in a medium with 

an incongruent content produces better recall than placement in a medium with a 

congruent content. 

The present study considers the difference between media multitasking and a single 

medium context by placing participants in a single condition, a congruent media 

multitasking condition and an incongruent media multitasking condition.  
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2 Literature review 

2.1 Media multitasking 

When combining tasks, the question rises if people do this simultaneously or 

sequentially. Bluedorn, Kaufman & Lane (1992, p. 17) suggest this is a choice; some 

people prefer doing things at the same time while others prefer doing just one thing at a 

time. However, in 2004, Block, Pilotta & Schultz propose that concerning media 

consumption there is but one way of media multitasking. In their Media Consumption 

Model based on the data of the Fall 2004 SIMM Study (SIMmultaneous Media), they 

state that media forms are used simultaneously. With only 24 hours in a day, people 

want to absorb as much information as they can (Pilotta & Schultz, 2005, p. 20). 

Important about this simultaneous use is that there seems to be a foreground and a 

background medium (Block, Pilotta & Schultz, 2004; Pilotta & Schultz, 2005). The 

SIMM data reveal that, when combined with other media, online tends to be the 

dominant medium and television is generally the secondary medium (Block, Pilotta & 

Schultz, 2004, p. 18). Research by Foehr (2006, p. 7) contradicts this by saying that 

most media are used as a primary medium, while email and websites are mostly used as 

a secondary medium. 

2.2 Dual-task interference 

When people use two kinds of media of which one medium is a foreground medium and 

the other is a background medium, they have to divide their attention between the two. 

Research by Brasel & Gips (2011, p. 530) shows that people tend to switch very rapidly 

between media, in this case between a television screen and a computer, with an average 

of 120 times in 27.5 minutes. Moreover, when switching between a computer and a 

television screen, people tend to pay more attention to the computer screen (68.4 %).  

 

Rapid switching between different tasks demands an intensive cognitive process.  

While people are media multitasking, they are performing two tasks at once.  

Since the capacity of a human brain is limited, it is not able to perform equally well on 

each task. Multiple Resource Theories explain that some tasks can proceed without any 

limitations, but several tasks can lead to a limitation in resource allocation to one of 

those tasks (Wickens, 2002). Asplund, Dux, Ivanoff & Marois (2006) used fMRI to 
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examine the neural limitations while performing two tasks. Their results reveal that it is 

a network of frontal lobe areas that limits our capacities to dual-task. This network is 

thus called the ‘cognitive bottleneck’ of information processing.  

 

According to a study by Nass, Ophir & Wagner (2009), there is a difference between 

heavy media multitaskers (HMMs) and light media multitaskers (LMMs) concerning 

switching behavior. Some people are more used to switching and multitasking than 

others. This could lead to a different cognitive elaboration for HMMs and LMMs. Nass, 

Ophir & Wagner (2009) propose that the difference exists mainly in the attention 

allocation of the cognitive abilities. In a study about task switching they conclude 

HMMs are more distracted by multiple information streams, this because results 

showed that the respondents were less effective in suppressing irrelevant stimuli. 

HMMs are used to paying attention to a large scope of information, opposed to focusing 

on one particular task. This means HMMs are less selective for other information (Lin, 

2009, p. 15521). Because these effects fit both attentional as memory explanations, 

further research by Cain & Mitroff (2011) tries to allocate the effects to attentional 

processes by using a task that is low on memory load. Results of the experiment reveal 

strong contributions of attentional capacities in the selection of information. They 

confirm HMMs select information with a broader filter than LMMs, which could impact 

their daily lives.  

 

Apart from the difference in elaboration between HMMs and LMMs, the cognitive 

bottleneck underlies the possible inability to allocate attentional resources to multiple 

tasks simultaneously. When a person is looking for the response to a certain stimulus, 

he cannot look for a response to a concurrent stimulus. This second stimulus must be 

delayed or impaired (Pashler, 1994, p. 221). However, Fecsnik et. al (2001, p. 107) 

suggest that the inability to perform two tasks simultaneously depends on the stage the 

task is in. The proposition is that when one task is more familiar or automatic, the 

interference from the second task decreases. This is what they call the ‘adaptive 

executive control’. 

 

These effects have also been studied for media multitasking. A study by Koolstra, Pool 

& van der Voort (2003) examined the performance of high school students on doing 

their homework while watching television or listening to the radio. The results show 
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that watching television interfered with the performance on homework, and even the 

other way around, while multitasking with music and doing homework showed no 

interference. 

2.3 Media multitasking and effects 

Some authors took it a step further and investigated what the effect of media 

multitasking on responses to media messages is. Armstrong & Chung (2000, p. 345) 

proved that when a person is simultaneously reading a newspaper article and watching 

television, the recall and comprehension of the article decreases. A study by Fishbein, 

Jeong & Zhang (2010) showed that media multitasking, in this case reading and 

watching television, damaged recognition of TV content. There are also some 

noteworthy studies about the influence of media multitasking on advertising 

effectiveness. Bolls & Muehling (2007) conducted an experiment to study the effect of 

media multitasking, watching pictures and listening to radio spots, on ad responses. 

When their participants were dual tasking, advertising involvement, attitude toward the 

ad, brand attitude and purchase intention decreased. A recent study about media 

multitasking and advertising was conducted by Voorveld (2011) who investigated 

advertising effectiveness in cross-media campaigns. Her results showed that combining 

two types of media for advertising, radio and online advertising, gave more effective 

results than using only one medium for campaigning. The most recent study about 

media multitasking and advertising is the study by Hwang & Jeong (2012) who studied 

the impact of media multitasking on comprehension and counterarguing. They found 

that both decrease when presented in a media multitasking context. 

In the next part of this review, two theoretical models are presented that can explain the 

influence of media multitasking on advertising effectiveness.  

2.4 Theoretical frameworks for advertising 

2.4.1 Limited Capacity Model 

The first theory worth explaining is the Limited Capacity Model (Fishbein & Jeong, 

2007; Hwang & Jeong, 2012; Lang, 2000; Voorveld, 2011), which starts off with the 

fact that one of the basic capacities of a human being is information processing. This 

information processing happens every time stimuli appear. Lang (2000) explains 
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information processing of stimuli through three levels of processing. The first phase is 

encoding, which means that the information must get out of the environment and into 

the brain. The second phase is storage; where a person makes associative network 

models to storage the information. The final phase is retrieval. This is the process where 

the stored information gets reactivated. Thus, when a person receives a stimulus, the 

brain starts processing in the order above. However, information processing is limited. 

People only have a limited amount of mental resources available to process stimuli into 

mental representations and reproduce them (Lang, 2000, p. 47). When people are 

challenged with stimuli that exceed the availability of resources, processing will not be 

as thorough as it should be, which then can lead to information loss (Hwang & Jeong, 

2012, p. 574). Research on capacity interference (Armstrung & Chung, 2000, p. 330) 

also states that when a task exceeds the mental resources, including the attentional 

capacity, a person is vulnerable to other information-processing demands that can 

interfere with the capacity of a human brain. As a result, the encoding, storage and 

retrieval process will decrease and will eventually lead to information loss.  

2.4.2 Elaboration Likelihood Model 

The second theory to be discussed is the Elaboration Likelihood Model of Persuasion 

(ELM; Fishbein & Jeong, 2007; Hwang & Jeong, 2012; Lang, 2000; Voorveld, 2011). 

This model states that distraction reduces the motivation and ability to process the 

content of the message. In the ELM, there are two specific routes of processing toward 

persuasion and attitudinal change; the peripheral and central processing route (Cacioppo 

& Petty, 1986). When cognitive resources are low, people tend to engage in peripheral 

processing opposed to central processing (Fishbein & Jeong, 2007, p. 366; Voorveld, 

2011, p. 2202). This peripheral route tends to produce rather short-term effects than 

long-term effects on attitudes, intentions and behaviors (Jeong & Fishbein, 2001; 

Voorveld, 2011).  

2.5 Present study 

Studies about the effects of media multitasking on media messages and responses are 

starting to develop, but the effects of combining television and the Internet on general 

advertising effectiveness have not yet been investigated. This study provides good 

insights into a realistic and very common media multitasking context and its impact on 
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memory and attitude toward the ad. Not only is it important to look at media 

multitasking compared to a single medium, but also the context where advertisements 

are placed in can have some significant importance for understanding, processing and 

evaluating the brand, ad, etc. Anckaert, De Pelsmaeker & Geuens (2002, p. 49) define a 

media context as: “(…) the characteristics of the content of the medium in which an ad 

is inserted (articles in a magazine, spots in a television program), as they are perceived 

by the individuals who are exposed to it”. Various authors studied effects of different 

media contexts on ads, brands, products etc. Dahlén (2005) studied the placement of 

advertisements in a congruent creative media context, Dahlén, Lange, Sjödin & Törn 

(2005) studied the effects of ad-brand incongruity, Dahlén, Öhman, Rosengren & Törn 

(2008) did research on advertising that is placed in media with themes that are 

congruent or incongruent with the advertised brands, Furnham, Gunter & Richardson 

(2002) examined the effects of product-program congruity on televised advertisements 

and Coulter, Moore & Stammerjohan (2004) investigated the banner advertiser-web site 

context congruity on attention and attitudes. These studies provide insights in 

congruency and its effects, but none of the authors examined these effects in a media 

multitasking context. This study explores congruency and incongruency within the 

media multitasking context and its impact on advertising effectiveness. 

 
During media multitasking, consumers have to switch between a foreground and 

background medium, which leads to a division of the attention. This is the result of 

lowered ability to pay attention to the message, and process it. The underlying 

mechanism is the cognitive bottleneck that limits our capacities to dual-task. Multiple 

Resource Theories (Wickens, 2002) suggests that combining several tasks can lead to a 

limitation in resource allocation to one of those tasks. The Limited Capacity Model 

gives a more detailed reasoning about this resource allocation. When performing a 

cognitive task, a certain amount of mental resources is needed. Consumers have to give 

attention to both media at the same time, but exactly this combination of cognitive tasks 

leads to a competition by the media for the cognitive resources. This competition 

demands attentional capacity and possibly exceeds the available resources. As said 

earlier, HMMs are more affected and distracted by multiple streams of information 

(Nass, Ophir & Wagner, 2009, p. 15584). Because of this distraction, processing will be 

damaged and will lead to information loss. Moreover, the encoding, storage and 

retrieval process decreases and leads to a lower remembrance of the information 
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(Fishbein & Jeong, 2007; Lang, 2000). According to Brock, Petty & Wells (1976, p. 

874), distraction enhances persuasion because it limits the consumer’s ability to 

counterargue to the message. This is in line with the study by Hwang & Jeong (2012) 

who reveal that multitasking suppresses counterarguing. 

Also the ELM provides good insights into the effects of media multitasking on 

advertising messages. The cognitive resources, and thus motivation and ability to 

process the information, are low due to media multitasking. Therefore, the route taken 

in the elaboration likelihood model is the peripheral route. When motivation and ability 

are low, people pay less attention to advertising messages and tend to process them 

more superficially. 

 

H1: recognition and recall of the ads will be lower in a media multitasking context than 

in a single medium context. 

 

H2: attitude toward the ads will be higher in a media multitasking context than in a 

single medium context. 

 

In a media multitasking context a consumer has to divide his attention among various 

media, which leads to distraction. The expectation is that the competition between the 

media for attentional capacity is equal in both conditions and there is distraction in both 

congruent and incongruent condition. Because distraction leads to a decrease in memory 

and to an increase in attitude we expect that: 

 

H3: there are no differences for memory and attitude toward the ads within the media 

multitasking context. 

 

The LCM also provides us with some other interesting issues. In her article about the 

Limited Capacity Model and television viewing, Lang (2000, p. 54) proposes encoding 

of the message depends on how hard it is to retrieve previous known information. If the 

person knows little about the topic, retrieval will demand more resources than when the 

person already has some knowledge stored about the topic. Various studies (Geiger & 

Reeves, 1993; Lang et. al, 1993) concerning television viewing suggest that cuts, edits 

and even content change can result in increased resources needed for processing 

information. For example, unrelated features need more cognitive resources and result 
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in an overload of resources. This eventually leads to a decreased encoding and 

information loss (Lang, 2000, p. 58-59).  

 

Imagine a person watching television and browsing a website simultaneously. When an 

advertisement appears in between a television program that is congruent with that 

advertisement, the consumer will process the advertisement easily because the previous 

knowledge from the television program is accessible and fewer resources are needed. 

The ad becomes integrated into a scheme because it fits the associations already made 

by the consumer (Anckaert, De Pelsmaeker & Geuens, 2002, p. 50). When the 

consumer sees the ad, he will be watching it simultaneously with the website. Since the 

TV program has primed a congruency effect with the ad, the congruency of the website 

with the primary medium will affect evaluation of the ad. 

 

H4: For an ad congruent with the primary medium there are differences in memory and 

attitude between the congruent and incongruent secondary medium. 

 

When the advertisement is incongruent with the program it appears in, it will not be 

integrated into the program. This means the congruency effect between the primary and 

secondary medium will have no effect on the advertisement because the ad will be 

incongruent with the secondary medium even if this medium is congruent or 

incongruent to the primary medium. Therefore: 

 

H5: For an ad incongruent with the primary medium there are no differences in 

memory and attitude between the congruent and incongruent secondary medium. 

 

When an ad is congruent with its primary medium, the two become similar in a 

consumer’s mind (Fuchs, 1964). According to the priming principle (Anckaert, De 

Pelsmaeker & Geuens, 2002, p. 50), a specific media context makes processing of a 

message that is similar to that context easier because it makes the information in the 

message more accessible. So when an advertisement is congruent with its medium, the 

ad will be remembered better because the prior knowledge about the subject is located 

in the brain and instantly accessible. The consumers have formed a scheme of 

knowledge about the ad, brand, product, … in their memory. A study by Moorman, 
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Neijens & Smit (2002) confirms that congruence between an advertised brand and the 

medium it is placed in has a positive effect on ad recall.  

 

H6: when a congruent ad is simultaneously watched with a congruent secondary 

medium the memory for the ad will be higher than with an incongruent secondary 

medium. 

 

However, when the ads are congruent with the program, there is still a chance the 

second medium does not match the theme or context of the program and the ad. 

Because the website and ads are watched simultaneously, it is important to know what 

this kind of incongruent information will do to the evaluation. Incongruent information 

challenges the person’s prior expectations, because the information does not fit the 

previous knowledge and associations. This leads to a person trying to resolve this 

incongruency. Some piece of the puzzle is missing and the person is challenged to find 

it. As a result, the consumer will engage in effortful and elaborate processing in order to 

resolve the incomplete information and form an evaluation about the ad (Childers & 

Heckler, 1992; Childers, Heckler & Houston, 1987; Dahlén, Öhman, Rosengren & 

Törn, 2008; Goodstein, 1993; Lee, 2000; Meyers-Levy & Tybout, 1989). This resolving 

improves evaluations because the effortful processing results in a confidence in 

resolution judgments and in a feeling of accomplishment when the puzzle is solved 

(Dahlén, Öhman, Rosengren & Törn, 2008, p. 58). The unexpectedness of incongruent 

information can also create surprise and arousal for the consumer, which leads to a more 

positive evaluation of advertising (Lee & Mason, 1999). This can be explained by the 

contrast effect that states that the information is perceived as innovative and interesting 

when it contrasts with the context (De Pelsmaeker & Geuens, 2002, p. 50).  

 

H7: when a congruent ad is simultaneously watched with an incongruent secondary 

medium the attitude toward the ad will be higher than with a congruent secondary 

medium. 

 

The Limited Capacity Model has already given insights in the reason why multitasking 

leads to an increase in attitude and a decrease in memory. The link between the 

attentional capacity that exceeds the cognitive resources and memory is obvious 

because they are both cognitive mechanisms. When the attention rises there will be an 
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increase in memory. It seems logical that when participants are watching only one 

medium, they can give full attention to that medium and memory of the happenings in 

that medium will be higher than when a division of the attention leads to distraction. 

The LCM also provides the explanation that when attention is higher, attitude will be 

lower. Brock, Petty & Wells (1976, p. 874) state this is because when people are more 

aware and have more attention for the medium, they will form counterarguments 

concerning the advertisements more easily. All taken together, the effect of multitasking 

on attitude should be explained by attention. Therefore the prediction is that:  

 

H8: the effect of media multitasking on attitude toward the ad block will be mediated by 

attention toward the ad block. 

 

The reason for a higher attitude toward the ad block due to multitasking is predicted to 

be attention toward the ad block. However, what is also interesting to wonder about is if 

this effect of media multitasking on attitude is different in certain circumstances. 

According to the study by Nass, Ophir & Wagner (2009) there is a different cognitive 

elaboration between HMMs and LMMs. This difference lies in the attention allocation 

of the cognitive abilities and results in a higher distraction for HMMs than for LMMs. 

HMMs have a broader filter to select information. Because the prediction is that 

attention and thus also distraction mediates attitude, it is likely that there is a difference 

between LMMs and HMMs for the effect of media multitasking on attitude. Therefore 

the proposition for a research question is: 

 

RQ: is the effect of media multitasking on attitude toward the block moderated by media 

multitasking behavior? 

 

3 Method 

3.1 Design  

This experiment used a three-group experimental design, including a nonmultitasking 

group and two multitasking groups (one congruent group vs. one incongruent group).  

The three groups all saw the same television program, but in different contexts: (1) only 

the television program (single condition), (2) the television program and a congruent 
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website (congruent condition) and (3) the television program and an incongruent 

website (incongruent condition).  

3.2 Participants 

In this study 79 students participated, who were recruited by sending them an invitation 

through the social network site Facebook. This invitation included a digital calendar 

where persons could fill in a moment that suited them. There was a short explanation of 

the experiment and the more practical details (time and place). To give an incentive, the 

invitation said participants had the chance to win a coupon of a bookstore or movie 

tickets. People who actually came to the experiment were given a specific number in the 

sequence they came. After the experiment, someone who did not participate randomly 

chose two numbers.  

Every three participants were assigned to a different condition, in order of the single 

condition (condition 1), the congruent condition (condition 2) and the incongruent 

condition (condition 3). The result is that 27 people participated both in condition 1 as 

condition 2, and 25 people participated in condition 3.   

The participants were all students (100 %), 72.2 % women and 27.8 % men. The mean 

age was 20.46 (SD = 1.62). 

 

3.3 Procedure 

The setting where the experiment took place was a room where participants sat at a 

table where in front of them was a laptop and in three meters a television screen. The 

table was placed obliquely before the television screen so the participants needed to turn 

their head a bit to see the movie while reading the website. There was always only one 

participant present in the room. For participants in the single condition, the laptop was 

closed and they were told they would see a movie for about ten minutes. The task was 

to pay attention to the entire movie. Participants in the multitasking conditions were told 

they would see a movie for about ten minutes. In front of them they could find a website 

on the laptop. The task was to equally divide their attention and switch frequently 

between reading the website from top to bottom and watching the entire movie. 
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3.4 Messages  

3.4.1 Television program 

For the primary medium we chose television because television is one of the most 

common media used while media multitasking (Block, Pilotta & Schultz, 2004; Brasel 

& Gips, 2011; Collins, 2008; Foehr, 2006). 

The television program involved a travel program about the Italian region Abruzzen, 

which was chosen for the neutral involvement across gender and age. This program was 

an existing episode of the program ‘Vlaanderen Vakantieland’ that was shown on public 

service broadcasting in Flanders in the same year as the execution of the experiment. 

In between the program an ad block appeared that is the focus of the study. The first 

part of the fragment, the travel program, continued for 2”58’, the ad block lasted for 

4”37’ and the last part was again the travel program and continued for another 2”38’. 

The whole fragment persisted for 10”14’.  

3.4.2 Ads 

For the ad block ten ads were needed, based on various criteria. Out of multiple ad 

blocks broadcasted in prime time on Flemish and Dutch commercial television in the 

year of the execution of the experiment, a lot of ads came forth, so the choice for ten ads 

was made conducting a pre-test. The pre-test questioned 13 people about their 

familiarity toward the brand and involvement toward the product category. Ten familiar 

brands from Flemish TV and ten unfamiliar brands from Dutch TV were chosen to test 

familiarity and involvement. For familiarity, the twenty brands were placed randomly 

after the question ‘Do you know following brands?’ with a simple yes or no answer 

possibility. To test product category, we used a seven-point Likert scale (strongly 

disagree – strongly agree) by Cho, Lee & Tharp (2001). Based on different criteria like 

familiarity (familiar vs. unfamiliar), involvement (high vs. low) and type (service vs. 

product), ten various ads came forth (Table 1). There was one ad that was congruent 

with the travel program, namely ‘Neckermann’, a travel agency. 

 



 

 

 

19 

 

3.4.3 Website 

For the secondary medium the choice fell on a website, because when the primary 

medium is television, the Internet is often the other medium while media multitasking 

(Collins, 2008, p. 72; Foehr, 2006, p. 7). 

For the multitasking conditions two websites had to be created, one being congruent 

with the travel program and one incongruent with the program. The congruent website 

gave more information about the Abruzzen and showed some pictures. While the 

program on television included mostly interviews, the website gave more geographic 

information. The content of the website was still congruent with the travel program. 

Three incongruent websites were created to eventually choose the one that was most 

incongruent with the television program. The first one was about the human psyche of a 

chimpanzee, the second one was about a new application for digital television, Yelo, 

and the last one was about the Oscar winners 2013. To choose the final website, the pre-

test included two important measures, namely involvement of the websites and level of 

congruency of the website with the television program. 15 people started the pre-test 
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and for perceived congruency and involvement the frequencies varied between 15 and 

12 people. 

For congruency, the three item seven-point bipolar scale (no match – great match) from 

Kirmani & Shiv (1998) was used. The aim was to choose the website that was perceived 

as most congruent. The website about the human psyche of a chimpanzee was more 

incongruent (M =1.86, SD = 1.77) than the website about Yelo (M = 2.36, SD = 1.93) 

and the website about the Oscars (M = 2.28, SD = 1.74). The congruent website clearly 

was perceived a lot more congruent (M = 5.16, SD = 1.36) than the incongruent 

websites.  

For involvement, the pre-test included the multi item seven-point bipolar situational 

involvement scale (not involving – very involving) from Zaichkowsky (1985). The 

involvement of the congruent and incongruent website had to be equal so this would not 

affect any effects.  

The website about the chimpanzee (M = 4.07, SD = 1.18) was the website that had a 

more equal involvement with the congruent website (M = 4.17, SD = .70) than the 

website about Yelo (M = 3.72, SD = 1.36) and the website about the Oscars (M = 3.99, 

SD = .88). 

The final incongruent website was about the human psyche of chimpanzee. The layout 

was just a couple of text blocks and some photographs. The content of the website was 

very incongruent with the travel program because it first described characteristics of a 

chimpanzee and his use for medical tests. 

 

 

3.5 Measures 

3.5.1 Cognitive measures 

Lang (2000, p. 56) discusses that the effectiveness of encoding, storage and retrieval 

results in what a consumer remembers of a television message. Recognition is a good 
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indicator for encoding, cued or aided recall measures the storage and free recall indexes 

the retrieval process of the message. 

 

For the different ads the survey included a free recall test, to measure how good the 

participants remembered them. They had to write down every brand they could recall 

when they were asked, “Write down as many brands as you remember”. The variable 

that was used to measure free recall concerns the amount of correct brands a participant 

free recalled. 

To test recognition, participants were given eight unfamiliar brand names of which they 

had to indicate which ones they had seen on the screen. Four of them had been 

presented in the ad block. 

Later on, to test aided recall of every single ad, there was placed a screenshot (see 

appendix) of every ad in the survey of which the participants had to tell if they 

remembered it with a yes or no. The variable used to measure aided recall is the sum of 

all the ‘yes’-answers for every participant. 

These three independent variables were used to test H1 and H3. To test H4, H5 and H6, 

there was a variable made for every ad that showed if the participant had recalled it or 

not.  

The survey also included a measure to test the extent the participants gave attention to 

the entire ad block. This five item seven-point Likert scale (none/not at all – very much) 

originally comes from Grossbart, Laczniak & Muehling (1989). This was used to test 

H7. 

3.5.2 Affective measures 

First of all, the survey tested the overall attitude toward the entire ad block. Therefore 

we used the four item seven-point bipolar scale (negative – positive) from Batra & 

Holbrook (1987). This measure was used for the overall attitude in H2, H3 and H8. 

Attitude toward the single ads was also measured in the survey, but because a 

proceeding question asks if the participants remembered the ad with a screenshot, a lot 

of data was lost since we had to exclude the people who did not remember the ad. 

Therefore the attitude toward the block is a better measure to test overall attitude toward 

the ads.  



 

 

 

22 

For every single ad the participants were asked to fill in a seven item seven-point 

(originally nine) bipolar scale (negative – positive) from Gelb & Zhang (1996) to 

measure the affective attitude toward the ad. The attitude toward every single ad is 

necessary to see if there are differences between the congruent and incongruent ad in the 

multitasking conditions. This measure was used to test H4, H5 and H7. To test these 

hypotheses, the participants who answered the aided recall measure by saying they did 

not remember the ad were excluded in this ad attitude measure. Therefore we only held 

participants who did remember the ad to test if there are differences for congruent and 

incongruent ads. 

3.5.3 Other measures 

Congruency and involvement 

To test the manipulation of the stimuli, the survey included the multi item seven-point 

bipolar situational involvement scale (not involving – very involving) from 

Zaichkowsky (1985). The involvement of the congruent and incongruent website had to 

be equal so this would not affect any possible congruency effects. For congruency, the 

three item seven-point bipolar scale (no match – great match) from Kirmani & Shiv 

(1998) was used. There needs to be a significant difference between the congruent and 

incongruent website, with the congruent website having a higher perceived congruency 

than the incongruent website.  

 

Cognitive load 

To test mediators, cognitive load is an important measure. Hart & Staveland (1988) 

designed multi item nine-point Likert Scales (totally not – totally) to measure the 

cognitive load people felt on that moment. In the second scale we excluded one item 

that concerned the cognitive load in encircling letters in a newspaper article since that is 

not relevant for this study. 

 

Mood 

To measure mood, the survey used a short form of the Positive And Negative Affect 

Schedule (PANAS; Thompson, 2007).  The scale contained ten items (active, alert, 

attentive, determined, inspired, afraid, nervous, upset, hostile, ashamed) over a five-

point Likert scale (never – always). The aim of this measure is to find no significant 



 

 

 

23 

differences between the conditions for mood because it is necessary that mood does not 

affect the results. 

 

MMI 

In 2009, Nassir, Ophir & Wagner developed a Media Multitasking Index that was used 

in this experiment. The original questionnaire measures the frequency with which 

persons consume media simultaneously. The index involves printed media, TV, 

music/radio, the Internet, online communication and computer applications. This study 

only includes TV, Internet and online communication to compare with other media 

because of the relevancy for the experiment. 

 

Socio-demographic questions 

At the end of the survey the participants had to fill in some socio-demographic 

questions, namely ‘what is your gender?’, ‘what is your age?’ and ‘are you a student?’.  

 

4 Results 

4.1 Manipulation checks 

To test if the manipulation of the website was successful, a T-test was conducted for the 

perceived congruency of the website in the congruent vs. incongruent condition. There 

was a significant effect for congruency, t(29.03) = 14.01, p < .001, with the congruent 

condition having a higher score for perceived congruency (M = 5.14, SD = 1.42) than 

the incongruent condition (M = 1.19, SD = 0.32). 

 

Even though the perceived congruency had to be different between the two conditions, 

the involvement of the websites had to be equal. A T-test showed that there was no 

significant difference for involvement between the two conditions, t(49) = -0.51, p > 

.05.  

4.2 Hypotheses testing 

To test the impact of media multitasking on memory, the single condition was 

compared to the congruent and incongruent condition. First of all, this was tested 

conducting a T-test with the congruent and incongruent condition placed into one 
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variable, namely ‘the multitasking condition’ (single x multitasking condition), and 

afterwards an ANOVA to look at the differences between the three conditions (single x 

congruent x incongruent condition).  

 

To test the differences for free recall of the correct brands between the single and the 

multitasking condition, the T-test revealed a significant difference between these 

conditions, t(77) = 3.16, p < .01 with the multitasking condition having a lower recall 

for the brand (M = 2.83, SD = 1.62) than the single condition (M = 4.07, SD = 1.75). 

The ANOVA looked deeper into the differences between the three conditions and 

showed a significant difference between conditions, F(2, 76) = 5.63, p < .01. 

The results of a post-hoc LSD test show that there is a significant difference between 

the single and the congruent condition, p < .05, with the congruent condition having a 

lower free recall (M = 3.07, SD = 1.62) than the single condition (M = 4.07, SD = 1.75). 

There is also a significant difference between the single and incongruent condition, p < 

.01, with the incongruent condition having a lower free recall (M = 2.56, SD = 1.61) 

than the single condition (M = 4.07, SD = 1.75). However, there is no significant 

difference between the congruent en incongruent condition, p > .05.  

 

For recognition, the T-test revealed a significant difference between the single and 

multitasking condition, t(71.82) = 4.33, p < .001 with the multitasking condition having 

a lower recognition (M = 1.81, SD = 1.14) than the single condition (M = 2.74, SD = 

.76). 

The ANOVA revealed a significant difference between the three conditions, F(2, 76) = 

8.25, p = .001. 

The results of a post-hoc LSD test show that there is a significant difference between 

the single and the congruent condition, p < .001, with the congruent condition having a 

lower recognition (M = 1.63, SD = 1.15) than the single condition (M = 2.74, SD = 

.76). There is also a significant difference between the single and incongruent condition, 

p < .05, with the incongruent condition having a lower recognition (M = 2.00, SD = 

1.12) than the single condition (M = 2.74, SD = .76). However, there is no significant 

difference between the congruent en incongruent condition, p > .05.  

 

The T-test for aided recall exposed a significant difference between the single and 

multitasking condition, t(77) = 5.15, p < .001, with the multitasking condition having a 
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lower aided recall (M = 4.53, SD = 1.16) than the single condition (M = 5.8, SD = .75). 

The ANOVA showed a significant difference between the single, congruent and 

incongruent condition, F(2, 76) = 13.78, p < .001. 

The results of a post-hoc LSD test show that there is a significant difference between 

the single and the congruent condition, p < .001, with the congruent condition having a 

lower aided recall (M = 4.39, SD = 1.14) than the single condition (M = 5.80, SD = 

.75). There is also a significant difference between the single and incongruent condition, 

p < .001, with the incongruent condition having a lower aided recall (M = 4.68, SD = 

1.18) than the single condition (M = 5.80, SD = .75). However, there is no significant 

difference between the congruent en incongruent condition, p > .05.  

 

According to these results, the hypothesis (H1) that media multitasking would decrease 

memory of the ads is supported. Free recall of the brand, recognition and aided recall 

were lower in the multitasking conditions than in the single condition. Following the 

reasoning of the Limited Capacity Model and ELM this is due to the increase in mental 

resources needed for processing the ads. 

The fact that there are no significant differences within the multitasking condition 

confirms one part of the expectation (H3) that there is distraction in both conditions and 

therefore no difference in memory of the ads between the congruent and incongruent 

multitasking conditions. 

 

To see what the effect of multitasking on attitudes is, the different conditions are 

compared for the overall attitude toward the ad block. Again the congruent and 

incongruent conditions were placed together to indicate one multitasking condition. A 

T-test showed a significant difference between the single and multitasking condition, 

t(77) = -2.48, p < .05, with the multitasking condition having a higher attitude (M = 

3.93, SD = .90) than the single condition (M = 3.38, SD = .99). The ANOVA exposed a 

marginally significant difference between the three conditions, F(2, 76) = 3.05, p = 

.053. 

The results of a post-hoc LSD test show that there is a significant difference between 

the single and the congruent condition, p < .05, with the congruent condition having a 

higher attitude toward the ad block (M = 3.91, SD = .94) than the single condition (M = 

3.38, SD = .99). There is also a significant difference between the single and 

incongruent condition, p < .05, with the incongruent condition having a higher attitude 
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toward the ad block (M = 3.95, SD = .88) than the single condition (M = 3.38, SD = 

.99). However, there is no significant difference between the congruent en incongruent 

condition, p > .05.  

 

According to these results, the hypothesis (H2) that media multitasking would enhance 

attitude toward the ads is supported. Attitude toward the block was higher in the 

multitasking conditions than in the single condition. Following the reasoning of the 

Limited Capacity Model and ELM this is due to the increase in distraction while 

multitasking. These results also confirm one part of the expectation (H3) that there is 

distraction in both conditions and therefore no difference in attitude toward the ads 

between the congruent and incongruent multitasking conditions. With these results for 

memory and attitude, H3 is totally confirmed. 

 

Now we know that multitasking results in a lower memory and higher attitude toward 

the ad, the next step is to investigate if there is a difference in memory and attitude 

toward the ad when the advertisement within the multitasking condition is congruent or 

incongruent with the primary medium.  

 

A Chi-Square and T-test (Table 3 and 4) show that only the congruent ad gives a 

significant difference between the congruent and incongruent condition for memory and 

attitude toward the ad. For ads that are congruent with the primary medium, the 

expectation is (H4) that there are differences in memory and attitude between the 

congruent and incongruent secondary medium. When the congruent advertisement is 

indeed integrated into the television program, the ad would be generally the most 

recalled ad over the three conditions (N = 79). Table 5 confirms that Neckermann is the 

most free recalled brand and is proof of the integration of the Neckermann ad into the 

television program. H5 states that for an ad that is incongruent with the television 

program there are no differences in memory and attitude toward the ad between the 

congruent and incongruent condition. A Chi-Square and T-test (Table 3 and 4) support 

this hypothesis.  
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The prediction and confirmation of hypotheses 4 and 5 establish that only the congruent 

ad (“Neckermann”) shows a significant difference between the two conditions for 

memory and attitude toward the ad. To test hypothesis 6 (memory toward the congruent 

ad will be higher for a congruent secondary medium) a Chi-Square was conducted (also 

see Table 3). The amount of participants who wrote down ‘Neckermann’ differed 

between the two conditions, C2 (1, N = 52) = 4.99, p < .05, with 17 people in the 

congruent condition recalling the ad opposed to only 8 people in the incongruent 

condition. This means that hypothesis 6 is supported: the congruency between the 

website and the program indeed leads to a higher memory for the congruent ad than 

does the incongruency between the website and the television program. 

 

To measure the attitude toward the congruent ad, a T-test indicated only a significant 

difference between the congruent and incongruent condition for attitude toward the 

congruent ad, t(27) = -2.38, p < .05 (also see Table 4), with the incongruent condition 

showing a higher attitude (M = 4.45, SD = 1.08) than the congruent condition (M = 

3.54, SD = .97). This means that H7 is supported: the incongruency between the website 

and the program indeed leads to a higher attitude toward the congruent ad than does 

congruency between the website and the television program.  

 

These results indicate that the congruency or incongruency between two media only 

leads to significant differences in memory and attitude toward the ad when the ad is 
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congruent. When the ad is incongruent, there are no differences between the two media 

if the secondary medium is congruent or incongruent with the primary medium. 

 

To go deeper into the main effects of media multitasking on memory and attitude 

toward the ads, a mediation analysis was conducted. 

To test H8 a Bootstrap test by Preacher & Hayes (2004) was used because it provides 

robust results for small samples. The bootstrap indicated a significant negative indirect 

effect of attention toward the ad block on attitude toward the ad block because the 95% 

confidence interval (CI) excludes 0 (b = -.23, 95% CI = -.49 to -.05). This result 

indicates that the negative effect of multitasking on attitude toward the ad block is 

explained by the attention a consumer gives to the advertisements. A limitation of this 

study is that the direct effect between media multitasking and attitude toward the ad 

block stays significant when entering attention as a mediator, so there is only a partial 

mediation (b = .78, p < .001). An explanation can be that there is another possible 

mediator. 

 

To see if there is a difference between HMMs and LMMs for the effect of media 

multitasking on attitude toward the ad block, a moderation analysis by Hayes & Matthes 

(2009) was used. The overall model included the single vs. multitasking condition as a 

focal predictor, the attitude toward the ad block as the dependent and the MMI as the 

moderator (R2 =.17, F = 5.29, p < .01). The analysis revealed that there is an interaction 

effect between the condition and the media multitasking behavior for attitude toward the 

ad block (t = -3.03, p < .01). Graph 1 and Table 5 show the post hoc results for this 

moderating effect. 
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As Graph 1 and Table 5 show, for LMMs there is a large significant difference between 

the single and multitasking condition for attitude toward the ad block. The more people 

are used to multitask, the less the attitude differs between the single and multitasking 

condition. For HMMs there is no significant difference for attitude toward the block 

between the single and multitasking condition. There is evidence to confirm the 

research question. 

 

The last thing to do was to control the results for variables like gender, mood, age, etc. 

A T-test showed no significant differences for mood between the single and 

multitasking condition, t(77) = 1.34, p > .05.  

To control for gender, a Chi-Square was conducted and showed no significant 

difference between the single and multitasking condition, C2 (1, N = 79) = .614, p > .05. 

A moderation analysis by Hayes & Matthes (2009) also checked if there was an 

interaction effect between gender and condition for the main effects found in this study. 

The analysis showed no significant interaction effect.  
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A Chi-Square to control for age showed no significant difference between the single and 

multitasking condition, C2 (6, N = 79) = 5.84, p > .05.  

A T-test for cognitive load showed a significant difference between the single and the 

multitasking condition, t(77) = -6.15, p < .001, with the multitasking condition having a 

higher cognitive load (M = 4.53, SD = .94) than the single condition (M = 3.26, SD = 

.72). An ANOVA showed a significant difference between the three conditions, F(2, 

76) = 20.13, p < .001. The results of a post-hoc LSD test showed that there is a 

significant difference between the single and the congruent condition, p < .001, with the 

congruent condition having a higher cognitive load (M = 4.37, SD = .94) than the single 

condition (M = 3.26, SD = .72). There is also a significant difference between the single 

and incongruent condition, p < .001, with the incongruent condition having a higher 

cognitive load (M = 4.71, SD = .92) than the single condition (M = 3.26, SD = .72). 

However, there is no significant difference between the congruent and incongruent 

condition, p > .05. Because there are differences for cognitive load between the single 

and multitasking conditions, a mediation analysis by Preacher & Hayes (2004) with 

cognitive load as a mediator was conducted. However, for none of our significant main 

effects was cognitive load a mediator.  

 

5 General discussion 

5.1 Discussion, limitations and future research 

The first steps in the buying process are to create knowledge and attitude toward the 

brand, product etc. (De Pelsmaecker, Geuens & Van Den Bergh, 2011). The different 

steps a consumer goes through in its decision making process are also the goals for a 

marketer. A marketer focuses on increasing brand awareness, recognition, recall and 

attitude. But with the changing media environment from a single medium to two or 

more media used simultaneously, it is possible that marketers have to adapt the way 

they advertise. Often the goal of advertising is to increase both memory and attitude, 

which was possible through a single medium. But the new way of media consumption 

demands severe cognitive processes that can change the way consumers react on 

advertising. This study shows that when a consumer is media multitasking, memory of 

the ad decreases while attitude increases. Marketers should not only take multitasking 

into account when thinking about strategies for advertising, but they also have to decide 
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the specific goal they want to achieve. When the aim is to increase attitude, the media 

multitasking context is a better way to do this than the single medium context. If 

marketers want to build strategies to increase attitude, they can decide to place an 

advertisement in those media that are used together most often.  But when the goal is to 

increase memory, the media multitasking condition is not the best environment to 

achieve this goal. If memory is the main goal, marketers can place the advertisement in 

media that are not often combined. Another possibility is that to increase memory, 

marketers can start using creative media to send the message. 

The second important implication of this study is that if marketers choose to put their 

advertisement in a media multitasking condition, it matters if the context is congruent or 

incongruent. Marketers can place advertisement in an environment, content or context 

of their own choice. This study shows that when an advertisement is incongruent with 

the primary medium, the adding of a second medium does not increase memory or 

attitude toward the ad. So because media multitasking is becoming more and more part 

of a consumer’s life and a marketer wants to increase attitude or memory, the important 

thing to do is to place an advertisement in a context where it is congruent with the 

medium it appears in. The results of this study reveal that when an advertisement is 

congruent with the primary medium, the adding of a second medium does cause some 

significant effects on attitude and memory. But also this study shows a challenge for 

marketers. When the ad is congruent with the primary medium and the second medium 

is congruent with the primary medium, recognition and recall of the ad increase. But 

when the second medium is incongruent with the primary medium, the attitude toward 

the ad increases. So when marketers decide to put their advertisement in a context 

where consumers often media multitask, they have to carefully decide what primary 

medium could give a congruent context for the advertisement so attitude or memory can 

increase. The next step is to know what the main goal of the marketing strategy is, 

attitude or memory. For memory, the second medium should be congruent and for 

attitude the medium should be incongruent. An important issue here is that it is hard to 

know what kind of medium consumers are combining. Future research can further 

explore media multitasking behavior, in particular if consumers mostly consume a 

congruent or incongruent media multitasking context.  

 

This study found that attitude toward a congruent ad is higher in a context where the 

secondary medium is incongruent with the primary medium. The reasoning was that 
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consumers want to resolve the incongruency, and afterwards they feel some kind of 

accomplishment. Also the incongruent information stimulates the arousal of the 

consumers. This all leads to a higher attitude. This study has shown that a congruent 

secondary medium leads to a higher memory of the congruent ad in the primary 

medium. We explained that because of the previous knowledge and the schema a 

consumer has developed, the information is ready and accessible. Also, the LCM posits 

that the higher the attention, the higher the memory is, so attention and memory have a 

positive relation. An alternative explanation for the effects presented in this study can 

be found in the Persuasion Knowledge Model (Friestad & Wright, 1994). When there is 

a higher attention and memory of the ad, consumers are more aware of the ad. This 

awareness can lead to the activation of persuasion knowledge and a lower attitude 

toward the ad because of the consumer’s resistance against persuasion attempts. In this 

case, the PKM is a mechanism that acts alongside the findings of the LCM and other 

(in)congruency literature. Future research can examine this mechanism more within 

congruency studies by including persuasion knowledge measures.  

 

 
The effect of media multitasking on attitude toward the ad block is mediated by 

attention toward the ad block. Following the reasoning of the LCM, the lower the 

attention, this is the case when multitasking, the higher the attitude toward the attitude 

block. Attention as a mediator should make the significant effect between the 

independent and dependent insignificant, but that is not the case here. There is still a 

significant effect between the condition and attitude. An explanation can be that there is 

another possible mediator, for example involvement with the ad block. Future research 

can explore the possible alternative mediators. 

 

Another important finding of this study is that the effect of media multitasking on 

attitude depends on the media multitasking behavior of the consumer. When a consumer 

is a low media multitasker, there is a large difference in attitude toward the block when 

the consumer is either in the single or multitasking context. But when the consumer is a 

heavy media multitasker, it seems that he has no different attitude when he is in the 

single or multitasking context.  

To go back to the study by Nass, Ophir & Wagner (2009), HMMs have a broader filter 

to select information and they do not focus on one particular task. They are used to 
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multitask and try to absorb as much information as they can. A possible consequence 

could be that even if HMMs are situated in a single medium context, information 

around them could still distract them. So the level of attention and distraction could be 

equal when they are in a single medium or media multitasking context. 

LMMs do focus on one particular task at a time and are better in suppressing irrelevant 

stimuli (Nass, Ophir & Wagner, 2009, p. 15583). So when LMMs are in a single 

medium context the focus lies entirely on the one medium. What could happen is that 

when LMMs are in a media multitasking context, they choose to lay their focus also on 

one medium. Moreover, since LMMS have a lower attitude toward the ad block when 

they are in a single medium context, they probably choose to put their attention on the 

medium that does not contain the ad block. To explain this, the Persuasion Knowledge 

Model (Friestad & Wright, 1994) states that a consumer can recognize a persuasion 

attempt like advertising. In a study about sponsorship disclosure, Boerman, Neijens & 

van Reijmersdal (2012, p. 1050) say that when persuasion knowledge is activated, 

people generate more critical attitudes because they tend to resist persuasion as they 

recognize a persuasion attempt. So when LMMs are media multitasking, they tend to 

focus on one medium, preferably the medium without the ad block. In this case, 

television is a medium where people are used to see ad blocks. So when the secondary 

medium is the Internet, the focus may lie on the website to avoid the ad block. As a 

result, when an ad block appears, LMMs are not aware of this appearance and no 

persuasion knowledge is activated. This could explain the difference in attitude toward 

the ad block for LMMs in a single medium or media multitasking context.  

Future research could focus on the evolution of LMMs to HMMs. For LMMs, 

advertising is very dependent on the context where the consumer is situated in. The 

same advertisement on TV can cause either a high or low attitude dependent on the 

context. For HMMs, attitude stays equal in both contexts. For future advertising it 

seems important to know what is behind the evolution from LMMs to HMMs. More 

research on the media multitasking behavior and its evolution could provide good 

insights on its influence on attitudes.  

 

Although this study has some important findings and implications, there are some 

limitations to be viewed. First of all, the sample is reasonably small with young 

participants. Young consumers may not be representative for all consumers, because 

they may be more used to media multitasking than older consumers. The effects of the 
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study could be more explored with participants of different ages. Also, a large part of 

the sample is female. This could also misrepresent all consumers. Future research could 

focus on a more equal division of gender and see if there are differences between males 

and females for media multitasking and advertising. 

A second limitation is that although the setting was very realistic, the participants knew 

they were questioned and possibly gave more attention to the media than they would at 

home.   

The final limitation is that the study is very dependent on the stimuli and media. Other 

contents and other media may provide more in-depth insights into media multitasking 

and congruency effects. 
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7 Appendix 
 
Ad 1: Mobistar 

 
Ad 2: Eye Wish 
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Ad 3: Maggi 
 

 
Ad 4: Alex 
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Ad 5: Ford (Fiësta) 
 

 
 
Ad 6: Gillette (Fusion) (Proglide) 
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Ad 7: Mona 
 

 
Ad 8: Absolut (Greyhound) 
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Ad 9: Neckermann 
 

 
 
Ad 10: A Vogel (Cinuforce) 
 

 
 


