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LANGUAGE TRANSLAT IONS IN ADVERT ISING AND MARKETING RESEARCH ¢
NEFD FOR RECOGNIZING MEASUREMENT DIFFERENCES

Subhash C. Mehta
Jayshree 5. Parekh
There !ﬁ a common practice among marketing research and advertising
agencies in this country to first develop questionnaires in the English
language, with which most research sxscutives in thase organizations have
‘greater flare and comfort, and if the study involves covering sampliﬁg units
from non=-English speaking strata, to translate these guestionnaires into
appropriate language versions. All the data arethen generally pooled
togetger without realizing that different languagé versions of the gquest-
-ionnaires often suffer from a peculiar problem of measuremsnt differences
arising out of translations into regional languages. The present papsr

provides an empirical test of this hypothesis.

Research Design

Congumer ratings-of six print advertisements were used as é gsituation
in this study. A print ad. is generally evaluated on seven different
dimensions, namely, its vigour, senSUDUSness,:uniqUeness, credibility,
informa%ion c;ntent, irritativencss (or its reverse, attractiveness) and
personal relevance. .Q number of words or phrases.can be uséd by the
consumers to give their opinions of an advertisement on each of the above
mentioned dimension. A total of 197 words (positive as well as negative)
were used in the study to represent all the above seven dimenséons. Each

word or phrass in the list was translated into Gujarati language.



use of judges was made to make sure that translation into.
 jujarati was not merely a dictionary Qersion but was also borne out by
usage as being the closest to the original English varsion. The present-
‘ation order of the words in the two lists was randomized and a sample of
100 well-.ducated consumers in Ahmedabad, who knew Doth English and
Gujarati well, were acked to rate each of the test ad on a 5-point scale.
The respondent was first asked to carafully examine all aspects DF.the ad.
He was then requested to read-the list ofruords one by one, and carafully
pcnsider how well sach word described the advertisement he had just seen.
His job then was to simply put a number from 1 to 5 against each word.
He was asked to put 1 if he thought that the word did not fit ths advert-
igement at all, 2 if the word fittsd the ad a little bit, 3 if the word
fitted the ad quite a bit, 4 if the word fitted the ad well and 5 if ths
word Fitted the ad extremely well. While one-=half of the respondents
first rated the ads onh English words and then on Gu jarati words, the
reverse order was followed for the other half. Since order of words in
the two lists was randomized, the ratings on a word in one language
hopefully had nc or little effect on the ratings of the gimilar word in

the other language.

Test Asvertisements

The study used aix black and white advertisasments Froﬁ a gingle
issue of a popular weekly mdgazine. The following were the specific
advertisements selected For the research §

Advertisement 1: This was an Amul Milk Powder advertisamenf\ with the

headline "Amul - Your Dudhwala™ and the primary messags that Amul Milk

Powder is liks having a dairy in your home.



Advertisemaent 2: This was a Kali Brand stainless Steel Utensils advert-

isement with the headline "The Space-Age 'Cook-fast' uteneils with
Coppsr dottom" and the primary message of savings upto 60% in cooking

time and fuel costse.

Advertisement 3: This wss an Agfa Camera adyertigement with the headling

"Memories Fade -~ Pictures Don't" with primuary smphasis in the message
on technical, price and performance information about Isoly II -~ The Aim

and Shoot Camera.

Advertisement 4¢ The fourth advertisement included in ths study was

on Bru Coffee with the headline "Brus Its No. 1 in Tasts and Flavour.
Even its Price is Right", and the primary messags that Bru is Instant

blend of toffee and Chicory, its use saves money and Bru is the largest

selling'InstanE in India,

Advertisement 5: This was a Binny advertisement with the headline "From

Binny's Gallery of Originals", and primary focus on Grand Prix Suitings

and Apsara Shirtings as Contemporary Creations.

Advertiscment 6: The sixth and final advertisement included in the study

was that of "Max Factor Cold Cream with ths hegadline "{ight-Deep Cleanser"
and copy emphasis on its gentle Cleansing - protecting formula which

leaves the skin soft, clean; supple and youthful,

Since the primary intsrest of the study was in comparing the
consumer ratings on each of these six advertisements Ubtainea through

the use of a word in its two language versicns, the choice of these



advertisempnts was somewhat random and had no particular significances
-

The only criteriomused in the choice was that aduertisements be as

different as possible on the seven dimensions maontioned so that svicdence

abouyt the comparability or otherwiss of ths ratings in the tws lanquages

is produced through 2 variety of stimuli. Also, the use of widely

different advertisemcnts made it possible to compare the relative

discriminatory power of the two languages.

Hypotheses

The following were the specifiec hypotheses to be tested in this

research ¢

H1s

H2s

H3s

Haz

When consumers rate the same advertisaemsnt on two language
versions of the same word (adjective), the mean ratings of

the advertigement in the two languages are not statistically
different.

When consumers rate the same advertisement on two language
versions of the same word (adjective), the correlations of

the ratings between the two language versions would be positive,

high anc statistically significant.

When consumers rate the same advertisement on two language

- versfons of the same word (adjective), the distribution of the

ratings in the two language versions would not ba étatistically
different.

When consumers rate a2 number of advertisements on a single word
(adjective), the language of the word should not make 2
difference in the discriminatory power of the word in

differentiating between the advertisements.



Data Analysis

Each test ad wzs rated on tuc language versions of each word by a
sample of 100 consumers. The data Werefirst subjected to an analysis
of Qariance where ratings on each word in its twe versicns were tastad
for signi‘icance of differences L. .tween the means. The tun ratings on
each word were then correlsted to examine the oxtent of correlstions
that result. Thirdly, the distribution of ratings of each ward in
English and Gujarati weres compared Wwsing K-5 tgst for rankerd catogorics
(Kolmogorow-Smirnoy) to sec if the two versiong at least provide a simi-
lar distribution., Finally, ratings of all the six ads obtained through
the use of each language werc sub jected to Anova to ses tho discriminatcry
powsr of the yord in each of its two language versions. For testing the
significance of differences between means, correlations, freguency
distribution and discriminatory power, .05 level of significance was used,
Exhibits T to VII-present data on the seven dimensions respectively,
covering all these four aspects of the analyges for the 197 words used
in the study and For each of the six ads. included. Tables in the text

summarise the major findings emerging out of thesc analyses.

Results

Hypothesis 1z, Do the twn language veorsions of the samg word provide the

same mean rTatings for a particular ad.?



Table 1

No. of words with significant mean differences between tun

languages

. Ads ' . Total no. of

Bim ion Ad 1 Ad 2 Aad 3 Ad 4 Ad & Ad B words in gact
ens & dimensian

1. Vigour 3 4 4 4 3 4 16

2. Sensucusness 14 14 19 14 18 16 54

3« Unigueness 15 16 15 11 15 14 33

4. Credible 7 7 1G 7 4 12 29

5. Information 4 4 3 5 5 5 14
contant

6. Irritativeness 3 L4 5 4 6 4 30

7. Personal 3 3 4 4 4 - 5 .21
relevyance

Total 49 50 61 49 55 60 197

As is evident from this table, between 254 to 30% of the words failed to
produce the same ratings across the six ads, differences betwesn msan
ratings of the two language versions being statistically significant. The
differences were relatively more pronounced for words representing the
dimensieps of ainiguenessy Sensnusness and Credibility, Difference in
nean ratings of words representing the remaining four dimensions were
less sérioua, -Though 7&% to 794 of the words did produce similar ratings,
~the fact that 25% to 30% words resulted in producing significantly
different means raisss scricus doubts about the advisability of pooling
the data ganerated.by different language versions of the quastionnaire

together for analysis and interpretation.



Hypothesis 23 when the same ad is rated by the same sample of 100

respondents on the same word in its two language versions, one would
expect that ratings in the two languages will at lsast be significantly
correlated. To gat‘significant correlationg for such a large sample
size is in fact a very non-stringznt expectation. Table 2 providss

ad-visse data on thesc correlations for the words grouped by their dimensions.

Table 2

No. of words with nan—significant correlations between ratings
gensrated by two languages

Ads. Total no. of
‘ 1
Dimensions Ay Ram Ay Ry Ag Ag words in sach
dimension
1+ Vigour 2 3 4 3 4 4 . 16
2. Sehguousness 8 13 18 14 18 20 - B4
3. Unigueness 6 g 10 B 5 El 33
4. Credible 3 3 9 10 5 11 29
5. Infarmation G 3 5 1 3 5 14
content
6. Irritativeness 0 13 23 16 6 18 30
7+ Personal 3 1 3 "2 2 3 21
relevance .
Total 22 45 72 54 43 71 197

»

It can be seen that as high as 36% of the words failed to have significantly
correlated ratings on ad. 6. Non-significant correlations for all the ads.
were in the range of 11% te 36%. 7 Thesccdata agaim |, . - -
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are suggestive of extreme caution to be exercised in translations. uords
repregenting the dimensions of  sanoucusness, irritativeness, credibility

and uniqueness performed relatively more poorly in thisg analysis.

Hypotheeis ¥ Table 3 gives data on the number of words that generated

significantly different distributions when ratings of ths same ad. on the

sams word in its two language versions were compared.

Table 3

No. of words on which distribution of ratings generated in the tuwo
lanquages were significantly different

k Total no. of .

o Ads A, A, Ay A, Ag A;  words in each
Dimensiong dimansion
1. V\ligour 4 3 6 .3 3 S 16
2. Sensuousness 18 20 27 22 21 31 54
3. Uniqueness 21 20 16 | 15 19 21 33
a.‘ Credible 10 1 9 M 6 11 .29
5. Information content 4 4 3 5 6 8 14
6. Irritativeness 2 6 3 8 7 2 30
7. Personalufelévance 5 5 8 5 8 10 21

-
Total 64 65 72 69 70 a8 197

The extent to which these distributions differed varied from 33% of words on
ad. 1 to 45% on ad 2, other ads 1lying somewhsre in between thase two extremes.

The words associated with dimensions of unigueness, sensuousness, information



content and personal relevance produced relatively more distributions

that were different. least differences were found in words representing

irritativeness dimension.

Hypothesis 43 sinbe the six ads. included in the study were deliberataly

chosen so that they were guite different in their representation of various
dimensions, it was expected;that significantly differont ratings would be
genarafed on the words on which the ads. were rated. Also this was
expected to be true of the ratings generated in any of the two lénguages.
Ratings ogenerated by a word in a language across six ads. werc subjected
to an analysis of variamce to sse if the word was abls to geanerate ratings
which discriminated significantly between ads. In other words, if the
ads. were different, their ratings on a word in one language should also
beg sighificantly diffarent.

Table 4

No. of words which discriminated betwgen the ads.

No. of words No. of words WNo. of common Total no. of
which discri- which discri-~ words which words in ga-
minated between minated bet- discriminated ch dimension

Dimension ads only in wgen ads only begtween ads
English and not in Gujarati both in Engl-
Gujarati and not Eng. ish as well as
Gujarati
1. Vigour 2 4 4 16
2. Sensuousness 8 6 32 " 54
3. Uniqueness 3 3 B 33
4. Credible 12 ? B 29
5. Information content 4 2 7 14
6. Irritativeness al| 3 12 \ 30
7. Personal relevance 3 1 8 21

Total 45 (23%) 26(13%) 77 (39%) 197
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Table 4 presents data on this hypothesis. 35ixty two per cent of the
words in English version and 524 of the worde in Gujarati version were
able to discriminate.signiFicantly betwsen mean ratings across ads.
ThUS'naa;ly_aa% of the words in Gujarati version produced ratings on the
six ads., where mone of tho meams was aifferent. Fo. English version,

a lesser nuhber of words, namely, 38% failed to diseriminate betwezaen
different ads. €nglish version, thus, performed relatively batter on
this criterion compared to Gujarati version. Major differences were
found in words representing dimensions like irritativeness and éredibility
where English version: was far more effective in discriminating between
the ads. The only dimension on which words in their Gujarati version

performed slightly better than English version was 'Vigour'.

Conclugions & Recommendations

It is thus clear that a large number of words, when translated
into a regional language, produce signifigantly different data on the two
language versions even though the stimulus provided to the respondent is
the same. For instance, on the first three criteria of same mean, signi-
ficant correlations and similarity of distributions, only 7% of the words
produced ratings in the two languiges that were similar. These 14 words
or phrases were clever, powerful, attractive, dslightful, sensational,
general, believable, honest, ideal, reasonable, prnfessiunél, gasy to
remember, makeSme want to buysand not for me. These were, thus, the only
words which continued to convey the same meaning in its translated
version as it did in the English version. Most of these word‘ Teprae—

sented the dimensions of credibility and personal relevance.
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As many as 35% of the words produced different ratings across all
the three above menticned critsria. Rest of the 58% words produced
differsnt ratings in its two language versions on at least one of the
three criteria. Examples of words that conveyed: almost completely
different meanings and thereby produced significantly diFfefant ratings
cn all the eriteria and across # theo ads were stimulating, amusing, /—m?s:

0
appealing, hcmely, different, distinctive, remarkable, superficial,

)

pertinent, heavy and influential. More than half of thase words belonged
to the dimensions: of sensuousness and uniquensss. It, thus, appsars that
for emotional dimensions such as these two, regisnal languages havo
cargain expressionsof their own and translated versions don't effectively
match upto them. This may not be as trué of more mundane dimensions of

personal relevance and percoived credibility, where most of the earlisrt

listed 14 words conveying similar meanings belonged.

The study, thersfore, conclusively indicates that languages used
in market research questionnaires are of congiderable significance and
extreme care needs to be taken in the choice of words and phrases included
in the guestionnaires, particularly whsn data generated by these questionne
aires - t2 be pocled for anmalysi.. Language offects ars significant and
can substantially affect the findings and their interpretations. Tho
least thet the market researcher or copy writer should do is fo axtensively
pre-test different language ver'sicns of the questicnnaire or test ad,
through play backs of the received communications, reverse translations
into English from which language translation was derived, and th‘ough a

careful analysis of the data which accounts and adjusts for such languags



Jiffarences. Unless adequats care is taken, a confounding in the data
may occur,mithoﬁt the resecarcher Fully'fcalizing the magnitude of this
phenomenun. The problem is particularly serious in a country like India
Becausa of the presence of a large number of languages. B8oth for comm-
unications as well as for market rescarch across linguistib regions, the
marketer or a Tescarcher has to deal with this issue rather than ignore
or evade it. To the extent many organizaticns today restrict their
marketing efforts to middle-class educated urban segments, for reasons
of accessibility as well as availability of =ffective buying power, the
impact of this 'language effect! has not besn fully appreciated but =as
marketers penetrate deeper into lower segments of the market, the impli-
cations of this phenomenon would become more serious. E£ven today marketers
and markét researchers enhgaged in soclal marketing rolated efforts and

activities can ill afford to ignorsz this issuc.

Words or phrases are used in many different types of markat
research studiss. “Their use is particularly widespread in studiss on
brand or company image, product testing, advértising and communications
research, package selection, etc. Similarly many commonly used tech-
nigues in market research resort to use of wordsg or phrases as a part of
measuramént pr;cedure. This is particularly true when one is using
semantic diFFergntial,multi-attributes_models, word assuciation tosts,
gtkc. It is imperative, there#ora, that for al1 such studies as well as
for the use of these techniques, it is consciously realized that lanquage
on which data is collected has its own peculiar connotations anyf calls

for adequate attention to the fact of 'language effect’,



Exhibit 1

¥ IGOUR
gi“ vame . Ad. 1 , Ad, 2 Ad. 3 ~ Ad. 4, : Ad.. 5 _ Ad. 6 F values
r K M.D. r K MD. © K  MD. r K MO, r K MO, r K MD. Enrgl- Guja-
; ' ish rati
Positive -
1. Aggressive W20 0.7 0.02 19 1.37 0.29% .24 0.4 0.01 .18 0.5  0.41 .12° 4.0 0.07 .26, 0.6, 0,20 1,75 2,03
2. Rssertive © .28 1.7 0,26 .19 0.9 0.26 .33 0.7 D.16 .21 0.9 0,47 .20 0.4 0.08 .09 2,5 0.47¢ 0,61 0.64
3. Clever 40 0.7 0.14 .44y 0.5 0,05 .27 0.6 0.12 1,31 0.2 0.01 .39 0.8 0.03 .56 0.2 0,05 0,47 0.19
He Dfal'ﬂatic .46 D.B G-ZG -15 004 0012 t38 G-S 0011 129 0.5 G'DS -43 D.s 0022 .S‘D 0-5 0.09 7.[]0*,*8.71*‘.
5. Effective 56 0.8 0.04 39 0.8 0.16 187 0.9 0.38 .27, 0.6 0.07 .31 0.8 0.0 .24 0.5 0.13  2.554%1,77
6. Forceful W40 0.7 0.15 .31 1.1 D0.35* .20 0.4 0.05 .02° 0.5 _0.24 .23 0.8 0.27 ,20 0.9 0.29 0,56 2,37xx
7. Lively 33 0.9 0,07 29 0.4 0,17 .31 1.9, 0.68% .40 D.9 0,08 .37 0.8 0.02 .26 0.3 0,07 9.29##5,43%x
8. Polite 24 1.0 0.06 .35 0,2 0,02 .30 1.5 0.17 .26 @4  0.01 .26 0.9 0.28 .40 0.7 0.05 1.69 1.56
9. Pawerful 555 0.5, 0.06 .S45 0.7 0.1 .53, 0.4 0.0 .35, 1.1 0.31 .34 1.0 0,24 .35 0.6, 0.00. 1.23 1.28
10. -« Stimulating .05° 3,2 0.83% 075 2.4 0.49% .00 3.8 1,01* 085 1.9° 0.67% .20 2.4  0.66% .18, 2.6, 0.69% 2,00 2,35#«
11. striking 47 0.4 C.14 130 0.3 0,16 .02 .28 0,32 .06 0.5¢ 0,02 .37 0.6, 0.05 .15; 1.4 0,30 3.34#%2,90%x
12. Thrilling 24 2,27 0.37+ .19 1.8' 0.35% .31 2.8° 0.65¢ .30 2.5 0.53% .16 2.27 0.49% .14° 3.0° 0,86% 0,95 4,91%%
- Negative a
13. Defensive .12 0.3 0,11 .42 0.6 0.19 .20, 0.7 0,04 35 4.1 0.31% ,050 0.6 0.20 .18 0.6 0.09 0,57 2,53%%
14. Dull 60 0,5 . 0.07 .45 0.3 0,09 .13 0.3 0,04 .54 0.3 0,02 ,25 1.0 D.21 .305 0.5 D.02 5.45%#5,06%
15- . Lifeless .41 U.3+ 0.15 .39 D-s D.US 132 ’-D D.Dg 7 l25 U-ﬂ_'_ D|12 -27@ G.4+ ' 0-14 015 D¢3+ 0001 3.18**[].69
16. Passive W9 2.1 B.43* .22 0.2 0.00 .34 1.2 0,27% .38 1.5 0,27¢ .07 1.7 0.32% ,22 1.5 0,44% 1,70 1,50

r refers to correletions of two language versions of a word. K values were genarated for Kolmogorow-Smirnov test to see if the two versions of a
word provide @ similar distribution. M.D. refers to the difference in the mean ratings of the two versions of a word. F-values were generated
from Anova where ratings af all the six ads on sach u‘rd were compared for mean differences. : :

*
*%

Where means of ratings in two versions of a word are significantly different at .05 level.(F-value above 3.92)
Words where at least one of the means of ratings acrass all the six ads is significantly different at .03 level. (f-value abeve 2.17)

+ Gignificant K value at ,05 level.(K-value above 1.22) .
@ Uords where correlations between two languages are not significant. (r below .164)



SENSUQUSNESS™*

. d. Ad. 5 Ad. 6 F values
51, Name Ad. 1 Ad. 2 Ad. 3 Ad. 4 |
No. 1-  Guja-
0, K M.D, r K M.D. T K MaDa r K M.D. Eng J
r K M.D, r K M.D r P ool
Positive 2
+ 2 @ S 0.7, 0.11 2,04 3.99%x
i : . .8 0,20 .08° 0.5 0.11 .01° 0.8, 0.20 .142 o, 412,
. esenoing D30 1t o2s ogd S 0. o8 @ 1 5 0.00x 249 150 0,18 043 3.47 0.78% .012 4.0% 1.44% 3.13%% 38, T9%x
2 Aesthetic |34 104 0.26 -UB 1-0 D.DB -07;8 1- . - @ * + - * @ . + @ + % 7
3. Amusing 062 2.6% o.58% .022 q.6"  0.23x .07, 3.27 0.64% .07 2.4% 0.41%.132 o4t 0 33w 11y 3.37 0,60% 3,95%* 4,95%x
) ! . . . .09® o, ' 0.15 .01, 0.8, 0.13 1.85  1.13
i .3 0.0 01, 0.7 0,05 .47, 0.3, 0.07 .31 1.1 O.1
o ppologetlc (032 6.0t 1ia9r 0@ wior e 02° 8.8 1.80« .04% 5.0" 1.08%.30% 6.9% 1.47% .06° 6.4, 1.45% 4.55%% 1,39
6 Abiotie] o D a9 04T ST a1 ' 2o .3 [0 0.21 .49 0.7 .08 .36 1.4 0.25 B.agem o oo
6. Artistic +50 0.8 0.21 .45 0.8 0. 16 e 1.2 b '33 3‘7 0.16 .46 1.0 0.15 .40 0.5 0.09 " 6.66%% 65,72%%
g7 pitractive .60 4.1 D18 .37 0.3 0.05 37 aia. o e 1.0 0.14 186 1.0 0.15 .40 1.27 0.18 19.94%e oo 1oen
8. Beautiful .49 0,8 0,13 .51 1.0, 0.16 o Lo 020 " 48 0.4 0'10 «41 1.0  0.20 .30, 1.0 0,15 17.08%% B,35%#
9. Charming 235 1.1 0,17 .49 1.2 0.34x 44 1.7+ 03e e D:d L1041 1.0 020 .30, 1 015 17.03%¢  8,35%»
10. Comical 30 1.3 0.6 .27 0.9 2.04 ) a'g 0.21 .29 0.8 U.16 .57, 0.9 0.12 .47 0.4 0.05 5,38%% 4,49
11. Delightful .40 0.8 0.20 .51 0.2 0. 03 .4§ oD 28 08 0657, 09 01z 4 Jar 0:05 5.30we 4.49ux
12,  Dreamy 26 0.1 0,03 .30, 0.5 0 oe '54 8'2 0.01 .36 0.0 0.11.37 0.8 0.24 .20 0.6 0,10 4,05%% 1,85
3. Ego-boosting .25 0.8 0.21 147 0.3 0.05 37 1.1 0,08 .27 0.6 0.09 .44 0.8 0,10 .32 0.4, 0,02 10,60%% 5,00%#
14, Emotional - .48 0.3 0.04 .27 1.8 228 : 6 0. 47 0.6 0.02 .41 0.5 0.21 .29 1,37 0.23 4.69%%  6,45%%
. : ¥ 0.37¢ .40 0.8 0.20 38 0.6 0.13 .4 . PP : G4#% 5,08
15, Enjoyable +58 1.8 4 2.17 0.36% .21 0.9 0.30 .27 0.9 0.21 .32 0.9, 0.20 2, .
16. Exciting .37 1.0 0.23 .34 0.6 0- 0 '59 1.8v 0.50% .40 1.2 018 .37 1.6° 0.07 <465 1.8 D.43%10,11%% 3,60%x
\7- tyecdtahing - .44 0.0 0.06 .44 0.5 0.20 30 0.6 0,00 .28 0.6 0.10 .34 0.4 0.08 057 2.2% 0.68% 0.9%  G.03es
lo. poocineting .37 D.6 01725 2.1, 0.25 . 0.5, 0.05 .47 0.6, 0.20 .21. 1.0, 0.08 232, 0.5, 0.14 36.91%» 37,72%«
19. Feminine 315 0.6 0,06 .35 2.2 oeatx 1T 0.5, 0.6 4Ty 0.6, 0.55%.14° 1.87 0.31% .12° 1.4% 0.22 1.88 4,67
@ 45 1.0 0,12 34 2.6, 0.44% .11 2.8" 0,53, . . B
20.  Funny P 028 38, 1.8, 0.25 .31, 1.0 0.49 .39 0.9, 0.23 .36 0.5 0.15 6. .
z1. Gentle 1 0.7, 018 .51 0.5, 0,08 2% 207" 0067 122 0.7, 0.15 .32 1.27 D.02 .1 0.7, 0.14 13.31%% 5,454
22. Glamorous W vet odoe a0l 56, 7.4% 059 a0 201t dowlon. 3t 0.39% .32, 2.1, 0.55% 2,79%% 1.6
23, Heartwarming = .43, 1.8 0.40% .46 1.8, 0.37x .38, 2.4 0. 3% 1ler 0lse%.132 1.8 0ia1% 010 1,37 010 7.77%e 139
; @38 T 0,94 025 2.6, 0.77% .13 1.9, 0.56%.13, 1.4, + . . u
24. Homely $127 3.6 1.11x .23 2.8 P4 @ + * .18 1.7 8.25 .01° 1.57 0.17 .24  1.27 0.24% 3.57%% 3.7
2 u 32 157 0.37% .38 0.9 D.21% 047 1.3 0.26% . 3o, 9  0.10 .53 0.4 0,08 5.45%% 0.77
29+ Huforous 0.00 48 1.6 0.46% ,500 0,3 0,05 .45 Q. A
06. ntelli ent .53 007 0011 .52 DI3 L] - + €] + + 0 * .17 2.4 0'59*1.33 D.SD
2 I ; g + @ + 0.47 32 2.1 0.41* .[]7 2.6 0.30 22 2.6 «21 + 6.36%%  4.272%%
27. Likeabls +32 2.5, 3'331 '13 i': 0.04 564 1.37 0.09 .59 0.9 0.01 .64 0.7, b 1'§+ 0130 G 3ome 1.24
28. Lovely -7 .47 0.37% .43 4, : 08 4,47 033 .22 0.7, 0.12 .22 2.0° D41+ . .37 0.30 6.38%x 1,
A . y . . . . . . E . 5, 75%% T,.67#»
Zor Natural 1t 0an e a g :i 18 1,37 0,24 .36 1.27 0.38%.27 0.8 0.12 .36 1.1 0.02
30. Pleasant 43 1.3 0,22 .48 1.1 . .

(contde...)}



Exhibit 11 (contde..)

54, .

Tense

§§: ”;'Name Ad. Ad. 4 F values
m.D. Mmp. r M.D. r K M.D. © MD. mM.D. Engl- Guja-
ish rati
- 31. Pretty 0.02 0.14 .32 D.05 .52 1.51 0,35%  ,42 0.17 0.04  14.69%% 12,03%»
32. Refreshing 0.44% 0.29 .27 0.48% .34 1,5 0.36 .35 0.23 0.36 12.34%%  4,09%
33. Romantic 0.18 0.22 .35 0.25 .60 0.5 0.10 .49 0.37% 0.18  25,56%* 0,12##
34. Ssensational n,05 0.15 .22 0,01 .49 1.9 0.16 .40 0.18 0.18 1.76 0.62
35. Sensitive 0.03 0.04 .31 0.10 .23 0.6 0.07 .25, 0,03 0,23 3.50%% 4,52%%
36. Sexy 0.06 0.03 .27, 0.05 .34, 0.5 0.00 .100 0.69% 0.71% 24.20%% 2,78%«
37. Sober. 0.13 0.72% .09, 0.96% .14 2,7 0.61% ,03° 0.53% 0.83%  2,.57%x 2, 60%%
38, Soothing 0.11 0.16 .06 0.30 .18 0.7, 0.19 .2 0.30% C.27 5.95%% 4, 17%%
39. Sueet 0.93% 0.69% .29 1.17% .18 3.1 0.75% ,31 0.89+ 1.02%  6.94%%  3,42%%
40. Tempting 0,22 0.11 .30, 0.08 .23 0.8 0.23 .42 0.06 0,39% 1,23 1.70
41, Touching 0.10 g.03  ,15 0.21 .17 0.7, 0.3 .27, 0.15 0.51%  7.90%* 1,92
42, Witty 0,27 0.20 .17 0.61% .21 1.7, 0,14 147 0.21 0.07 3.73%%  3,09%%
43, Wonderful 0.58% 0.86% ,15@ 1.05% .31 2.8 0.84% .42 0.81% 0.83%  3,23%%  2,41%*
Negative
44, Controversial 0.01 0,02 .51@ 0.19 .28, 0.3 0.02 .38, 1.0 0.28% G.13 2,25%% 2 72%x
.45. Depressive 0.01 0.09 .05 0,09 .08~ 0.7, D0D.15 .09; 0,3 0,03 G.06 1.74 0.89
‘46. Frightening 0.17 0.18% .39 0,06 .31, 1.8 0.34* .10 0.9 0.16 0.24% 0,28 1.21
47. Gloomy 0.26% 6.12 .14, .11 .02 1.2 0.07 .09, 0.7, 0.12 0.04 0.87 1.19
48, Indifferent 0.43% 0,57% ,13 0.70% .10° 3,27 D.p4% 055 2.7 0.47 0.45*% 1.68 0.43
49. Mischisvous 0.07 0,00 .31 0.07 .21, 0.7 0.21 .15 0.3 0.04 0.08 2,74%%  2,92x%
50, ‘Sad 0. 02 0.00 .01 0,00 .05° 0.2, 0.00 .40 0.2 0,00 0,02 2.31%* 2,15
§1. Serious 0. 01 0.04 .27 0,08 .45 1.5 0.20 .43 0.9, 0.16 0.34 2.87#%  6.45%%
52, Shocking 0.14 0.22% .08 0.10 .30 -1.4° 0,25+ <275 1.6 0.26% 0.16 2,03 2.B3%x
5%. ~Snobbish 0.08 0,07 .02 0.14  .215 0.5, 0.02 .05, 0.6, 0.04 0,23 0.66 2,47 %%
0.34% 0.14 .18 0.24% .05  3.0°  0.69% .09° 1.67 D.27% 0.18  0.86 2,33%%

* Same explanatory notes as

under Exhibit I.



UN IQUENESS*

- ad. 3 Ad. 4 F.values
No. Name r M.Da M.0, T M.0. K M.D. M.D. T M.D, Engl- Gu ja—
) ish rati
Pogitivs
1« Arouses
_ Curiosity .35 1.1 0.23 0.8 0.09 .24 0.4 0,07 0.6  0.319 1.45 0,18 .04% 1.4t 026 1.52 1,87
2. Attention . + g
gatting .50 1.5 0,29 1.4 0.36% .22 0.9 0.20 0.9, 3.23 2.17 0,37+ RN 1.37 0.39%  3.3B#x 3,60
3. Classic .21 2.0, 0.35% 1.47 0.34% .47 0.8 0.10 1.4 Q.37% 0,6 0,04 .13 0.9 0D.21 2,08 0.83
4, Creative 32 1.3+ 0.16 D.9+ 0.1 .2753 1.7+ 3.49% 1.1+ Q.26 0.7+ 0.06 .43, 0.3 0.2 4. 09%% 1.B81
5. Different 1240 2.5, D.46% . 3.0, 0.57% 14, 2.4 0.59% 2.6, 0.67% 2.0, 0.28 .03y 3.7, 0.64» 0.63 1470
6. Distinctive .15 2,5 0,75« 3.9 D.92% .16 3.6, 1.12% 3.9 1.07* 2.5 0.91% .07° 3,00 0.81% 0.33 1,49
7. Exceptional .49 0.8 0.10 1.1 0.24 424 1.47 0.26 6.7  0.13 0.7 0.0 .27 1.3, 8,30 1.09 1.88
8. Fresh <47 1.5 0.38% 0.8  0.17 .44 2.3 0.53% 0.5 (. 03 1.1 0.35% .33 1.8° 0.58%  8,9T%% 4, 43%x
3. Full of ideae .47 1.1, 0.30 0.5, 0.10 .40 1.5  0.48% 0.8 0.25 0.5, 0.25 .45 0.4  0.01 2,01 1.54
10. Imaginative .31 2.3 0.43% 2.0, 0.38% .21 0.9 0,21 0.5, 0.02 1.9 D0.38% ,28 1.1, 0.13 G.40%% 2,01
41. Memorable .22 4.1 0.23 1.2, 0.14 .26 0.6 0,07 1.5°  0.21 0.8  0.05 .36 1.4 0.20  B.09%% 3,31«
12, lModern $49 1.0 0,17 1.5 0.17 .53 0.5 D.03 0.5 0,03 0.7 0.02 .48 0.7, 0.18 4.28%%  4,31%%
13. Neuw .58 1.27 0.25 1.1 0.22 .50 0.7 0.17 N 0.15 0.5 0,09 .27 ° 1.8° D0.41% 1,73 2,59%x*
14, Novel +295 0.4 0,01 J.8, 0.02 .22 0.8 0.26 1.1, 0,07 1.4, 0.07 .20 0.9 C.17 1.64 1.81
15. Peculiar 137 1.5 0,37x 2.4, 0.67« ,25 2,17 0.3ex 1.9, 0.46% 2.7, 0.58% .38, 2.9, 0.45% 2,29  0.48
16, Radircal .27 1.2, 0,23 1.7° 0.2%  .245 1,0 0.08 1.5 0.15 2.1, 0.42% ,09° 1,3 0,17 3.54%x 1,09
17. Rare .28, 1.3, 0.25 0.6, 0.30¢ .08; 0.7 0.1 a.8, 0.09 1.3, D.29% .62 1.SI 0.22 0.73 0.37
18. Remarkable .14 3.0 D,62% 3.4, 0.66% .06, 3.7 D.74% 3.4 0,73% @ 2+7 D.68% ,47. 3.4 0.80% D.8% 1.23
19. Strange .27 0.7,_8.15 1.4, 0.25 .06 0.2 0.0 0.3, 0.03 0.5, 0.12 .09 0.6, 0.16 2.06 2,45
20, Thoughtful A7 2.6 0.72% 3,27 D.63% .27 3.3 0.82% 2.6 B.54% 3.4 0.71% .57 2.6  0.81% 1,31 0.18
21. Unecualled .23, 0.5 0.10 0.5, 0.02 .28 1.31 0.33% 1.9, 0.19 0.4, 0,01, .1t Gu4, 0,04 0,43 2.01
22. Unioue 082 2.4 0.63 2.5, 0.54% .15 4.2° 0.68+ 2.0 0.36+* 2.3 0.46 .19 1.5 0.37% 1.83 G.29
23, Unusual <14 1.0 0.21 1.5 0,27 .04 0,9 0.14 1.2+ C.42* 1.1 n.1¢ .11 D.6 0.16 2.12 24 T9%R
Negative
24, Comman .29 1.6% 0.47# D.01  .24_ 1.1 0,32 0.7, 0.05 0.9  3.19 .21, 3.61 0.91%  2.76%+  6,85%%
25. Conforming .29 2.7 0.58* 0,52+ .152 0.8, 0.06 2.4, 0.66% 2.4% .67+ .01 2.6, 0.52* 1.81 1.37
26, Conventional .10° 3.0 0.50% 0,41 .12° 2.3, 0.49* 2.1 C.54% 2.3, 0.55* .36 1.9, C.35% 1.17 1.34
27, Familiar .33 1,37 D,35% 0.38* .33 2.5 0.67* 1.2+ 0,30 2.00 D.56% .37 2.7 U0.67¢« 05,85 0.91
28. General .40 9.9 0,19 0.44 .38 0,6 0.07 0.5 0.09 0.7 0.5 .41 0.7 0.1 2.42%%  4,08%+#
%g. ﬁTét?EiﬁW ] .22 1.g+ 0.14 %.53* 053 1.%+ %.2%* 0.2 0. 04 1.5+ 0.45% .17 1.3+ 0.47 B,70%%  4,24%%
. ne - - " * - * » a L * [ . - - » - - - o . *¥
TG rI IR R N BRI Y E N
35, Simple 32 05 098 0.6 .46 1.7+ 038 &7 o JIgI g;%ﬁ' U8 33 & 3183w



£xhibit W
CRED IBLE*

“ji.. Name Ad. 1 Ad. 2 pd. 3 nd. 4 Ade 5 Ad. 6 F veluas
r K “.0. r K M.D. r K M.0. r r K M.0. r K M,0. r K M., Engl- Guja-
~ : izh ratd
Positive N
1. foresable .25 0.4, 0.01 .35 0.6 0.04 .53 .1 0,21 W39 - 41 0,12 .25 2.7 Didex .26 2,07 0.62% 2,02 3,93
2. Assuring 40 1.370.38% .34 1.0 0,13 .37 0.6 0.02 .27 0.8  0.23 .28 0.6 0,05 .25 1.1  0.34% 1.91 313w
3. Believeble .41y 0.4, 0.07 .39 0,9, 0.20 .51 1.0, 0.14 .41 0.8, 0.10 .27 0.5 0.04 .21, 0.3 0,05 4.35% 2,99
4. Convireing  .13% 2.6) 0.58% .20 4.4] D.45% .20 3.5 D.92% .23 1.7, 0.45% .22 1.2, 0.25 o900 .67 0.37% 3.82xx 1,43
5, Genuine 27 1.5 mu78r .21 14T 0.37¢ .32 2017 0.40% .17 .50 0.35% .28 1.3 0,31 .25 1,27 0.36* 3.13% 1,08
6. Honest .51 0.9 0.14 .43 0.8 0.12 .27 0.8 0,12 .29 0.8 0,09 .44 0.5 0.04 .58 0.4 0.18  1.45 2,79
7. Ideal 42 0.8, 0.1z .19 0.4 0,03 .46 0.5 0,09 .45 0.6 D0.10 .33 0.5 010 .42 D6, 0,20 .14 14
8. Logical .42, 2.00 0.50» .30 1,25 0.31 070 .1 0.37% .31 D4 014 .20 0.9 0.21 .20, 1.2 D.38% 2,64+ 2,06
9. Practical  .15° 3.57 1.18% .30, 4.20 1.89% .02° 3,97 1.19% 170 2.6, 0.97% .27, 2.9 1.05% 010 3.2 0.91% 2.57% 1,85
20, Rational 30 2.9% 0.59% 14?3057 0,77% .21 3027 0,62% .86% 2,27 0.39% .08 2.9 0,50% .21 2.3 0.45% 3.33%  1.40
1. Realistic .27 0.3 0.05 .27 0.8 03,19 .42 0.7 0,24 .22 0.5 0.0 .45 0.6 0,07 .15 0,6 0,15  4.07#%  2.06
12. Reasonable .30 0.6 0.16 .37 0.5 0,03 .36 0.5 0,01 .40 0.4 0,02. .36 0.7 0,19 .28 0.4 0.07_ G.72 1,46
3. Reliable 42 0.7 2,27 .43 0.4 0.01 .31 0.6 0,08 .39 0.4, 0,09 .36 0.4 0,08 .50 1.1 Cod1® 2.21%% 3,50«
14, Responsible .39 1.0, 0.22 .47 1.1 0.8 .45 0.6, 0.04 .37, 1.3 0.18 .40 0.3 0.07 .55 1.1 0,18 2.66%% 0,97
15, Sensible 28, 1.47 0,26 34 0.5 0.02 ,31  1.87  ©.19 .070 0.9, 0.00 .35 1.0 0.23 .26 0.8 0,15  2.96% 2,30
{5, Trustworthy .15° 0.5 0.08 .38 1,0 0.25 .59 1.1  0.06 .22 1,27 0.41%.27 8.9 G0.13 .23 0.4 0.06 2.50%  1.84
7. Toathful 233 0.8 0.22 .51 0.6 0.06 .45 0.9 0,00 .36 1.4°  0.04 .41 1.0 0.01 .22 1.0 D.06  3.76%%  2.12
MNegativa :
:B. Biased 25 .57 0,00 .31 1.2} 018 .07 O, 0,03 .13° 0.7, 0,07 .28, 0.3 0,51 D15 1.1 0,32 2.35%% 1,18
19, Boastful 40 et o1z .32 st 0.d6™ Le50 1.2 0.29% L33 .27 0.44 (100 0.9 0,48 L0Z; 0. 015 450k B.29wx
- 2. BOQUE ;49 3.3 0.07 .27 0.8 r\'18 21 '3.4 0-11 oqga Efo¢ 0.CE -43 Ce5 D.Dd .ﬁ? Gua__ 0:10 2-13 3.53**
1. Conflicting 42 .3 0,07 .15 @3, 9,00 .48° 0.8  0.16% 03, 0.4 0,04 37 83 0,07 005 1.0, 0,16 0.85 2,55
' 22. Deceptive 30 Du4 0.03 .45 1.2, 0.13 .. .1, 0413 .02 1,37 0.33% 937 0.8 0.29 15 1.2, 0.18 1,09 3. 46%%
23. Exeggerated .17 0.5 .06 .41, .90 0.42% .27, 1.27  0.21% L4254 0.7 ©.07 .24 0.7 0.7 LDE 2.1 0.54% 4.13we 6,924x
24, False .58 0.2 0.03 067 G2, 0,05 .08) 3.1, 0.03 100 0.8 G.20 .50 0.6 0,14 .40 0.4, 0.05 3.79wx  2,30%4
°3. Fictitious .33 0.6 0.02 .17 1.5 0.02 .01 207 0,23 .33, 1.6 0.2 .28; 1.0 0.7 .20 3.9, 0.75% 2.07  5.67
26, Misleading .35 0,2 0,05 .28 0.4 0.01 .09% 1.0 - Q.21% .14 0.4 0.05 137 0.6 0.19 .28 1,20 0317 3.52xs  0.03
47, Professional .42 0.3 0.01 .47 0,7, 0,03 .20, 0.7, 0.03 .50, 0.9, 0.74 .26, 0.7 0,08 .40, 0.9, O, . .
28, Superficial .37 2.5'0.45 .39 2,97 0.34%.07° 2.5  0.27% 1e 2,30 0.5 .06° 3.3% 0.74% .045 3.0 D.54* 6.20%%  1.94
53, suspicious .50 D.8 0,13 .25 0.7 0.3 .21 0.3 003 150 0.4 0.0t .17 0.6 003 .12 0.4 D.02 .93 .02

* Same explanatory notes as under Exnibit I



Exhibit V

INFORMAT ION CONTENT*

T
51, Ad. 1 ad., 2 Ade 3 Ad. 4 Ad. 5 Ad. & F values
Name
No.
T K M.D, T K M.D. T K M.D. T K M.D. r K Mm.be © K "m.D. Engl- Guja=
‘ igh rati
Positive + +
1. Advising .39 1.3 0D.17 .31 0.7 0,10 .36 u.6 0,12 .30 0.6+ 0,21 o 17 0.5 O.14 .41 1.2+ g.28 4.26%% 5,00%*
2. Clear «25 0.9  0.09 .19 1.1 0.21 .32 8.9 0.20 .27@ 1.5 0,43« 35 0.7 0.13 .29 1.4 0.36% 3 _5nax 2, 42#%
3, Descriptive .33 U.6+ 0.17 .48 1.1 0,13 .51@ g.7 0.00 .13 da.8 0,07 17 D.9+ D.01 .44@ 0.4 0.07 6.00%% 4, 18##
4. Direct oy 1.3 .Zc% 50 0,6 D.10 .08 1.1 025 .37 0.6 c.G% .20 1.3,  0.42+% .M U-5+ 0.13 0.72  2,55%x
5. Educative .28 O.E,+ &Bh .48 D.7+ 0.10 .49@ U.2+ 0.01 .33 D.B+ 0.04  .365 1.4, 0.34% .49 1.3+ 0.29 3.78%% 5,0D%*
6. Explanatory 17 3.0 Ugdax .20@ 3.6+ 1.00% .08 3.4 0.85% .32 2.1+ 0.57+ .13 2,2, 0.6B* .26 2.8, 1.10% 5 04%% 3, 45%%
7. Factual .29 0.7 G.11 13 1.3+ De11 .20 141 0.26 .41 1.8 0,53+ .23 2.2 0.56% .24 2.0, 0.64* 3,57+* 0,48
8., Infarmative « 31 0.4, 0.10 .40 1.7, J.40% .285 0.5, 0,03 .41 0.7, J.11 +20g 0.7, 018 .355 1.2, 0.26  2,51%% 2,06
9. Pertinent 37 1.3 0.82% .22 1.6 0.34 .15 1.5 0.49% .17 3.1 0.6B% .13 3.0 0.75% .16 2.5 0.79*% 2,04 D0.40
Negative
£ @ @ + @ a ‘
10. Abstract 21 D.4 D.14 .16 D3 0.04 .16@ D.8 0.23 ,45 1.5 0,43+« .00 0.7 0.02 .15, 0.6 0.19 2.27%% 3,12 %%
11. Confusing .49 0.5 0,01 .25 0.5 g.08 .18 0.4 D.17 .29 Te1 0.05 22 1.0 0.27 .05 0.7 0.04 4.06%% 2,06
12, Crowded : .40 1.1 0.34% .42 0.3 g.08 .47 0.5 0.01 .38 (.8 0,03 .42 0.6 .03 .27@ U.8+ 0,06 19,40%%96, 05 %
13. Irrelevant .51 . 0.4 .00 ,12° 0.7 0D.08 .21 0.4, 0,14 .28 0.3 0.04 o 31 U.5+ 0,90 .09 1.3 0D.22* Q.86 4,23%x
14. Repstitive «19 0.5 0.16 .25 0,8 0.01 .21 1.3 0.31% .19 1.1 0.09 .28 1.3 0,27 .29 0,9 WG7 5,64%% 0.51

# Same explanatory notes as under exhibit I



ExhiBlt VI

IRRITATIVEKESS*
:i& Name Ad. 1 Ad. 2 Ad. 2 Ad. 4 Ad. 5 Ad. 6 Frvalues
' I K M., r K m.n. r K M1 r K M0, T K M0, by K M.D. Engl- Guja-
ish rati
Pogitive
1. Impressive .45 0,8 0.23 .38 0.8, D.15 .43 1 7+ Jed7+ 46 11 C.28 42 1 4+ 0,30 84
: + + * - » L) L] - [ - . » 1-0 6022 2-76** ‘1-73
2. Interssting W31 2.87 D.76% .27 2.67 0.71% .27 2.37 0.64% .30 2,00  0.59% .56 1,57  0.42%¢ .33 0.9 < 0.00 2.15  4.56%x
Negative '
. a@ @
3. Annoying .19 04,5 0,32 .,12° 0,9 0G.D8 .08@ 2.3 D.DB .30@ 0.5 0.12 22 0.6 6.03 .22, 0.3 0.08 2.92%* 2414w
4., Awfgl A7 0.5 0,06 .18@ 0.5 .07 .02@ 0.4 0.03 .08 1.2% 0.2 .24 1.7 0.23 .TUL 0.5 U.06  3,10%* 1,38
5. Boring L45% 0,3 0,01 .89@ D.6 0.13 .D&@ 0.1 0,02 32 0.2 .0z .38 0.3 8.00 .113 G.B 0.16 J.74%% 4, 0Bx*
Ga C;azy . .36 0,3 0,07 .05@ D.2+ 0.04 .01 0.4 (.04 e25 1.0 0.19 .36@ 0.6 o, 02 .03@ .5 0. 08 J.4B** 5,20%%
7. Dlsgusthg L44 0,9 0,08 .US@ 1.2, 0.12 .17, 0.5 0.08 21 0.6, 0.07 » 01 0.4 0.3z «fd45 046 0.05 3, 34%% 3, 35%%
8, Embarassing 20 0.8 0,19 ,07 1.2 0.03 .82a 0.4 U.19 .26 1.5 0. 11 .18 0.7 0.10 .02° 0.4 0.13 - 1,45 2,Bo%#
9, Foolish 67 0.1 D,03 51 0.5 0,09 GD{ D& 0.04 47 Q.3 g 2 ' 8
. . . . . . . . " . . .06 LA49 0.2 D.04 .05 0.3 0.03 4,07%%  4,B88%#
. I . @ X + a * - . L]
10. Frustrating G2 D.p+ 0.03 .23@ 0.5+ 0.39* .11, G.9+ 0, 19* .12% Ta b Dodg* .10; 0.8 0.05 .UB@ 1e 0.24*% 1.41 5.43%+
11. Heavy 236 2,37 0.41% .05 2,57 0.43x ,06_ 2.7 D.47¢ .09 3.67  0.56% .12° 2.9 0.41% .29 3,47 0.53% 2,88%% 0,69
12, Hnrrxb}e $43 0.7 0.17 .51@ 0.3 0.04 .04_ 0,1 0G.02 .25, 0.2 0.03 36 0.6 0.14 .03@ 0.5 0. *%*
13, Insulting 46 0.6 0.15 .09° 0.2 0,03 83 @ A S
4, : : . «6! 0. . . . .01@ .1 0.d0 .02 0.6 0.12 3% D.5 D.05 .58 0.2 D0.04 J.B9%x  2,02%x
14, Intglerable .54 0,2 0,01 .28 0.4, 0.02 .155 0.5 0.08 037 0.4 0.09 3
: : . N . . .32 0.7 0,16 175 0.9 0.10 R a8
15. Irritating .31 4.6 0.06 ,38 1.3+ 0,21 .102 g.5 0.07 .15@ 0.8 0.20 168 4 5+ O, 32% 14@ 0.7 a ;2 3.89** 5.01
16, Lous .21 0.9 0.d8 . . 0t o, ) 8" o. os? et o . :
17., Negaii\‘e 6:‘.71) 0 g g {]‘S ?‘2@ a B g.%&* -01@ D.7 0.02 -27@ 2,0 0,39+ .28@ 1.8 0,38+ .US@ 1.6 0.28* 3, 77%% 3, AGE%
16, Nomeomaical .49 D-3 D'Ue .22 1.3 0.12 .;g g.g g.ég* .03 0.4 0.04 «14 0.5 0.17 .10 0,4 D.17 Z.BEEE 2,47#%
o L] - - L ] L - a L] 13 Gt'& 3-15 l18 D 5 D
a - 11 17 0.7 J.15% 3.G6#%* 3,73
19. Odd i .34 0.3 0.02 ,16 0,4 0.02 .16@ 0.2 0.11 .1a@ 0.8 D.18 .29 0,B 0.19 33 0.5 0:13 4 gg** 1’;3**
gg. gfzgnsiUe 24 1.0 0.21 .36 0.3 0.09 .22 0.9 0,43 .27@ 0.4 0.06 17 0.9 0.24% .07,0.1 0.03 1.21 G.SB
« Ridiculeus <22 0.8 0.45 .36 0.5 0.,0% .22_ 0.1 0,01 05, 0.9 0.16 27 0.5 a 3 q. ) . ;
- - L] - @ - » . @ » L] i - L] CU? 015‘ U.S 0'01 3.85** 3053**
gg. gugblsh .53 0.2 D.01 .59@ B.4a 0,07 .01@ 0.3 0, 02 .14@ 0.1 Q.u2 35 0 B,7 0a12 .Bﬂ@ g,3 0,03 2.45#% 1,38
24. Su e g .;g 3.3 g.US .01 0.9 D.14 .36@ 0.2 0,02 L0470 1.1 0.06 .42 . Q.6 0.04 «23 0.3 0.08 1. 45 1.34
. Sarcastic . . 220% 25 0,7  0.05 .04 0.6 8,09 29 0.3 0.01 29 0.0 0.19 25 0.7 0.13 0.36
. . L] . [ ] - - . - . - a 1-81
25. Slll¥ .55 0.4 D.12 .43 D1 0.02 .Ddg 0.1 D,00 - .1&2 D.3+ a, 08 48 0.4 .06 .11@ D.3 0,06  2.67%% 2,17
26. StuP%d 55 0.6 0.21 .46@ 0.3 0.02 .09@ 0.8 Q0.15*% .Gla 1.3+ g.09 «23 1.5+ C.d42% .Dgg 0.9 0.14  3.91**x 1,58
2?. Tgr?lble .39 0.8 0.9 .10° 1.0 0,05 .10 0.7 0.03 .865 1.4 0.18 .29 0.8 .00 .05 0.6 .02 1. 40 1.48
28. Tiring .26 0.9 0.15 .29 0.5 0.05 .25, 0.3 0.0z .11, 0.5 0.08 .38 1.1 0.23 .36, 0.3 0.03 5.79%% 4,12%*
29. Vague .24 B.7 0.12 .07@ 0.7 0,15 .02@ c.4 0.09 .14@ 0.6 0,09 .38@ 0.6 0.12 .Dﬁ@ 0.6 0.04 2,58 1,12
30, Vulgar 53 0,4 0,05 .02 0.4 0.06 .01 0.2 a,a7 L0570 0.1 0. G4 067 D.4 D410 « 127 0.6 0.12  3.36%% 2,54%*

* Same explanatory nates as under exhibit 1



Exhibit VII

PERSONAL RELEVANCE®*

[T -
B, ad. 1 Ad. 2 : ad, 3 ad. 4 Ad. 5 fid. & F values
N - Name -
NGO~ r K M.O. T K, M0, T K MD. T K M.D. T K M.D. r K M.D. Engl~ Guja-
. ish rati
Positive

1. Appropriate .31 1.0 0.23 .37 0.5 0.08 19 1.77 0.29 .24 0.8 0,00 .32 0.9 0.21 .38 1.9 0.39% 3,69%x% 1,44

2. Easy to

RemZmber 47 0.4 0.0/ .40 0.8 0.13 A7 0.7 0.16 32 1.1 0.45 .54 1.C 0.15 L43 0,7  0.00 10.03%% 5,53%+
3. Easy to + + +

Understand .47 0.7, 0.21 .51 1.0 0.12 A5 1.4 0,33« .40 1. 0.13 .36 2.2 0.39% ,55 2,0, 0.60% 2,83%% 2,89%+ -

4. Helpful W28 1.9 D.42%  L44 1.0 0.28 .40 1.1 D26  ,32 1.0 0.31% .56 0.6 0.19 37 1.4 0.55% 7.36#% 8,93%%
5. Important i , +

to me .50, 0.8, 0.12 .49 0.5, 0.15 .47, 0.7, 0.01 .42, 0.5 0.14 .54, 1.5 0.69 675 0.2, 0.04  2,4B%% 4,10%#

6. Influential .09° 2.7 0.61% .25 2.4, 0,78+ .11° 5.8 0,99+ .17 2.4 0.49x .02 3,5 0.86* .01 3,0, 0.57% 0.93  1.59

7. In good taste.53 1.3 0,34 .26 2.7 D.55% ,36 3.6 0.95* .36 1.1 0.00 ,30 4.7 D.60% ,40 2.5 0.76* 2,05 9,63%*

8. Makes me :

" want to buy .32 0,7 D0.06 .63 0.5 0,09 .47 0.5, 0.04 .35 0.5 0,06 .59 0.5, 0.12 .60 0.9, 0.08 1.19 0,34
9, Meaningful .40 0.9 0,20 .43 0.4, 0.04 43 - 1.3 0,23 .11 0.6, 0,06 .43 1.7, 0.43% .42 1.3 0,18 2,22%% 3,05%%
10, Noteworthy .25 1.2' 0.29 .35 1.3 D.21 .17 0.9 0,06 .22 1.2° 0.22 03¢ 1.6, 0.26 .18 1.4 0.03 D.66 0,22
11.*Promising .37 0.3 0.0. .38 1.0 0,29 .52, 1.0, 0,14 .22 0.6 0.4 30 1,2 0,30 .48 0.4 0.05 - 2,08 1.61
12. Relevant , L0 0.8 0,21 L42 1.0 0,04 .03 1.6 0.48% .26 0.7 0.10 .26 0.8 0.15 .38 0.6 G.06 1.54 1.10
13. Satisfyinp 67 0.5 0,02 .41 0,8 0,12 49 0,7 ¢.00 .29 4.3  0.41% .40 0.6 0.04 LA44 0,2 0,01 1.52  1.5%
14, Suitable .41 0.8 0.25 .35 0.4 0,06 .68 0.6+ 0,12 .33 1.5 0.29 .55 1.0 O0.18 33 0.2, 0,05  4,57%% 2,99%x
15. Superb .45 u.9+ 0.04 i34 1.3, 0.20 89 4.3 0,22 .53 0.5, 0.16 .54 1.1 0.17 45 1.2 0,22 1.01  1.28
16. Useful 135 1.6 0.54% .27 1.9 0.62% .28 1.6 0.0 .35 1.5 0.55¢ ,40 1.0 0.10 34 0.7 0.18 10.89%% 2,21 %
17. .‘orth looking ¥

at © W33 0.9 0,09 .48 0,3 0,02 .28 0.4 g.08 .32 0.5 0,19 .56 0,5 0.01 W42 1.3 0,26 T.2T#x 5,72%%
18, UWorth remem- + +
bering 27 1.1 0,19 .37 1.6 0,02 .32 0.6 0.08 .26 D.4 (.07 .48 1.2 0.14 A1 1.4 0414 4,00%% 1,43
egatiue
- 0,03 .12° . D.16 20 0.8 0.13 .42 0. D.03  1.15  1.08

19. Inadequate .09@ 0.7 0.3 0.06 .18 0.4 D.06 23 ]
20. Not for me « 33 D.,2 0.08 40 .7 0.16 .19 0.9 0.24 «52 o
21. Pointless .30 0,3 D0.01 .29 0.1 o0.04 .00% 0.4 " 0.08 .38 O

¥ Same explanatary notes as under exhioit I.

0.8 Uad
0005 -51 016 0013 .62 0.5 0110 ‘ 1.26 2.15
2.03 « 36 G.3 0,02 147 0.4 0,05 3,.14#* 1.81

L e




