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ABSTRACT 

Many behavioral measurement methods have been 

transferred from their disciplines of origin to the field 

of marketing and have then been employed in the expanding 

area of consumer attitude measurement. One such measurement 

method, which was selected for this research, is the semantic 

differential technique developed by Osgood and his associates 

in the 1950's. 

A review of the marketing literature indicates that 

the use of the semantic differential has varied primarily 

with respect to revision of the original fifty word pairs. 

The number of items employed from the original list ranges 

from all to none, Although these changes have been made to 

render the semantic space more appropriate to marketing 

situations, there has been minimal testing of the results of 

the changes, 

The experiment conducted in this research consisted 

of two related phases. In the first phase, an alternative 

list of word pairs suitable to a specific application was 

developed. The second phase involved a performance compari

son of the new word list and Osgood's list in the same 

marketing context. 

The measurement of a local bank's image among 

current and past account holders was the marketing situation 

vii 
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in which the semantic differential technique was applied and 

tested. Secondary sources were consulted in order to 

generate an initial word list of one hundred and fifty 

adjective pairs descriptive of the elements of a bank's 

image. Present and past customers were randomly selected 

from files maintained by the bank in order to establish 

criterion groups for the development phases and final 

comparison of the new Bank form and original instrument of 

Osgood and associates. 

The initial one hundred and fifty adjective pairs 

were reduced to a list of fifty using two refinement 

stages. Questionnaires were administered by personal inter

views to respondents from each criterion group, On the basis 

of measured differences between the two customer groups, 

with respect to the bank image elements, those word pairs 

registering the greatest differences were retained for the 

final list. 

In the comparison phase of the experiment, both 

lists of fifty word pairs were administered to test group 

respondents; their respective measurement properties were 

then compared using discriminant analyses and factor 

analyses. Step-wise discriminant analysis did not indicate 

any differences in the discriminating ability of the two 

forms. Four word pairs from the Bank list accounted for the 

instrument's discriminating ability, while the 
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discriminating performance of the Osgood list was 

attributed to two word pairs. 

Subsequent factor analysis of both word lists pro

vided additional insight concerning the discriminating word 

pairs from each form. Three of the four adjective pairs 

from the Bank list were found in factors relating to 

employee attitudes toward customers. Similar factor 

analysis of Osgood's list did not produce an apparently 

meaningful interpretation of the two discriminating 

adjective pairs. 

Based on the measurement of the bank's image among 

present and past customers, differences in the ability to 

discriminate were not found. However, the interpretation 

and potential use of the results from the Bank form seemed 

superior to the list developed by Osgood and associates. 

This research indicates that development and refinement 

procedures employed prior to the application of the 

semantic differential in a marketing context may improve 

the information value of the results, even though dis

criminating ability is not improved. 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Attitude measurement has been an important area of 

investigation in numerous disciplines. Beginning in the 

social sciences in the early 1900's, the definitions, 

methodologies, and techniques of attitude measurement have 

spread throughout related behavioral areas. Starting slowly 

and rapidly increasing in the last two decades, attitude 

measurement methods have been employed and even assimilated 

into other discipline fields outside the behavioral area. 

Throughout this entire evolutionary process, attitude 

measurement has been associated closely with development and 

refinement of attitude theory. 

In its very early stages, attitude measurement con

sisted of recording subjects' feelings toward stimuli; that 

was the extent of the measurement technique employed. 

Following these initial recordings of subject feelings, 

attitude measurement was applied to investigating relation

ships between attitudes and behavior. The complexity of 

attitude theory increased and, correspondingly, attitude 

measurement techniques expanded in order to examine attitude 

changes and associated behavior modifications. The division 

of a single attitude into components having hierarchies and 

1 



2 

interrelationships has increased the complexity of attitude 

measurement. 

The development of attitude theory and measurement 

has brought about an expansion and diversity of concepts and 

research methodology. Throughout the growth process, many 

challenges have been presented to the researcher. The 

degree of scientific objectivity and the exactness of the 

behavioral researcher's measurement techniques have been 

criticized on many occasions. Criticisms have included the 

difficulty of measuring attitudes and behavior, the lack of 

evaluation, testing and refining of measurement techniques, 

and concentration on experimental design with minimal 

attention directed toward measurement. Additional questions 

concern control, objectivity, reproducibility, and systematic 

acquisition of a tested body of knowledge. 

Kiesler, Collins, and Miller (1969) discuss several 

problems in attitude measurement. The first problem relates 

to a widening difference between the growth of attitude 

theory and a corresponding increase in sophistication of 

measurement technology. The critical relationship between a 

theory and the testing of that theory has slowed to the 

point where the mutual and simultaneous development of both 

does not exist. Secondly, this problem is confounded by the 

rapid dissemination of attitude theory and measurement into 

other academic fields. The spread of attitude theory and 

measurement techniques into other fields accentuates the 
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difficulty in answering questions related to measurement 

reliability and validity. The alien environment inhibits 

the testing of measurement methods in controlled situations, 

although complete refinement more than likely was never 

finished in the behavioral sciences. 

It is possible that the rapid assimilation of 

attitude measurement techniques into related fields often 

accelerates discrepancies between the respective growth 

rates of attitude theory and attitude measurement. Three 

general phases can be identified when a measurement tech

nique is transferred from one discipline to another. The 

first phase concerns the relationship between the develop

ment and the refinement of the measurement method in its 

original environment. Its transition to another discipline 

represents the second part of a measurement technique's 

development. This is a critical time in the technique's 

adoption, when a number of theoretical questions can arise 

which affect its eventual application in a new environment. 

The assimilation into the new environment and application of 

the method constitute the third part of the transfer process. 

During the transfer process, many of the previously 

described research problems occur, often in a more compli

cated form. Many illustrations of the transfer cycle of 

attitude measurement techniques from the behavioral areas 

are to be found in marketing. Names such as Guttman, 

Likert, Thurstone, and Osgood and associated measurement 
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techniques are very familiar to most marketing researchers 

(Green and Tull, 1970). Each attitude measurement method 

was developed in the behavioral sciences and then trans

ferred to marketing in attempts to quantify customer atti

tudes. In particular, Osgood's semantic differential has 

been quite widely used. 

Osgood's initial development of the semantic 

differential was instigated by the need to quantify the 

mediational process used by an individual to formulate word 

meaning (Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum, 1957). Subsequent 

research produced a measurement instrument of bipolar 

adjective pairs having a seven-interval response scale. The 

final test instrument form contained fifty tested adjective 

pairs, which consistently measured word meaning in terms of 

three primary factors: evaluation, potency, and activity. 

On the basis of the research results obtained during the 

refinement phases, and replications of the measurement form 

in closely allied fields. Osgood et al. (1957) postulated 

that an integral part in the formulation of word meaning 

could be attributed to attitudes. Further, they proposed 

that the evaluative portion of word meaning was, in fact, 

the affective part of an individual's attitude that was 

directed toward the word (stimulus). Therefore, given the 

potential capability of the semantic differential to record 

affective attitudes toward stimuli, Osgood et al.'s list of 
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fifty adjectives acquired rapid measurement appeal in 

diverse disciplines. 

After initial development in the behavioral area, 

the semantic differential, as constructed by Osgood et al. 

(1957), entered the transfer phase. Marketing was among the 

numerous disciplines to which the semantic differential 

spread. 

Since the initial use of the technique described by 

Mindak (1956), the semantic differential has been used in 

many marketing research applications involving consumer 

attitudes; buying behavior; image measurements; and product, 

package, and advertising evaluation. Throughout the appli

cation of the semantic differential in marketing, Osgood et 

al."s (1957) fifty-item list has remained the basis for 

adjective pair generation. The employment of this list 

ranged from its completely unaltered use to the retention 

of a few critical word pairs used in conjunction with a new 

list developed for a specific marketing measurement problem. 

It is difficult to separate the transfer and appli

cation phases of the semantic differential in marketing. 

Rather, these two stages often occurred simultaneously in 

the marketing usage of the technique. The semantic differ

ential was applied in an ever-widening number of measurement 

situations without a reasonable knowledge of its suitability 

to the new environment. From a review of the literature, it 

seems that the transfer of the semantic differential to 
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marketing was immediate and generally lacked systematic 

evaluation prior to use in the marketing context. 

The basic appeal to marketers of a method to measure 

respondents' feelings toward stimuli via descriptive dimen

sions was invitingly simple. Thus, the immediate implementa

tion of the method, and the employment of Osgood et al.'s 

word pairs, or an abbreviated Osgood list with selected 

pairs from assorted other sources, is explained. The 

question remains whether increased use of systematic testing 

should have been included in marketing research designs. 

A critical element of semantic differential method

ology is the definition of the semantic space or adjective 

pair list which describes the dimensions of the stimulus to 

be evaluated by the respondent. Although various forms of 

Osgood et al.'s word pair list have been used, the impact of 

changes in adjective lists from theirs has not been 

examined within a marketing context. When new lists or an 

abbreviated Osgood list have been used, no comparisons have 

been made of these results and those of the original Osgood 

list. The relative measurement performance or information 

value of the altered word lists and the list devised by 

Osgood et al. have not been investigated in a controlled 

situation. The question remains, how would the measurement 

qualities of the semantic differential technique be affected 

by the construction of an alternative set of word pairs for 

a particular marketing situation? 
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In this study, an exploratory experiment compares 

the measurement properties of Osgood et al.'s (19 57) 

adjective list with an alternative list of word pairs. The 

experiment was conducted with customers of a participating 

bank in a controlled attitude measurement test situation. 

In the first part of the experiment, a list of fifty 

adjective pairs was developed from two refinement phases 

using respondent groups from the bank's present and past 

customer files. The measurement qualities of both the 

alternative fifty-word pair list and Osgood's list of fifty 

adjective pairs were compared in the second part of the 

experiment. Test groups in the second phase were selected 

from the same customer population of the participating bank. 

The development procedures and a comparison of the re

spective measurement properties of the two semantic dif

ferential test instruments are described in this paper. 

A review of attitude measurement, with emphasis on 

scaling methodologies, is presented in Chapter II. The 

background serves to describe the use of scaling methods in 

the measurement of consumer attitudes and to position 

Osgood's semantic differential among the various alternative 

scaling techniques. Also included in Chapter II is an 

examination of the semantic differential and its initial 

development by Osgood. The uses of the semantic differen

tial in marketing which have been published in the major 

journals are reviewed in Chapter III. Particular attention 
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is directed in the review toward the evaluation of the 

development and refinement procedures employed in the 

alteration of Osgood's list, or the construction of new 

word lists, for marketing needs. An explanation of the 

research problem investigated in this paper is presented in 

Chapter III. 

The overall research design is described in Chapter 

IV. The first part of the research involved the development 

of an alternative adjective pair list through two refinement 

stages. This procedure is discussed in Chapter IV; the 

discussion includes word pair generation, selection of 

criterion groups, sampling and field procedures, data 

analyses, and word list refinement. 

The second part of the research design is discussed 

in Chapter V. Both semantic differential forms were ad

ministered in a controlled measurement situation using 

respondent groups recruited from the clientele of the local 

bank. Comparison of the measurement qualities of the 

respective lists was based on statistical criteria, in

cluding discriminant and factor analyses of the attitude 

data. 

In Chapter VI a review of the project is given. 

The review contains a summary of the research, an evaluation 

of the methodology, and results and suggestions for future 

projects utilizing a similar plan. Lastly, the implications 
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of this study in relation to the expanding volume of be

havioral research in marketing is discussed. 



CHAPTER II 

ATTITUDE THEORY AND MEASUREMENT, AND 
OSGOOD'S SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL 

There are numerous attitude theories and associated 

measurement methods. No attempt is made in this paper to 

review the entire field of attitude theory. Rather, a brief 

summary of attitude theory is presented to provide a back

ground for scaling methodologies in general, and Osgood's 

semantic differential in particular. The material presented 

is not an evaluation or critique of attitude theory, but is 

a description of elements common to most attitude theories. 

Attitude measurement techniques are discussed with 

emphasis on the scaling methodologies, especially the 

semantic differential. Osgood's development of this tech

nique is reviewed. Special attention is given to Osgood's 

generation and refinement of the fifty word pairs contained 

in the final list and its transfer to other subject areas. 

Attitude Theory 

An in-depth review of attitude theory is not 

attempted in this paper. Instead, the common elements of 

attitude theories are described as background for discussing 

attitude measurement, specifically, attitude scaling methods, 

and the semantic differential. 

10 
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Attitudes represent an individual's organization of 

mental elements which are directed toward a stimulus with 

varying degrees of intensity, and which dispose the indi

vidual in a favorable or unfavorable manner toward the 

stimulus (Hollander, 1967). The three basic elements of 

attitudes generally are termed the affective, cognitive, 

and behavioral components (Second and Backman, 1964). An 

individual's feelings toward a stimulus are defined as the 

affective element of the attitude. The cognitive part of 

an attitude represents a person's recognition or knowledge 

of the existence of the stimulus. A person's disposition 

toward the stimulus is termed the behavioral component of 

the attitude. 

There is a difference between the affective feelings 

and the behavioral disposition of an attitude. The 

affective part of an attitude can contain many feelings 

toward a stimulus, and can be generated immediately upon 

perceiving and acknowledging the existence of a stimulus. 

After affective and cognitive data are processed, the indi

vidual's disposition emerges in terms of a favorable or un

favorable response directed toward the stimulus. Generally, 

the response is characterized as overt behavior, such as a 

verbal reaction, facial expression, or some other means of 

communicative behavior. However, the response can be 

internalized and no visible behavior exhibited. In either 
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situation, the disposition or attitude becomes a part of 

the individual's experience memory. 

Although the three attitude components represent an 

interdependent system, the attitude elements are related 

to, interact with, and are influenced by, other mental 

processes. Opinions, beliefs, and values are important 

parts of an individual's personality and can be differenti

ated from attitudes (Berelsen and Steiner, 1967). Opinions 

closely resemble attitudes. Like attitudes, they often 

dispose an individual toward a stimulus, but they are formed 

and exist for a shorter time span than attitudes. In some 

cases, opinions can precede attitudes, and represent the 

initial reaction of an individual toward a stimulus. 

Beliefs are based on an individual's background of expe

rience and are used in establishing credibility of stimuli 

by means of a mental search and comparison process. Steiner 

and Fishbein (1965) equate beliefs to the cognitive element 

of attitudes. Over time, the assimilation of data from the 

cognitive element is categorized to form beliefs according 

to the individual's classification of the many stimuli 

encountered in his environment. 

Values represent the highest order of information 

stability for the individual (Berelsen and Steiner, 1967). 

The process of sorting experiences by means of opinions, 

attitudes, and beliefs results in the formation of an 

individual's value system. This process occurs as the 
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person continually interacts with his environment. Because 

the development of values can be viewed as requiring a 

massive assimilation and processing of data, values evolve 

over the longest time span, and represent the strongest 

personality element and the element least amenable to 

change. 

The interaction of all the personality elements 

represents a complex system. The system is further compli

cated by the uniqueness of each individual and by dynamic 

interrelationships introduced over time. Hollander (1967) 

holds that attitudes are socially learned, continually 

changing, and usually multidimensional in nature. 

Although behavior is affected by all the personality 

variables, the attitude part of an individual's personality 

has generated the greatest interest and research effort 

among the behavioral sciences. Researchers have attempted 

to reduce the personality's complexity by concentrating on 

the attitude variable alone. Further simplification of the 

research problem has been achieved through investigation of 

specific interdependent attitude elements and their 

respective relationships to behavior. 

Attitude Measurement 

Attitude measurement methods can be grouped into 

four general categories: depth interviews, projective 

techniques, content analysis, and attitude scales 
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(Hollander, 1967). The final choice often depends on con

straints imposed by the parameters of a particular measure

ment situation, including amount of information required, 

qualifications and expertise of personnel, subject(s), 

testing environment, reliability, time, and cost. 

Depth interviews, projective techniques, and content 

analysis involve a one-to-one relationship with the re

spondent. These methods are employed when the objective is 

to maximize the amount of information obtained concerning 

an individual's attitudes and related personality variables. 

A personal relationship is established with the subject in a 

clinical environment. Professionally trained personnel are 

needed for both the administration of the testing methods 

and subsequent analysis of the data (Hollander, 1967). 

While the previous methods generate considerable in-

depth attitude data about the individual, the time, cost, 

and necessity of trained personnel tend to make these 

methods somewhat inappropriate for application to larger 

samples. In contrast, scaling methods are flexible and can 

be administered to large samples. Whereas depth interviews, 

projective techniques, and content analysis utilize a one-

to-one relationship with the subject, scaling methods tend 

to eliminate direct involvement with the respondent and, 

instead, rely heavily on multivariate analytical techniques 

to process the large amount of data generated with these 

methods. 
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Scaling techniques can be divided into two cate

gories, those involving the judgment approach and those 

involving the sentiment or response approach. When attitude 

measurement involves the judgment approach, the respondent 

rates a stimulus on various dimensions or attributes, which 

are generally of a physical nature. The comparisons then 

provide relative standards, and the variation among 

response patterns is attributed to the different reactions 

exhibited toward the evaluated stimulus' attributes. 

In the sentiment or response approach, both stimuli 

and subjects are sources of variability. Response scaling 

methods involve an evaluation of a more abstract stimulus 

(image), which depends on the subject's value system. The 

dimensions of the stimulus are not explicitly defined or 

known, and careful formulation of the appropriate response 

items is necessary (Nunnally, 1967). 

The essential aspects of scaling methods include 

the item for evaluation, descriptive scales, which represent 

the dimensions of the stimulus, and the response interval 

format, which relates the dimension to the stimulus and 

later permits quantification of the responses. The 

stimulus, usually in verbal form, is an idea, object, 

picture, or other thought-generating item. The descrip

tive dimensions of the stimulus can be framed in any form 

from single words to complete sentences. 
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Interval formats can be bipolar: semantic dif

ferential, declarative statements (Likert and Guttman); or 

simply descriptive terms accompanied by a rating scale. 

Scale values are established through the use of symbols, 

integers, verbal modifiers, or an unstructured situation in 

which values are assigned by the respondent. 

The earliest response scale technique reported in 

the literature was developed by Thurstone. He attempted to 

assign constant values to his scale intervals by having a 

panel of subjects, a subset of the proposed test population, 

establish scale values by sorting the stimuli into piles. 

The various piles represented an implicit determination of 

the varying degrees of respondents' attitudes expressed 

toward the stimuli. Other well-known scale response 

methods include Likert scales, Guttman scales, Osgood's 

semantic differential, and Q-sorting techniques (Hollander, 

1967). 

If the reader desires additional information about 

attitude scaling methodology, the following references 

represent various levels of technical treatment of the 

subject. A thorough discussion, with technical supporting 

material, is found in Theory and Methods of Scaling by 

Warren S. Torgerson (1958). Similar information, but 

without the technical material, is available in Psycho

metric Theory by Jum Nunnally (1967) and contains an 

excellent presentation of the definitions, differences, 
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and applications of various scaling methods. For a less 

rigorous yet very inclusive discussion of scaling methods, 

Marketing Research: Management and Methods by Wentz (1972) 

is recommended. 

Osgood's Research on Word Meaning 

The semantic differential scaling instrument evolved 

from the research of Charles E. Osgood and associates at 

the University of Illinois during the early 1950's (Osgood 

et al., 1957) . In order to develop a method for quantifying 

an individual's perceived meaning of words, and the rela

tionships between word meanings, Osgood formulated a scaling 

methodology. This measurement idea was postulated on the 

basis of his investigation of an individual's formulation 

of word meaning. The following paragraphs present a brief 

review of Osgood's investigation of word meaning and his 

resulting development of the semantic differential. The 

complete description of Osgood's theory of word meaning and 

research is contained in The Measurement of Meaning 

(Osgood et al., 1957). 

Word meaning is the result of one of numerous 

mental processes an individual uses in the attempt to 

understand his surroundings. Verbal stimuli continually 

initiate an association with environmental objects, either 

animate or inanimate. The process of collecting, assimi

lating, and analyzing the word stimuli is termed the 
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mediational process, which produces a form of overt behavior 

or a non-overt change of disposition. Many variables such 

as attitudes, values, beliefs, opinions, and stored informa

tion from past experiences are involved in the mediational 

process. Each of these variables provides input, directly 

as well as by interaction, to influence an individual's 

mediational process in establishing word meaning and an 

understanding of his environment (Osgood et al.f 1957) . 

According to Osgood there are two levels of word 

meaning. At the first level are nouns, which correspond to 

environmental stimuli; significates or modifiers used to 

describe the nouns (i.e., stimulus) constitute the second 

level of meaning. An individual perceives and associates 

many nouns and respective modifiers to establish the meaning 

of his environment. To understand the numerous relation

ships between modifiers and nouns, or significates and 

stimuli, a method was needed to investigate the elements of 

the mediational relationship employed by individuals to 

establish word meaning. 

The development of the measurement device involved 

examining the word meaning of twenty noun stimuli selected 

from a list of stimulus words (Osgood et al., 1957) which 

were readily recognized and accepted in American culture. 

Several procedures were used to generate the appropriate 

modifiers for the twenty stimuli. Initially, open-end 

questions were used to produce an adjective list from which 
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the most commonly mentioned modifiers were selected. Word 

association tests were used to refine the previously ob

tained adjective list for the twenty noun stimuli. This was 

done by compiling the results of respondents' sorting the 

adjectives according to noun preferences. Following re

finement of the adjective list for the twenty words, Osgood 

chose the final fifty adjective pairs which he felt best 

described the twenty concepts on an equal basis. These 

fifty adjective pairs constituted the significates of the 

twenty nouns and became the semantic space of the measure

ment instrument (Osgood et al., 1957) . 

The final test instrument format consisted of the 

concept word stimulus which was followed by the fifty 

bipolar adjective pairs, separated by a seven-interval 

response surface. Each respondent was asked to mark the 

interval between each adjective pair which best described 

his feeling concerning the adjective pair and the concept. 

Integer values were assigned to the intervals between the 

adjective pairs in order to measure direction and intensity 

of the respondent's feelings in the mediational process. 

After the test form with the twenty concepts and 

fifty adjective pairs was administered to college students, 

extensive numerical analyses were conducted to ascertain 

patterns and relationships in the formulation of word 

meaning among the responses. Factor analysis of the answers 

produced a configuration of three primary factors. Osgood 
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et al. (1957) termed the three adjective factor groups 

evaluation, potency, and activity. On the basis of the 

amount of common variance absorbed among the three factors, 

the evaluation component was the most important factor used 

by individuals in formulating word meaning (Osgood et al., 

1957) . 

Osgood replicated the prior research design, using 

a thesaurus as his source for adjective pairs, in order to 

test the semantic space of the same twenty word stimuli. 

Osgood and his associates administered the second test form 

to another sample of college students. Using the same 

analytical procedures, the factor analysis of the fifty 

adjective pairs yielded a similar factor configuration. To 

test the relationship between the two factor structures and 

individual item factor loadings, Osgood correlated the two 

factor structures. High r values were found between the 

individual scale items contained in the factor structures 

of both test forms (Osgood et al., 1957). 

Further testing of the fifty adjective pair lists 

with other concepts continued to yield the original factor 

structure. Item loadings remained stable, especially on 

the three primary factors of evaluation, potency, and 

activity. The continual dominance of the three factors led 

Osgood to postulate that individuals form word meaning via 

the mediational process, using the evaluation, potency, and 

activity factors (Osgood et al., 1957). 
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After examining the item dimensions of the three 

major factors, Osgood felt that the evaluative factor might 

correspond to an individual's attitude toward a stimulus. 

After further examination of the primary factors, Osgood 

offered the following interpretations. The potency factor 

connoted a size variable, while activity implied a movement 

or involvement state with the stimulus. The evaluation 

factor implied an appraisal of the concept which could 

result in a favorable or unfavorable disposition toward the 

concept. Osgood further .theorized that, because the 

evaluative factor was an appraisal emanating from a person's 

feelings, the evaluative factor corresponded to the 

affective portion of an attitude. Hence, in developing a 

test instrument for the measurement of word meaning, Osgood 

discovered that an important input to the mediational 

process was evaluative, which corresponded to the affective 

element of attitudes (Osgood et al., 1957). 

Given that the semantic differential exhibited the 

capability of measuring individuals' affective attitudes 

toward concepts or other stimuli, the potential measurement 

applications were numerous. However, Osgood cautioned that, 

despite the apparently wide applicability of the method

ology, an essential part of the semantic differential's 

effective use was the definition of an appropriate semantic 

space for the measured concept (Osgood et al., 1957). 
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An early introduction of the technique to marketing 

was made by Mindak (1956). Forecasting that the method 

would have wide application in marketing research, e.g., 

in assessing consumer attitudes toward products, brand 

images, packaging, and advertising copy, he again reiterated 

Osgood's warning that only with better understanding of the 

method could marketers fully realize its potential. A 

review of the semantic differential's use in marketing is 

presented in the next chapter. 



CHAPTER III 

THE USE OF THE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL 
IN MARKETING 

Applications of the semantic differential to various 

areas of marketing appeared in the literature soon after 

Osgood et al. (1957) published the results of their work. 

The literature review given here is limited to the major 

marketing journals. There have been numerous other uses of 

the semantic differential in marketing; the sources either 

are not available for public distribution or are of a 

proprietary nature. 

The purpose of the literature review is to discuss 

the history of the semantic differential's use in 

marketing and to provide a basis for the research presented 

in this paper. Specifically, various stages of modification 

of the original word list are noted in the articles relating 

to the development and use of the semantic differential in 

marketing. The methods for adaptation of the semantic 

space are of primary interest in this study. 

In most of the earlier applications in marketing, 

Osgood's refined adjective list of fifty word pairs, or 

selected word pairs, was used without alteration for atti

tude measurement purposes. More recent users tended to 

select a base of adjective pairs from Osgood's list--a few 

23 
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stable adjective pairs from each factor--and then added 

pairs from various sources. The, alternative sources 

included previous research in the subject area, client 

recommendations, and past experience and familiarity with 

the stimulus being evaluated. New word pairs were substi

tuted for the decreasing number of stable pairs borrowed 

from Osgood's list until, frequently, a completely revised 

list was employed for marketing applications. 

Irrespective of the degree of modification, final 

word pair lists were frequently employed with minimal 

screening to measure consumer attitudes. Different methods 

were used to obtain adjective pairs for a particular 

semantic space. In the absence of a systematic refinement 

procedure, and without any measure of the impact on measure

ment performance in comparison with Osgood's list, final 

adjective pairs were selected. 

The following applications selected from the 

literature review illustrate the modifications which 

occurred during the transition of the semantic differential 

to marketing. Greater detail concerning the modification 

process is provided by the applications and serves as a 

basis for the research problem statement of this study. 

Applications in Marketing 

One of the first articles in marketing literature 

concerning the semantic differential was authored by Mindak 
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in 1956. In this article Mindak described the many possible 

applications of the semantic differential in marketing. He 

illustrated the adaptability of this new attitude measure

ment technique by using it to measure the audience impact 

from advertising of a consumer product. The semantic space 

for the advertising stimulus consisted of eight word pairs 

selected from Osgood's evaluative factor. This semantic 

space provided a measure of respondents1 general good/bad 

disposition toward the advertisement. 

Beginning in the early 1960's, marketing users of 

the semantic differential began to experiment and to substi

tute word pairs for those on Osgood's list. The sources of 

the new word pairs were varied; the procedures used to 

refine the items in the final measurement form generally 

were judgmental, based on prior research experience in the 

particular subject area. 

The semantic differential form used by Tucker (1961) 

to measure the common elements of corporate image is an 

example of the adoption of new adjective pairs. As a basis 

for his semantic differential scale form, Tucker selected 

one scale item from each of Osgood's three major factors. 

To complete the semantic space for corporate images, he 

added several items selected from prior studies relating to 

the measurement of bank corporate image. The remaining word 

pairs were included at the suggestion of the corporate 
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client. In total, the final form contained eleven word 

pairs, three of which came from Osgood's adjective list. 

In a later article, Mindak (1961) again reviewed the 

numerous marketing applications for the semantic differen

tial, and described a second illustrative study of product 

image in which the consumer's perceived image of the product 

was measured by a semantic differential form. However, this 

time Mindak substituted word pairs obtained from a pre

liminary study of product users and subsequent analysis of in-

depth interviews conducted among user respondents. A second 

source of word pairs was an examination of past advertising 

copy for the product. Mindak made no mention of the 

selection criteria or methods except for the use of re

search judgment. 

In a study reported by Barclay (1964), the search 

for and use of new word pairs continued with an attempt to 

correlate brand attitudes and product purchase behavior. 

Attitudes of product users were recorded by a semantic 

differential form in order to observe the relationships 

between various brand images and the specific brand pur

chased. The word pairs for the scale instrument were 

selected on the basis of previous research conducted by 

Barclay on brand image and purchase patterns. 

Osgood's list was the basis for a semantic differ

ential form used in a study of corporate images by 

Clevenger, Lazier, and Clark (1965). They investigated two 
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aspects of the factor structure of corporate image. The 

first area of inquiry represented an effort to measure two 

corporate images using two groups of subjects (students and 

housewives) for the purpose of examining the elements of 

corporate image, and studying image consistency across 

separate stimuli and respondent groups. Secondly, Clevenger 

et al. (1965) tested the comparability of the corporate 

imago factor configuration and the factors found by Osgood 

in his study of word meaning. Ten word pairs were selected 

from each of Osgood1s three factors for the semantic dif

ferential form. No additional word pairs were used, nor 

was there any mention of specific criteria employed to 

select the word pairs from Osgood's list. 

Starting in the mid-sixties, marketing users altered 

their methods for developing the semantic differential. 

Although Osgood's list was used for source material, it 

became secondary to the generation of original word pairs 

appropriate for marketing contexts. Researchers began to 

employ an assortment of refinement methods, in addition to 

their reliance on past research experience. 

Tillman (1967) utilized the semantic differential 

to investigate the relationship between supermarket usage 

patterns and image of supermarket type; that is, region 

versus national. To construct the semantic space for the 

questionnaire, Tillman began with Osgood's list of fifty 

adjective pairs. Personal interviews were conducted with 
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supermarket customers in an attempt to obtain, in addition 

to the adjective pairs on Osgood's list, more appropriate 

word pairs for the semantic space of a supermarket. After 

an alternative list of word pairs was developed, both lists 

were subjected to a refinement process. Grocery store 

attributes were evaluated by a sample of supermarket patrons 

for both nationally and regionally affiliated supermarkets. 

The responses for each scale were tabulated by store and 

user type for each attribute. Any word pair which received 

a scale mean value of four for the attribute ratings by user 

or store type was deleted from the list. The mean item 

score of four represented a neutral response and, therefore, 

implied lack of differentiation between respondent groups. 

Forty-eight items emerged from the preliminary screening 

and these comprised the final semantic differential instru

ment for the supermarket image study. 

Kelly and Stephenson (1967) proposed the semantic 

differential as a means for investigating the relationship 

between retail store image and design of patronage appeals. 

Forty personal interviews were conducted with retail food 

store shoppers in order to develop an adjective list of 

store patronage motives. Words and phrases which appeared 

redundant were eliminated from the initial list. The 

authors then constructed a semantic differential form by 

dividing the remaining words and phrases among corresponding 

retail food store attributes, such as location, personnel, 
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advertising, and products. The form resulting from this 

refinement process was, according to the authors, a means 

of measuring retail store image. Kelly and Stephenson 

recommend preliminary testing by factor analysis to 

eliminate weak items from the store attribute areas, al

though they did not perform this analysis. 

The gradual trend of marketing users to substitute 

new word pairs and, in many instances, to construct com

pletely different semantic spaces for specific marketing 

research needs is illustrated by an article in which the 

existence and effect of a brand image carryover was in

vestigated with dissimilar products (Kerby, 1967) . To 

quantify the hypothesized common elements of brand image 

among different products, Kerby used a semantic differential 

form to measure consumers' feelings toward dissimilar 

products of the same brand versus dissimilar products of 

competing brands. A series of word pair screenings and a 

pretest of the questionnaire form among twenty-five re

spondents completed the lengthy development procedures of 

the semantic space for the measurement of brand images. 

Initially, five hundred adjective pairs were selected from 

Webster's dictionary. After synonyms were eliminated, 

remaining word pairs were retained for the study if they met 

the following criteria (Kerby, 1967): 

1. would elicit responses at the connotative rather 

than denotative level; 
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2. consisted of antonyms that were clearly opposite; 

3. appeared to be unambiguously defined to avoid 

variations of interpretation over successive trials; 

4. were not esoteric. 

The word pairs which satisfied the previous 

qualifying steps were required to meet one additional 

criterion. Each adjective had to be relevant for all the 

products evaluated in the study. Final refinement consisted 

of submitting the preliminary questionnaire to twenty-five 

respondents. All word pairs receiving a high enough number 

of neutral responses, or respondent remarks indicating a 

questionable interpretation, were deleted from the list. 

The final semantic differential form used by Kerby contained 

forty-seven word pairs. 

Another study of self and product image compati

bility by Birdwell (1968) utilized the semantic differential 

scaling methodology. Birdwell investigated two relation

ships in his study among car owners and specific automobile 

types and brands. First, the relationship between the car 

owner's self-image and the automobile owned was measured and 

the degree of congruence was determined. Secondly, the per

ceived images of different automobiles by owners was in

vestigated. To measure these images, a twenty-two item 

semantic differential form was developed. Birdwell (1968, 
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p. 78) described his development and refinement procedures 

as follows: 

A master list of polar terms commonly used to 
describe automobiles was first derived. From the 
master list a group was selected that were (a) 
adjectives or could be put in adjectival form, (b) 
reasonably understandable, (c) possible to provide 
with antonyms, (d) possible to use to describe 
either an automobile or the person who owned it, 
(e) not obviously duplicative of terms already 
employed. 

There was no further discussion in the article concerning 

the method of adjective refinement or the sources of the 

final word list. The form used in the research did not 

appear to incorporate any of the adjectives from Osgood's 

list. The word pairs employed were most likely selected 

from previous research and experience and were considered 

appropriate semantic dimensions of automobiles and auto

mobile owners. 

Dolich (1969), in another study measuring image 

congruence and its relationship to brand purchase patterns, 

used Osgood's factor areas as an adjective classification 

guide when he reviewed magazine ads and television com

mercials to generate suitable adjective pairs describing 

consumer product attributes and self image. Following an 

extensive analysis of advertising copy for descriptive 

product dimensions, several refinement procedures and tests 

were conducted. Details concerning the specific development 

procedures were not furnished in the article, although it 

was noted that many preliminary tests were conducted prior 



32 

to the administration of the final semantic differential 

form to the selected sample. The constructed form was 

employed to record respondents' perceptions of eight 

stimuli, two brands for each of four products, and to 

measure each respondent's real and ideal self image. Each 

subject in the study was required to rate a total of ten 

stimuli (Dolich, 1969). 

The semantic differential form described in an 

earlier article by Stephenson (1969), which postulated 

measurable dimensions of retail store attributes associated 

with store patronage, was employed by the same author to 

investigate determinants of store appeal in relation to 

retail meat markets. Three store images held by female 

shoppers--those of a new, a regular, and an ideal store-

were measured by the semantic differential in order to 

investigate the store attributes which influenced store 

selection. No description of preliminary form testing was 

included in the article. It must be assumed that the 

previously described procedures (Kelly and Stephenson, 

1967) were implemented in this study. 

In an experiment investigating the relationship 

between advertisement effectiveness and consumer purchase 

attitudes, Peterson (1969) employed the semantic differen

tial to measure respondents' attitudes at specified 

intervals during a product advertising campaign. Three 

periods during the advertising campaign in relation to 
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product purchase were identified: pre-consumption, point of 

consumption, and post-consumption. Various student groups 

were exposed to specific product advertising during the 

three time periods and attitudes toward the product were 

recorded during consumption phases using a semantic dif

ferential form. The semantic space for the products 

evaluated was developed from a word pair generation process 

used by Brinton (1961) in the behavioral sciences. 

Roman (1969) used past research experience as a 

basis for choosing appropriate adjective pairs for a 

semantic differential form used to measure the existence of 

semantic generalization or brand name carryover among un

related products from dissimilar product categories. In 

general, the following criteria were recommended for the 

selection process: each word pair should be connotative in 

meaning; unbiased, that is, with no specific value attached 

to either of the opposing adjectives; relevant to the 

attributes of the stimulus; and readily recognized by 

respondents. There was no preliminary testing of the final 

thirty-four word pairs. The form was administered to female 

respondents in four selected test cities. Of the thirty-

four adjective pairs, twenty-two represented common product 

dimensions, while the remaining twelve were applicable to a 

specific product category. 

A comparison between the semantic differential form 

and another nonmetric scaling technique described by Fry and 
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Claxton (1971) required the development of an alternative 

adjective list. The client for the study suggested appro

priate word pairs for the description of product attributes. 

A split sample comparison was utilized to measure scale 

reliability and factor consistency among the suggested word 

pairs. Based on this analysis of the semantic differential 

data, twelve scales (three factors) were retained for 

comparison of the two methods with respect to ability to 

position four brands within the defined semantic space. 

As the use of semantic differential methodology 

moved into the seventies, marketing researchers had for the 

most part divorced themselves from Osgood's word pair list. 

With diversity of application, there developed a need and a 

willingness to generate new word pairs considered appro

priate for specific marketing circumstances. Even though 

subjective evaluation continued to be used in generating and 

refining lists, increased sophistication was evident in the 

testing procedures used to construct final questionnaires. 

An illustration of the preceding change is found in 

the use of the semantic differential as a diagnostic evalua

tion method for television commercials. The development 

work was conducted by Wells, Leavitt, and McConville (1971) 

to devise a testing methodology capable of measuring and 

differentiating consumers' reactions toward commercials. 

An intensive review of past advertising research was con

ducted in order to determine adjectives employed by viewers 
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to express feelings and reactions toward commercials. Addi

tional word pairs were found in psychological literature, 

evaluative studies concerning creative work, and Roget's 

Thesaurus. 

Compilation of the words from previous sources 

yielded a list of one thousand words. The refinement 

process started with the elimination of synonyms. Next, 

consumers were shown commercials and given a list of words. 

They were asked which words they thought could be used to 

describe each commercial. Then another group of respondents 

was presented the partially refined list and asked to rate 

how well each word described the commercial. The mean scale 

word ratings for the commercials viewed were subjected to 

statistical testing for significant differences among the 

word pairs. Following this screening process, the remaining 

two hundred fifty words were divided at random into three 

lists and submitted to factor analysis in order to investi

gate general factor configuration. Similar factor struc

tures emerged among the three lists, and the scales with 

loading scores greater than 0.50 from each factor were re

tained. When necessary, antonyms were selected for the 

refined adjectives to create the standard bipolar format 

with seven response intervals. 

The resulting word list was submitted to a second 

group of respondents who were asked to rate another series 

of commercials. A second factor analysis produced a factor 
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structure containing several of the initial factors with the 

same scale loadings. From this analysis, the highest 

scoring word pairs were chosen for use in the final ques

tionnaire. A third set of respondents was recruited to 

evaluate a series of commercials having varying strategies 

using the new test form. A third factor analysis of the 

data confirmed previous factor structures. The authors 

termed the procedure a "Reaction Profile" which measured 

perceived differences among advertising campaigns in terms 

of various strategies and executions. 

Morris and Cundiff (1971) used four adjective scales 

from Osgood's list to measure male attitudes toward the use 

of products traditionally female-oriented. Although 

twenty-five word pairs were included in the initial list of 

descriptive terms for the test products, it is not clear 

from the text of the article whether a preliminary testing 

of the list preceded field implementation of the four pairs 

used, or whether analysis of the data demonstrated the need 

to base the final analysis on the four adjective pairs. 

In either situation, factor loading scores and percentage 

of respondents marking the neutral position between item 

word pairs constituted the criteria used to select the four 

word pairs to be used as a measure of male feelings toward 

the use of these products. 

The effect of order bias among word pairs scales, 

as related to the stability of stimuli ratings, was examined 
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by Landon (1971); he used a semantic differential form con

structed to measure students' attitudes toward college 

professors. Neither the sources nor the criteria used to 

develop the adjective pairs were described in the article; 

rather, emphasis was placed on the investigation of scale 

order and concept rotation as related to time consistency 

of concept rating. 

Sharpe and Anderson (1972) examined the relevance 

of Osgood's factor structure in a marketing situation by 

selecting eighteen of Osgood's word pairs and asking college 

students to rate six products. The students had differing 

degrees of personal involvement with the products and their 

rates of consumption of the products also varied. Eighteen 

word pairs were chosen from Osgood's thesaurus study, using 

factor loading scores as a measure of adjective pair factor 

relevance. 

Recently, Hawkins, Albaum, and Best (1974) compared 

the semantic differential scaling methodology with the 

Stapel scale. Whereas the semantic differential requires 

the respondent to rate a concept on a seven-point interval 

defined by the word pair, the Stapel scale asks the re

spondent to rate how well the word--either adjective of the 

semantic differential word pair--describes the concept. 

Several aspects were considered in a comparison between the 

two scaling techniques, including information obtained from 

each scale method, field administration alternatives 
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(personal, mail, or telephone), and the ability of each 

method to differentiate public attitudes toward three retail 

stores. The word pairs for the semantic differential "were 

selected from among those commonly reported in case and 

academic studies of retail images" (Hawkins et al., 1974, 

p. 319) . 

Although the preceding literature review is not 

exhaustive, the material presented does provide a sample of 

marketing experience with the semantic differential. The 

purpose of the examples was to examine the specific methods 

employed to adapt the semantic differential technique to 

measurement needs in marketing. As noted above, adaptations 

of the semantic differential to marketing situations have 

ranged from an automatic use of Osgood's list to the com

plete substitution of new word pairs. Many methods of 

revision have been applied to generate and refine appro

priate word pairs for marketing situations. A systematic 

approach to the development process is described in the 

remainder of this paper, and the results are compared with 

those obtained using Osgood's adjective list. 

Statement of Problem 

The gradual change in marketing research from a 

complete dependency on Osgood's adjective list to the recent 

substitution of new word pairs has involved many generative 

and refinement processes. Osgood's suggestion that the 
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semantic space should be an exhaustive description of the 

appropriate dimensions of the stimulus caused marketing 

users to develop their own lists, which were heavily de

pendent on alternative sources of word pairs. Sources for 

word pairs included Osgood's list, past experience, client 

suggestions, previous research in the subject area, litera

ture review, advertising copy, preliminary depth inverviews, 

focus group discussions, and word reference texts. 

Conversely, refinement procedures were limited and 

generally judgmental. In most early studies, the revised 

word pair lists--including a few selected word pairs from 

the Osgood list--were immediately employed in the field. 

Later, the user relied heavily upon subjective evaluation to 

eliminate unnecessary word pairs from developed lists. Al

though the subjective evaluation process was based on past 

research experience and intuitive familiarity with the 

subject area, no formal methods were employed to syste

matically refine new word pair lists. Only recently have 

statistical procedures been incorporated into the word pair 

refinement process. 

Several generalizations can be made regarding the 

historical word pair developmental processes for the 

semantic differential in marketing. First, considering the 

diversity of word generation and refinement procedures used 

since introduction of the technique in marketing, the 

methods were applied to a limited number of situations. 
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Usually the refinement procedures were hastily employed as a 

simple check to determine whether the word pairs were 

basically on target for the stimulus. Emphasis was on the 

measurement potential of the semantic differential within 

the total research design. There was no real attempt until 

recently to perceive the transition to a marketing context 

as a systematic process. 

Second, after new word pairs were developed and 

used, no comparison was made with Osgood's original list of 

fifty adjective pairs. Although several studies did find 

that factor configurations differed and that word pair 

loadings could vary, no direct comparison in a marketing 

context between Osgood's word list and the new adjective 

pairs was found in the literature. The assumption has been 

that new word pairs are necessary for applications in 

marketing; however, there has been no testing of this 

assumption in a controlled marketing context. 

On the basis of these two generalizations regarding 

the use of the semantic differential in marketing, two 

research areas were defined for this study. The first phase 

of the research concerned the development of an appropriate 

list of adjective pairs using a systematic approach in the 

refinement process. The list was constructed to measure 

respondent attitudes toward a stimulus in a marketing con

text. The second part of the study investigated the 
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relationship between the new list and Osgood's adjective 

pairs in a controlled marketing environment. 



CHAPTER IV 

DEVELOPMENT OF A BANK SEMANTIC 
DIFFERENTIAL FORM 

A two-phase research project was designed. The 

first phase consisted of the development of a semantic 

differential scale instrument for a specific marketing 

context. Included in this phase were selection of the 

marketing environment, adjective pair generation, qualifica

tion of criterion group members, and word pair refinement. 

The second stage of the project involved a comparison of the 

new semantic differential form with Osgood's adjective pair 

list in a controlled marketing situation. The development 

process of the appropriate semantic space for the chosen 

marketing application is discussed in this chapter. 

Description of the Marketing 
Test Situation 

A suitable marketing situation was needed to provide 

an environment for the exploratory research study. Two 

design requirements were the ability to control a test 

environment, and the availability of respondent test groups 

for the refinement of the developed semantic differential 

form and its later comparison with Osgood's form. In 

addition to the primary design needs, there were secondary 

considerations of financial support and project cooperation. 

42 
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A major financial institution in the community agreed to 

support the study. 

In meetings with personnel from the bank, a research 

design was proposed; this design involved the investigation 

of the semantic differential scaling technique as applied to 

specific information needs of the bank. For several years 

bank management had attempted to determine the factors which 

affected patronage. In particular, management wanted to 

determine the service attributes, or bank image components, 

which caused patrons to terminate their relationships with 

the bank. Convenience, relocation, account consolidation, 

and poor credit risk were recognized as important variables 

from past studies. Corresponding turnover rates were known, 

but bank management suspected that a sizeable number of 

patrons closed their accounts because of negative attitudes 

developed toward the bank. It was the desire of management 

to determine the factors related to customer attitude change 

and subsequent termination of business with the bank. 

Initial impressions of bank personnel were that the 

variables important to customer attitude change were related 

to the total image of the bank, as characterized by bank 

personality, employee attitudes, physical appearance, 

financial competence, and accounting operations. 

After obtaining ideas and cooperation from the bank 

personnel, the development of a semantic differential for 

the desired information was begun. The test instrument 
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development activities included: determination of criterion 

groups from the bank customer files, initial formation of 

the semantic differential scaling questionnaire, determina

tion of interviewing procedures, design of data processing 

procedures, and sequential selection of procedures for re

fining the word list. These development phases of the 

semantic differential are described in the remainder of this 

chapter. 

Determination of Criterion Groups 

Two customer categories were established in order to 

refine the list of word pairs generated for the bank image 

semantic differential. The first group consisted of present 

customers having accounts with the bank for three years or 

longer. These individuals were assumed to have positive 

attitudes toward the bank and a favorable perception of the 

bank's image. In contrast, past clientele were contacted to 

obtain a measure of the negative attitudes exhibited toward 

the same bank. The specific procedures used to select the 

terminated customer criterion group are described sub

sequently. By submitting the word pairs to test groups 

having a difference in attitudes toward the bank, statis

tical refinement methods could be used to select the most 

appropriate word pairs for the final semantic differential 

form. 
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Transactions for all bank branches in the city are 

recorded on a daily computer activity report. The Opera

tions Department of the bank extracted from the composite 

system activity report the individual account transactions 

for each of the six branches selected as being most repre

sentative of the bank's clientele. All accounts terminated 

that particular day for each branch were contained on each 

report. 

Customarily the bank attempted to obtain a reason 

for account termination at the time of closing. Reasons 

for closure generally included out-of-town move, more con

venient location of another bank branch or competitive 

financial institution, dissatisfaction with the bank, con

solidation of accounts, or unstable behavior of the account. 

Because the dissatisfied customer often declined to express 

openly his dissatisfaction and stated other reasons for the 

account closure, bank management recommended that the out-

of-town move category and the dissatisfaction classification 

be combined to generate the list of account cancellations 

due to discontent with the bank. 

To further screen the closed account names obtained 

from the previous termination code categories, the names 

were verified in a telephone directory. If the person was 

still listed in the current telephone directory, the name 

was retained for inclusion in the past customer test group. 

The remaining names were submitted to the Customer Service 
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Department of the local telephone company for residence 

verification according to the most recent address records. 

After this last qualifying test, a list of names was avail

able for the closed account group. It was assumed that 

these customers had terminated their relations with the 

bank due to some feelings of dissatisfaction. Included in 

the group were individuals who gave an "out-of-town move" as 

their reason for account cancellation but who were still 

residing in the city. As discussed earlier, these people 

were considered members of the dissatisfied group on the 

advice of bank personnel, who were familiar with the 

approximate volume of individuals in each closure category. 

Bank records showed that about 15 to 20 per cent of the 

terminated accounts were due to customer dissatisfaction and 

that many of these persons were found in the "out-of-town 

move" category. 

During the six months of screening names on activity 

reports in the two categories "out-of-town move" and "dis

satisfaction," 2,194 names were considered. After the 

qualifying process, 264 names remained on the final list. 

This large attrition resulting from the verification process 

was unanticipated and eventually caused serious problems in 

using the original research design. No specific explanation 

can be given for the larger-than-expected decrease, except 

that four of the six months used were summer months, and an 



exceptionally high number of "out-of-town moves" did occur 

that year. 

The satisfied customer list was randomly selected 

from current non-commercial customers having maintained an 

account for three and one-half years or longer. 

Interviewing Procedures 

The same interviewer and interviewing procedures 

were used throughout the development stages and in the final 

comparison stage. The interviewing procedures consisted of 

the following sequence of events: After the respective 

samples were selected from each test group for each refine

ment and comparison phase, an introductory letter was sent 

to the prospective respondent. The introductory letter 

(Appendix B) was sent on University letterhead and informed 

the respondent about the study and the bank's sanction of 

the survey. To reduce respondent skepticism and increase 

the credibility of the study, the letter urged each sample 

member to verify the legitimacy of the survey by contacting 

the central office of the bank, any neighborhood branch, or 

the College of Business Administration at The University of 

Arizona. 

The introductory letter was followed by a telephone 

call. The purpose of the call was to minimize participation 

refusal by answering any questions about the survey and to 

arrange a convenient time for the personal interview. The 



48 

in-home interview sessions lasted from fifteen to thirty 

minutes, depending on the particular stage of the study. 

The questionnaire format for both the refinement and 

the comparison stages was designed to be self-administered. 

The interviewer provided verbal instructions concerning the 

manner in which the respondent was to answer the item 

scales. After the respondent had completed the question

naire, the interviewer reviewed the form to insure that no 

items were omitted. The respondents were asked for only a 

minimum of classification data. The interviewer verified 

the bank branch, sex, and test group membership for each 

respondent. 

Delineation of Bank Image 
Semantic Space 

A critical step of the research was the definition 

of a bank's image so that word pairs descriptive of the 

image could be generated. Secondary research sources were 

used to establish the general factors of a bank image and 

to identify, when available from the literature, the 

adjective pairs that described the corresponding image 

areas. Many studies conducted in the banking field yielded 

an extensive list of bank image components. Adjective 

dimensions of the image factors were also obtained from many 

of the same studies. Thus the literature review produced a 

substantial list of bank image areas and accompanying 
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descriptive adjectives (Brien and Stafford, 1967; Butler, 

1969; Dietrich, 1965; Jenkins, 1962; White, 1964). 

The bank image factors obtained from the literature 

were classified into six categories: convenience, reputa

tion, appearance, operations, attitudes, and community 

reputation. Next, the adjectives were distributed among the 

image categories according to anticipated meanings. Addi

tional adjectives for the image categories were obtained 

from a national survey conducted by Opinion Research 

Corporation in 1962 and a similar study in 1966. These 

studies measured public opinion toward many facets of the 

financial community and included a section on customer 

evaluation of banks on a local level ("New Dimensions in 

Full Service Banking," 1966). An omnibus study of public 

attitudes toward the banking industry, conducted by Louis 

Harris and Associates, Inc., in 1970, was also a secondary 

source of adjectives for additional descriptive dimensions 

of the six bank image categories ("Community Opinion 

Leaders' Views of Banks and Bankers in 1970," 1970). 

A final source of descriptive words for the image 

areas was an internal research study conducted by the 

sponsor bank. For about 18 months prior to this project, 

the bank had been asking every customer who terminated his 

account to complete a short mail questionnaire. If the 

customer attributed the account termination to dissatis

faction with the bank, space was provided to record the 
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reasons for the dissatisfaction. From a content analysis of 

respondent answers to the question—presented in a report 

published internally at the bank—additional adjectives were 

obtained for each of the six image factors. 

To complete the adjective list, and in a few cases 

to select an appropriate antonym for a word pair, Roget's 

International Thesaurus (1946) and A Dictionary of Synonyms 

and Antonyms (Devlin, 1961) were consulted. These proce

dures resulted in a list of one hundred fifty adjective pairs 

which represented the descriptive dimensions of a general 

bank image. 

First Phase of Instrument Refinement 

The initial word list of one hundred fifty word 

pairs was administered to eighty-five respondents, forty-

three from the present account group and forty-two from the 

closed account group. The distribution of the sample among 

the six bank branches can be found in Appendix A. Following 

the introductory letter (Appendix B) and telephone contact 

procedures described previously, all eighty-five respondents 

were interviewed in their homes. The approximate interview 

time was thirty minutes. All interviews were conducted by a 

single interviewer during a three-week period. 

Two questionnaire forms (Appendix C) were used to 

reduce order bias among the word pairs. The word pairs were 

randomized using a table of random numbers. The final word 
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pair list was reversed, in both order and adjective pair 

polarity, on the second questionnaire form. A seven-

interval response scale was used between the word pairs. 

Verbal identification of the intervals between the scale 

pairs was based on the list developed by Meyers and Warner 

(1968). The three intervals on each side of the neutral 

position were identified as "slightly," "moderately," and 

"extremely" in levels of attitude intensity. 

Numerical values from one to seven were used for 

coding and analyses of the word pair list. In each case, 

the value of seven was assigned to the more favorable of the 

pair of words; in general, no difficulty was encountered in 

deciding which was the more favorable word. 

The purpose of the first refinement stage was to 

reduce the initial list to about one hundred word pairs. 

Only items that differentiated well between the criterion 

groups in stage one were retained for the second refinement 

phase. Two statistical criteria were used as indicators of 

differentiating ability based on analysis of response 

patterns of the two customer test groups. 

The first statistical criterion was based on a chi-

square goodness of fit test of the respective response scale 

distributions of the two criterion groups. Initial observa

tion of the response distributions across the word pair 

scales indicated the need to combine several of the cells. 

Responses tended to cluster among a few scales, leaving an 
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insufficient number of responses (less than five) for a chi-

square test based on the seven scale values. Therefore, the 

scale values of one, two, and three; four and five; and six 

and seven were combined for each test group. This procedure 

produced cell values of adequate size for both criterion 

groups for most word pairs. In several cases, however, 

further scale reduction was necessary by combining either 

the favorable or unfavorable scales of the adjective pair. 

This resulted in reducing the original seven scale positions 

to two for the chi-square analysis. 

The second statistical criterion was based on 

student's t, which was obtained by computing the item 

response mean and standard deviation for each word pair for 

both test groups. Appendix D contains the t scores and chi-

square values for each word pair in the initial list for 

both respondent groups. The adjective pairs are arranged in 

descending order based on the t-test scores. 

The final selection of adjective pairs was based on 

the student's t. The condensation of the response scales 

to three or two cells for the chi-square goodness of fit 

test was arbitrary and could not be applied in a consistent 

manner in combining the scales for all word pairs. Because 

of its consistent treatment of the responses for all word 

pairs, student's t was used as the primary measure of 

difference between the responses of the two test groups to 

each word pair. 
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Using a student t criterion value of 2.81 (P = .005), 

ninety-three word pairs were retained for the second re

finement phase of the semantic differential form. 

Second Phase of Instrument Refinement 

The ninety-three word pairs from the first refine

ment phase constituted the semantic space of the question

naire submitted to respondents in the. second refinement 

stage. The same letter, telephone call, and in-home inter

view sequence was repeated in this phase. Randomization of 

the ninety-three word pairs was achieved in the same manner 

as in the first stage. After the adjective pair order was 

determined, a second form was constructed containing the 

word pairs in reverse order and adjective polarity. 

During another three-week period, the semantic 

differential form for the second stage (Appendix E) was 

administered to fifty-six respondents from the two test 

groups. Twenty-seven completed interviews were obtained 

from the closed account group and twenty-nine were obtained 

from the current account group. The reduced sample size 

is the result of the greater-than-expected attrition rate 

from the screening process. During the first stage, names 

obtained from the daily activity reports were processed for 

the second stage. After determining the loss rate from the 

names already screened, it was apparent that succeeding 

sample sizes for the remaining research phases would be 
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smaller than anticipated. Therefore, to assure the avail

ability of respondents for the final comparison between both 

semantic differential forms, it was decided to reduce the 

number of respondents for the second stage. 

The student's t statistic was used to select the 

adjective pairs for the final form, which was to be compared 

with Osgood's semantic differential form. The t-scores for 

the ninety-three word pairs are given in Appendix F. The 

first fifty word pairs, having the highest t-scores, con

stituted the semantic space of the bank's image for the 

comparison with Osgood's adjective pair list in the final 

phase of the study. 



CHAPTER V 

COMPARISON OF THE BANK AND OSGOOD 
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL FORMS 

The third phase of the study consisted of comparing 

the bank semantic differential form with Osgood's semantic 

differential form. Each form contained an adjective list of 

fifty word pairs. The fifty pairs in the bank form were 

developed in two previous refinement stages. Osgood's fifty 

adjective pairs, which are frequently used in marketing 

contexts, represented the refined list generated in the 

course of his studies (Osgood et al., 1957) of measuring 

word meaning. 

This chapter reports the results of the comparisons 

of these two forms in a controlled measurement situation. 

The discussion concerns field administration to the bank 

customer test groups, analyses of the data in order to 

observe respective measurement qualities, and interpretation 

of results from each test instrument in terms of information 

content. Several statistical methods were used to compare 

the attitude measurement abilities of each form. The 

methods used were item analyses, discriminant functions, 

and factor analysis. 

55 
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11 huso III I'M c j Id Ad in :i n 1 s t r a t: 1. on 

Both the Bank and Osgood's form were submitted to 

respondents from the current and closed customer account 

test groups. For Stage III, seventy-two current checking 

account holders and seventy discontinued bank customers were 

interviewed. The length of time for the personal interview 

varied from ten to thirty minutes. 

Four questionnaire forms were administered to the 

respondents from the test groups (Appendix G). Again, the 

adjective pairs on each form were randomized using a table 

of random numbers. After the word pairs were placed in 

order for each adjective list, the Bank and Osgood lists 

were reversed with respect to scale order and polarity. 

One-half of the respondents in each account group were 

exposed to the Osgood form first, followed by the Bank form; 

the sequence was reversed for the other half of the re

spondents . 

Item Analysis 

The t-scores and chi-square values for the Bank form 

adjective list and the Osgood form word pairs are contained 

in Tables 1 and 2, respectively; the scale condensation 

described previously was used for the chi-square tests. 

Examination of the results indicates differences in 

the t-scores and chi-square values for the Bank and Osgood 

forms. Although the individual adjective pairs on the Bank 
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Stage III Bank Semantic Differential Form Scales 
Ranked by t-Scores and Corresponding Chi-Square 
Values 

Adjective Pair t X 
2 

Disagreeable/Agreeable 6 . 827 22. 194 
Inconsiderate/Considerate 6. 770 24 . 760 
Aloof/Genuine 6. 698 26. 123 
Insolent/Kindly 6. 604 32 . 380 
Conscientious/Negligent 6. 276 27. 875 
Good/Bad 6. 207 24.719 
Inadequate/Adequate 6 . 197 22. 336 
Insulting/Charming 6. 101 14. 308 
Efficient/Inefficient 6. 084 22. 317 
Incompetent/Competent 6. 071 27. 124 
Orderly/Chaotic 5. 862 23. 838 
Careless/Careful 5. 799 21. 630 
Easy/Difficult 5. 772 19.040 
Solemn/Joyful 5. 634 15. 719 
Indifferent/Enthusiastic 5. 455 20. 449 
Friendly/Unfriendly 5. 415 22. 558 
Familiar/Distant 5. 380 16. 990 
Assisting/Hindering 5. 290 14. 440 
Open/Withdrawn 5. 249 16. 33 9 
Impudent/Gracious 5, 201 8. 086 
Warm/Cold 5. 183 12. 863 
Doleful/Cheerful 5. 175 17. 949 
Comfor ting/Di s turbing 5. 121 9. 054 
Pleasant/Unpleasant 5. 013 18. 285 
Disrespectful/Respectful 4. 962 17.916 
Cool/Cordial 4. 922 18. 378 
Fanciful/Realistic 4 . 916 14. 928 
Unqualified/Qualified 4. 906 20.661 
Inconsistent/Consistent 4 . 850 18. 729 
Controlled/Impulsive 4. 814 17 . 852 
Risky/Safe 4 . 800 16. 588 
Unsympathetic/Sympathetic 4. 749 8. 969 
Decei tful/Truthful 4. 738 14. 149 
Fair/Unfair 4. 713 16. 356 
Capable/Incapable 4. 557 17. 832 
Discourteous/Courteous 4. 485 18. 894 
Reasonable/Unreasonable 4. 413 13. 666 
Neglectful/Thorough 4. 330 19. 905 
Sincere/Misleading 4. 207 8. 493 
Progressive/Regressive 4,138 6. 236 
Fast/Slow 4. 068 11.972 
Impatient/Patient 4. 005 10. 635 
Humble/Arrogant 3. 898 6. 365 
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Table 1-—Continued Stage III Bank Semantic Differential 
Form Scales Ranked by t-Scores and Corresponding 
Chi-Square Values 

Item No. Adjective Pair t 2 
X 

22 Haughty/Modest 3.464 3.445 
35 Foolish/Smart 3 .353 6.624 
38 Calm/Nervous 3 . 279 4 .728 
49 Unsound/Sound 3.174 6.683 
42 Deceptive/Frank 2. 482 3.714 
44 New/Old 2. 243 4.986 
10 Indiscreet/Discreet 1. 312 0.363 

t = 1.96, 95% level of confidence. 

= 5.99 2df, 95% level of confidence. 
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Table 2. Stage III Osgood Semantic Differential Form 
Scales Ranked by t-Scores and Corresponding Chi-
Square Values 

Item No. Adjective Pair t 2 
X 

41 Active/Passive 6. 525 24.439 
12 Valuable/Worthless 6 . 018 24.214 
1 Good/Bad 5. 958 54.459 
7 Strong/Weak 5. 491 24.667 
18 Pleasant/Unpleasant 5*422 23.012 
40 Honest/Dishonest 5. 051 20.602 
28 Relaxed/Tense 4 .707 13.691 
45 Fair/Unfair 4. 690 22.088 
36 Bright/Dark 4. 642 17.102 
35 Nice/Awful 4. 638 15.448 
8 Clean/Dirty 4 . 626 14.887 
15 Kind/Cruel 4 . 527 13.242 
43 Fresh/Stale 4. 497 13.205 
21 Happy/Sad 4 . 480 9 . 209 
32 Clear/Hazy 4 . 431 9 . 285 
3 Beautiful/Ugly 4 .148 10.303 
29 Brave/Cowardly 4 .124 6. 544 
10 Calm/Agitated 4 . 030 11,727 
44 Fast/Slow 4 ,004 8,369 
49 Healthy/Sick 3 . 507 7 . 042 
22 Sharp/Dull 3,483 2.296 
17 Deep/Shallow 3.310 3.920 
20 Bitter/Sweet 3 .160 6, 265 
16 Loud/Soft 2.727 8 . 375 
11 Tasty/Distasteful 2, 626 2,376 
24 Ferocious/Peaceful 2. 624 7 . 338 
23 Empty/Full 2. 580 3. 546 
6 Sweet/Sour 2. 404 2.758 
31 Rich/Poor 2.344 4. 850 
9 High/Low 2. 222 0.994 
50 Wide/Narrow 2. 215 1. 013-
42 Rough/Smooth 2.158 2.376 
5 Hard/Soft 2. 006 0.796 

25 Heavy/Light 1.903 2. 032 
2 Large/Small 1. 894 3.713 

47 Near/Far 1.886 4 .118 
39 Fragrant/Foul 1.845 1, 581 
19 Black/White 1. 460 1.481 
4 Yellow/Blue 1.262 1. 575 
13 Red/Green 1.255 7 .052 
14 Young/Old 1. 233 0,869 
33 Hot/Cold 0.927 1, 521 
27 Sacred/Profane 0 . 643 8,871 
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Table 2.--Continued Stage III Osgood Semantic Differential 
Form Scales Ranked by t-Scores and Corresponding 
Chi-Square Values 

Item No. Adjective Pair t 2 
X 

34 Thick/Thin 0 . 588 1.151 
38 Angular/Rounded 0. 555 3.341 
37* Bass/Treble 0 . 506 0.822 
26 Wet/Dry 0.426 0. 898 
30* Long/Short 0.354 2. 817 
46 Rugged/Delicate 0.106 0. 673 
48 Pungent/Bland 0,072 1. 445 

t = 1.96, 95% level of confidence. 

= 5.99 2 df, 95% level of confidence. 

- 3.84, 1 df, 95% level of confidence. 
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form exhibited consistently higher t-scores and chi-square 

values, both of these statistics were significantly dif

ferent for most of the pairs on both forms. The higher 

values on the Bank form may indicate a stronger tendency of 

the word pairs to measure image differences between the 

test groups, presumably because of more appropriate adjec

tive pairs on the Bank form. If the Bank form constituted 

a more appropriate semantic space, the improved relevancy 

may have permitted the differences to emerge from the 

response patterns of each group. Conversely, the less 

suitable semantic space of the Osgood form might not permit 

respondents from each test group to express attitude dif

ferences toward the bank. This could have caused the high 

number of neutral responses recorded for many of the word 

pairs on the Osgood form, which diluted the actual measure

ment of differences. 

Standard Discriminant Analysis 

Discriminant analyses were used to test the dif

ferentiating ability of both forms. A standard discriminant 

analysis was used initially to investigate the differenti

ating ability of the Bank and Osgood forms. The discrimi

nant function was estimated using all the independent 

variables; the differentiating ability of each questionnaire 

form is summarized in Table 3. Note that the Bank form 

correctly identified seventy out of seventy-two current 
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Table 3. Classification of Respondents by Bank and Osgood 
Forms Using Standard Discriminant Analysis 

Actual 

Bank Form Predicted Osgood Form Predicted 

Actual Current Closed Total Current Closed Total 

Current 70 2 72 64 8 72 

Closed 11 59 70 13 57 70 

Total 81 61 142 77 65 142 

account holders and fifty-nine of seventy past customers of 

the bank. Similarly, the Osgood test form identified sixty-

four of seventy-two present customers and fifty-seven of 

seventy past bank patrons. 

Table 4 summarizes correct respondent placements for 

both word lists. A chi-square test of the difference in the 

number of correctly placed group members for the Bank and 

Osgood forms was not statistically significant. Thus no 

discriminating ability of the Bank and Osgood semantic 

differential forms was indicated. 

As noted previously, all fifty scale items were 

included in the discriminant function. The ten word pairs 

having the highest discriminant function coefficients from 

the Bank and Osgood forms were examined for similarity in 

meaning, which could explain the comparable discrimination 

performances. Table 5 contains the ten word pairs from both 
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Table 4. Comparison of Discrimination Using Bank and Osgood 
Test Instruments 

Number of Customers Predicted Correctly 

Current Closed Total 

Bank Form 70 59 129 
Osgood Form 64 57 121 

Total 134 116 250 

X2 = 0.07 (x2 = 3.84, 1 df, 95% level of confidence). 

Table 5. Ten Highest Word Pairs from Bank and Osgood Lists 
Based on Standard Discriminant Function 
Coefficients 

Bank Form Osgood Form 

Weight Word Pair Weight Word Pair 

. 5425 pleasant/unpleasant . 3687 sweet/sour 

. 3349 friendly/unfriendly .3235 bitter/sweet 

.3001 fair/unfair . 3211 brave/cowardly 

. 2645 doleful/cheerful . 3064 yellow/blue 

. 2339 capable/uncapable . 2776 pungent/bland 

. 2296 insulting/charming . 2558 good/bad 

. 2013 orderly/chaotic . 2106 tasty/distasteful 

. 2010 solemn/joyful .1789 clear/hazy 

. 1981 indiscreet/discreet . 1712 active/passive 

.1507 new/old .1697 calm/agitated 
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forms which had the highest coefficients in the respective 

standard discriminant functions. 

Although the word pairs from the Bank form can be 

interpreted more readily within the bank test environment, 

no explanation for the similar discriminating performance 

is apparent from comparison of the ten adjective pairs from 

each list. Of course, the equivalent discriminating 

ability could be a statistical artifact. 

Step-Wise Discriminant Analyses 

In order to investigate the relative strength of 

individual word pairs in the discriminant functions, step

wise discriminant analyses were performed. The step-wise 

discriminant program used for the analyses was selected from 

the UCLA Health Services Biomedical Computer Program Library 

(Dixon, 1970). The step-wise approach adds single test 

items to the discriminant function on the basis of their 

discriminating ability. After each variable is added to the 

function, the respondent classification matrix is obtained. 

Thus, the influence of additional items upon group identi

fication can be observed. The number of iterations for the 

program can be varied from one to n variables. 

Step-wise discriminant analyses were performed for 

both the Bank and Osgood data. The results are summarized 

in Table 6. Note that the results did not differ sub

stantially from those using the standard discriminant 
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Table 6. Classification of Respondents by Bank and Osgood 
Forms Using Step-Wise Discriminant Analysis 

Bank Form Predicted Osgood Form Predicted 

Actual Current Closed Total Current Closed Total 

Current 69 3 72 63 9 72 

Closed 12 58 70 13 57 70 

Total 81 61 142 76 66 142 

analysis. The Bank form correctly identified sixty-nine of 

the seventy-two current customers and fifty-eight of the 

seventy past account holders. For the Osgood form, sixty-

three of seventy-two present customers were placed correctly 

while fifty-seven of seventy past customers were placed 

correctly. A chi-square test of the difference in the 

number of correct group placements was not significant 

(Table 7). Again, there is no evidence of a difference in 

the discriminating ability of the forms. 

Although the respective step-wise discriminant 

functions did not display a difference in the discriminating 

ability of the forms, the program did permit an examination 

of the effects of individual word pairs on total function. 

As variables were added to the function, corresponding F 

values were determined for the new variable and all other 
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Table 7. Comparison of Success of Bank and Osgood Word 
Lists Based on Step-Wise Discriminant Analysis 

Number Customers Predicted Correctly 

Current Closed Total 

Bank Form 69 58 127 

Osgood Form 63 57 120 

Total 132 115 247 

= 8.07 (x^ = 3.84, 1 df, 95% degree of confidence) 

variables in the function. Word pairs having significant 

F values were compared for both forms. The adjective pairs 

are shown in Table 8. 

The interpretation of the word pairs in Table 8 

appears to be easier for the Bank form than for the Osgood 

form. Within the bank context, the Bank form adjective 

pairs seem to suggest greater information about the bank's 

image in terms of current and past customers than the scale 

items from the Osgood form. For example, the meaning and 

relevance of the agreeable/disagreeable item is more sug

gestive of information about a bank's image among its 

clientele than the Osgood adjective pair of active/passive. 
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Table 8. Comparison of Discriminating Ability Based on Word 
Pairs Having Significant F Values in Step-Wise 
Discriminant Function 

Predicted 

F Value Current Closed 

Bank Word Pair 

45.9 disagreeable/agreeable 61 40 

11.9 solemn/joyful 62 45 

8.2 efficient/inefficient 64 47 

4.1 insulting/charming 62 50 

Final Group Placement Based on 
45 Variables 69 58 

Group Membership Based on Sample 72 70 

Osgood Word Pair 

41.8 active/passive 53 49 

29,8 strong/weak 59 47 

Final Group Placement Based on 
46 Variables 6_3 52 

Group Membership Based on Sample 72 70 

F = 3.90, 168 df, 95% level of confidence. 
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Factor Analysis 

The data obtained from the third stage respondents 

were submitted to factor analysis, using both principal 

components and varimax rotation methods to determine the 

factor configurations. An eigenvalue of 1.0 was used as 

the minimum criterion for factor extraction. 

The results of the factor analysis conducted on the 

Bank form are summarized in Table 9. Eight factors emerged 

from the fifty adjective pairs; they accounted for seventy 

per cent of the total variance. The respective word pair 

factor scale loading values and the percentage of common 

variance absorbed by each factor are given in Table 9. 

Examining the eight factors and respective word 

pairs, three of the factors can be interpreted as being 

descriptive of the bank and, in particular, related to the 

various personality characteristics and attitudes of the 

bank's employees. Factor I can be viewed as a dimension of 

"employee assistance or concern" directed toward the bank's 

clientele. The word pair, disagreeable/agreeable, which 

exhibited the highest F value in the step-wise discriminant 

analysis is found in this factor. The second bank image 

component measured by the Bank form, "employee competence," 

deals with the bank's handling and processing of customer 

accounts. Again, the word pair, efficient/inefficient, 

appears in this factor and is among the adjective pairs 

having the highest differentiating ability. "Employee 
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Table 9. Factor Structure of Bank Form (70% Total Variance) 

Scale 
Loading 

Item 
No. Word Pair 

Factor I (13 %) 

. 52 6 inconsiderate/considerate 

. 60 7 inconsistent/consistent 

. 55 9 good/bad 

. 37 18 easy/difficult 

. 50 24 warm/cold 

.45 28 controlled/impulsive 

. 49 30 fair/unfair 

. 61 31 assisting/hindering 

. 50 34 disagreeable/agreeable 

. 69 39 sincere/misleading 

. 71 41 comforting/disturbing 

. 66 43 reasonable/unreasonable 

. 42 46 progressive/regressive 

Factor II (13%) 

. 50 13 inadequate/adequate 

.71 16 careless/careful 

. 59 17 orderly/chaotic 

. 59 25 conscientious/negligent 

. 66 . 27 incompetent/competent 

. 43 29 fanciful/realistic 

. 68 36 efficient/inefficient 

. 38 37 cool/cordial 

. 56 40 unqualified/qualified 

. 62 45 capable/uncapable 

. 59 47 neglectful/thorough 

Factor III (6 %) 

. 62 44 new/old 

.55 50 humble/arrogant 

Factor IV (8 %) 

. 67 11 solemn/joyful 

. 60 12 unsympathetic/sympathetic 

. 67 21 familiar/distant 

. 42 22 haughty/modest 

. 58 26 fast/slow 
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Scale Item 
Loading No. Word Pair 

Factor V (5%) 

. 43 10 indiscreet/discreet 

. 64 35 foolish/smart 

. 55 38 calm/nervous 

Factor VI (16%) 

. 69 1 impudent/gracious 

.70 2 pleasant/unpleasant 

. 64 3 friendly/unfriendly 

. 65 4 doleful/cheerful 

. 57 5 aloof/genuine 

. 50 8 open/withdrawn 

.72 14 impatient/patient 

. 48 15 deceitful/truthful 

.43 19 risky/safe 

. 53 20 disrespectful/respectful 

. 54 23 indifferent/enthusiastic 

. 59 32 insolent/kindly 

. 67 33 insulting/charming 

Factor VII (5%) 

. 65 42 deceptive/frank 

Factor VIII (4%) 

.70 48 discourteous/courteous 

. 51 49 unsound/sound 
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friendliness" constitutes the third part of the bank image 

readily interpreted from the total factor configuration, and 

is Factor VI. Of the four word pairs given in Table 8, the 

adjective set of insulting/charming is found in this factor. 

The meaning of the remaining factors on the Bank form is 

difficult to establish in relation to the bank's image. 

Based on the comparison of the factor and discrimi

nant analyses, the three areas of the bank image which 

measured the greatest differences between current account 

holders and past customers were bank employees' "concern," 

"competence," and "friendliness," as perceived by the 

customer. Although the three image word pairs were included 

in the discriminant function and produced a relatively high 

degree of differentiation, the factor analysis assisted in 

the clarification of the word pairs by positioning them 

within factors. These factors, in turn, strengthened the 

information value by enhancing the word pair's meaning 

within the bank context. The same process of comparing 

factor structure of the bank image with the results of the 

discriminant analysis was repeated for the Osgood word list. 

Thirteen factors emerged from the Osgood word list. 

Table 10 presents the factor configuration and specific 

word pair associations among the factors. After examining 

the factors, it is difficult to interpret and identify the 

word pair groups within the bank image context. Factor I 

represents a mixing of adjective pairs related to the three 
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Table 10. Factor Structure of Osgood Form (67% Total 
Variance) 

Scale 
Loading 

Item 
No. Word Pair 

Factor I (20%) 

. 81 1 good/bad 

. 47 2 large/small 

. 52 3 beautiful/ugly 

.72 7 strong/weak 

.65 8 clean/dirty 

. 51 9 high/low 

. 77 10 calm/agitated 

.77 12 valuable/worthless 

. 67 15 kind/cruel 

. 88 16 loud/soft 

.49 17 deep/shallow 

. 83 18 pleasant/unpleasant 

. 69 21 happy/sad 

. 62 22 sharp/dull 

. 50 28 relaxed/tense 

.45 32 clear/hazy 

. 69 35 nice/awful 

. 54 36 bright/dark 

. 71 40 honest/dishonest 

.70 41 active/passive 

.43 43 fresh/stale 

. 69 45 fair/unfair 

.40 49 healthy/sick 

Factor II (8%) 

.65 6 sweet/sour 

.45 11 tasty/distasteful 

.23 14 young/old 

.63 19 black/white 

. 67 20 bitter/sweet 

.40 33 hot/cold 

.49 34 thick/thin 

. 6 6 39 fragrant/foul 

Factor III (5%) 

. 50 24 ferocious/peaceful 

Factor IV (4%) 

. 66 4 yellow/blue 

.76 5 hard/soft 
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Table 10.—Continued 

Scale Item 
Loading No. Word Pair 

Factor V (3%) 

.77 26 wet/dry 

Factor VI (4%) 

. 68 13 red/green 

.71 30 long/short 

Factor VII (3%) 

. 77 27 sacred/profane 

.36 29 brave/cowardly 

Factor VIII (3%) 

.75 25 heavy/light 

Factor IX (4%) 

. 40 31 rich/poor 

.76 47 near/far 

Factor X (3%) 

.78 38 angular/rounded 

Factor XI (4%) 

.33 42 rough/smooth 

. 67 44 fast/slow 

. 33 48 pungent/bland 

. 51 50 wide/narrow 

Factor XII (3%) 

.39 37 bass/treble 

. 77 46 rugged/delicate 

Factor XIII (3%) 

. 50 23 empty/full 
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primary variables of evaluation, potency, and activity; 

however, it is difficult to establish the meaning of these 

factors insofar as the bank's image is concerned. The data 

do provide evidence that the most important factor concerns 

customer feelings toward employees; however, the remaining 

factors of Osgood's word list are difficult to interpret 

in the bank context. 

Although the two word pairs from Osgood's adjective 

list having discriminating performance equivalent to that 

of the Bank form (Table 7) are contained in Factor I (Table 

10), further understanding of the word pairs in relation to 

the bank's image was not apparent from the factor analysis. 

Thus, for the Bank form, additional meaning and 

application of the discriminating word pairs was suggested 

by the factor analysis. Similar results were not obtained 

for the adjective pairs from the Osgood form. 



CHAPTER VI 

SUMMARY, LIMITATIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

In this chapter a summary of the study, an evalua

tion of the development of the Bank form, a comparison of 

discriminating properties for each form, and a discussion 

of the implications of the research are presented. A sum

mary of the project is followed by a review of the method

ological problems and limitations associated with each phase 

of the study. The chapter concludes with a discussion of 

the implications of the results for the application of the 

semantic differential in a marketing context. 

Summary 

For about two decades, marketing personnel have been 

using theories and concepts, as well as measurement methods, 

from the behavioral sciences. Transference of such material 

has increased to a point that the marketing discipline now 

contains a separate subject area entitled consumer be

havior, which concerns the associated activities of the 

purchase and consumption of goods and services. In the 

marketing context, consumer behavior involves the study and 

application of a variety of behavioral theories, concepts, 

and measurement techniques. 
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Of the many measurement methods available to the 

marketer, attitude scaling techniques have been partic

ularly appealing for the purpose of fulfilling various 

information needs. This paper considers the use of one 

such scaling instrument in marketing. 

A literature review revealed that Osgood et al.'s 

(1957) semantic differential has been employed in numerous 

and diverse situations in marketing. As is the case with 

much of the material borrowed from the behavioral sciences, 

there were critical questions concerning the use of the 

semantic differential in marketing. Its continued use in 

diverse areas of marketing eventually raised questions about 

the appropriateness of Osgood's word pairs, and suggested 

the need for items better suited to describing the dimen

sions of marketing stimuli. 

After first relying entirely on Osgood's refined 

list of fifty word pairs, marketing researchers gradually 

deleted seemingly non-applicable pairs and substituted new 

words to fulfill the particular demands of their respective 

studies. This trend increased until the most recent users 

have entirely eliminated Osgood's word pairs and have 

created new word lists. The methods employed for the 

generation of the word pairs included intuition, past 

research experience, depth and group interviews, brain

storming among associates, and suggestions of clients. 

Limited preliminary testing preceded the use of the new word 
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pairs. After utilizing one, or a combination of word 

generation techniques, the new words were then generally 

immediately employed in the desired research situation. 

Only recently have more sophisticated refinement procedures 

been employed in applications of the semantic differential. 

Although the more sophisticated item generation and 

refinement procedures gained popularity, there was no 

evidence that the development and substitution of the new 

word pairs did in fact affect the measurement properties of 

the semantic differential technique in a marketing context. 

Because of the diversity of word generating processes and 

limited testing within the intended environment, some 

observers began to question the extent to which these 

methods altered the quality of measurement. 

Two areas related to the use of the semantic dif

ferential in marketing were investigated in this research, 

which was designed to explore the effect of word pair 

generation methods on the measurement capabilities of the 

semantic differential form as compared with the refined 

adjective list of Osgood. The first area of investigation 

involved the use of systematic development procedures in 

constructing an appropriate semantic space for a particular 

marketing context. The second involved a comparison of the 

measurement properties of the new semantic differential form 

with those of Osgood's original fifty word list. Several 

analytical methods were employed to examine the 
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relationships between the measurement characteristics of the 

two forms, which were applied in a controlled test environ

ment to customers of a multi-branch bank. 

Many sources were reviewed to formulate the initial 

one hundred fifty adjective pairs judged to describe the 

general image dimensions of a bank. Two customer test 

groups were established using daily account file lists 

maintained for branch offices. Satisfied customers were 

drawn randomly from the active account lists of six branches. 

Daily activity lists from the same six branches were sub

mitted to a series of screening procedures to yield a sample 

of dissatisfied customers. The use of the two test groups 

provided a means for evaluating and eventually eliminating 

weaker word pairs from the initial list and for comparing 

the alternative word list with Osgood's original list. The 

process also provided a method for identifying areas of the 

bank's image that best differentiated between the current 

account holders and those customers who had terminated their 

accounts. 

Item generation for the bank semantic differential 

form was directed toward a general image of the bank, with 

emphasis on bank choice and patronage. Numerous sources 

were consulted to compile descriptive adjectives that 

corresponded to the dimensions of bank image components. 

After preliminary sorting and matching of antonyms, an 

initial list of one hundred fifty word pairs was 
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administered by personal interview to the customer test 

groups. Using differentiating ability as the criterion, 

ninety-three adjective pairs were retained for the second 

refinement phase. The same interviewing procedures were 

used. Selection of the final fifty adjective pairs was 

based on the differentiating ability of the individual scale 

pairs. 

In the third phase, the remaining fifty word pairs 

were submitted to members of the test groups to compare 

measurement performance with that of Osgood's fifty 

adjective pairs. Both discriminant and factor analysis 

techniques were employed to compare respective measurement 

properties. Standard and step-wise discriminant methods 

produced similar results for both lists. The step-wise 

technique permitted examination of individual discriminating 

ability of scale items for each semantic differential form. 

Four word pairs from the Bank form accounted for 

most of the discrimination between the customer groups, 

while two word pairs from the Osgood list produced an equal 

number of correct group identifications. Because interpre

tation of the specific word pairs was difficult (although 

the bank items were, in a subjective sense, more applicable 

to the bank situation), both sets of scale responses were 

submitted to factor analysis in an effort to provide addi

tional clarification of the discriminant functions. 



80 

A total of eight factors emerged from the analysis 

of the bank semantic differential, but only three appeared 

to represent the banking context. The three areas were 

termed "employee concern," "employee competence," and 

"employee friendliness." Each of these image components 

contained one of the adjective pairs contained in the dis

criminant function based on the Bank form adjective list. 

These three dimensions related to the customer's perception 

of the attitudes extended toward the customers of the bank 

by its employees. The same procedures were applied to the 

Osgood form but did not produce a similar clarification of 

meaning within the bank context. Both word pairs (active/ 

passive and strong/weak) from the discriminant analysis of 

the Osgood data were found in one factor of the factor 

analysis. This factor included adjective pairs associated 

with each of Osgood's three primary factors of "evaluation," 

"activity," and "potency," but could not be interpreted with 

respect to the bank's image. 

Based on the results of the study, no significant 

differences were observed between the two semantic differ

ential forms in discriminating current account holders from 

individuals who had terminated their association with the 

bank. Both forms exhibited the ability to identify group 

members. With regard to interpretation of the results, the 

Bank form offered, judgmentally, more information in rela

tion to those areas of the bank's image which contributed 
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to dissatisfaction among customers. Corresponding informa

tion could not be obtained from the Osgood form. 

Limitations of Results 

Two types of discrimination were investigated in 

this project. The first concerned the actual discriminating 

ability of each semantic differential form; the second con

cerned the comparative level of discrimination between the 

two lists. The bank list identified ninety per cent while 

Osgood's list classified eighty-five per cent of the test 

group individuals. 

It is entirely conceivable that both lists were 

appropriate and that the problem lies in the inability of 

the observer to interpret accurately the Osgood word pairs 

in the context of the bank. The purpose of the new list 

was to examine the influence of a seemingly more meaningful 

set of image dimensions, and to compare the results with 

those for Osgood's list. The exceptionally high discrimi

nating performance of the Osgood form in this study is 

difficult to explain. 

Partial resolution of this question is contained in 

the concepts presented in an article by Frank, Massy, and 

Morrison (1965). Statistically, the ultimate classification 

of subjects from two populations depends on three variables: 

(1) true differences between the groups, (2) absence of 
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sampling errors, and (3) successful determination of in

dependent differentiating items. 

Evaluation of the project, in terms of these 

variables, provides insight and at least partial explanation 

for the unanticipated strong measurement qualities of the 

Osgood list. First, it is possible that attitude differ

ences did not really exist between the groups, or at least 

not to the degree indicated by using the word pairs in 

Osgood's list. It was observed that satisfied customers 

often expressed dissatisfaction toward certain aspects of 

the bank, while terminated accounts were not always negative 

in their assessment of previous banking relationships. 

Also, the word pairs on the Osgood form might have been 

interpreted connotatively by the respondents to improve 

their relevance to the bank image. There is no way to 

determine from the data the degree of these effects. The 

small sample size could provide an argument for attributing 

the discriminating results to random chance; however, this 

same effect could account for the similar results for the 

Bank form. 

In the event of further replication of this work, 

several suggestions can be made, based on the evaluation of 

the project. The original plan encompassed two highly 

complex problem areas. First was the development of a word 

list which could differentiate between satisfied and dis

satisfied bank customers. Second, the end result of the 
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development and comparative processes was a determination of 

the areas within a general bank image which measured the 

greatest differences between the two groups. These two 

problems should be treated as separate research endeavors, 

not combined in one study. Only after adequate refinement 

phases, with sufficient sample sizes, should the comparison 

between forms be attempted. 

Equally important is the establishment of test 

groups. Appropriate criteria and reliable methods for 

applying qualifications to group membership are critical. 

Performance of the final instrument will depend on the 

thoroughness of refinement, which in turn depends on dif

ferences among the test groups. 

Last, the discriminant function which emerges from 

the semantic differential form should be based on a research 

design which would permit examination of the possibility 

that the resulting classification of test group members was 

not significantly different than that which would occur due 

to chance. A split sample design can be used to test the 

potency of the discriminant function. One-half of the 

sample from each criterion group(s) can be used to determine 

the discriminant function. Its discriminating ability can 

then be tested with the remaining half of the respondents 

from each group (Frank et al., 1965). 

Following validation of the discriminant function, 

the new word pair list could be compared with Osgood's list 
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or any other list to observe differences attributable to 

actual variation in the measurement properties of the 

respective semantic spaces. 

Implications 

Although a rationale was presented to explain the 

unexpected discriminating ability of the Osgood form, the 

actual cause was not determined, and the relevance of 

Osgood's list remains in question compared to the new Bank 

form. However, discrimination performance need not be the 

only criterion of comparison between the two semantic 

differential forms. 

Even though the ability to discriminate represented 

the most objective connotative measure, other means were 

also examined. Combining the results of factor and dis

criminant analyses, three of the four word pairs from the 

Bank form (which alone produced almost complete group 

identification of the respondents) were related to customer 

perception of bank employees. It is known that perception 

of personnel, in a service-oriented business, is one of the 

most important image components. The results of this study 

tend to exemplify that perception within the banking en

vironment. Bank employees are a primary element in the 

conglomerate of bank services offered to the customer. It 

appears that an evaluation of the employee portion must 

involve the areas of "concern," "competence," and 
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"friendliness," as perceived by the customer. One question 

that emerges from these results addresses the emphasis 

placed continually on the smiling, friendly employee. The 

data imply that the customer must perceive in addition to 

the friendly smile an expression of concern or care and a 

feeling of job competence from the employee. The communica

tion of these three attributes by employees can be inter

preted as the employee image which constitutes the service 

expected by the customer. An absence or sudden decrease in 

any one of the areas may cause dissatisfaction and con

tribute to the eventual discontinuation of business with 

the bank. 

Similar information or ideas were not obtained from 

Osgood's list. The two word pairs which accounted for most 

of the categorization of group members were contained in the 

single major factor that emerged from the Osgood adjective 

list. The composition of the factor consisted of selected 

word pairs from each of Osgood's three major areas of 

evaluation, activity, and potency. To establish any meaning 

or relevance to the bank with respect to image was not 

possible. As discussed earlier, it is possible that 

Osgood's word pairs represent dimensions basic to most 

stimuli, and contextual interpretation is provided by 

experience. 

One purpose of the study was to explore the con

sequences of systematically developing appropriate adjective 
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dimensions, suited to a specific marketing context, and then 

to compare the results of that process with Osgood's 

adjective list. Based on information obtained, the Bank 

form surpassed the content value of the Osgood list. 

A number of parameters must be evaluated to develop 

the most appropriate descriptive dimensions for a semantic 

differential in a specific measurement situation. Included 

in the evaluation are constraints such as cost, time, 

situation, control, and number of new word pairs included in 

the list. The numerous and various procedures may demand 

too great a commitment of resources to justify their use in 

terms of improved measurements and information. However, 

when the marketing user significantly alters Osgood's 

adjective list, or generates a new one, research conducted 

for this project tends to indicate that more information 

can be obtained in terms of the measurement context. 

It must be remembered that, as marketers continue 

to borrow measurement techniques from the behavioral areas 

and to utilize them in varied areas of consumer behavior, 

they must also continue to evaluate the measurement methods 

systematically within the marketing context. Only through 

systematic testing can marketing develop a set of measure

ment methods which can be applied in a reliable and valid 

manner. Correspondingly, it is only through continued 

development of measurement techniques that marketers can 
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test, refine, and expand their own knowledge of consumer 

behavior. 



APPENDIX A 

SAMPLE DISTRIBUTION AMONG PARTICIPATING BANK BRANCHES 
FOR DEVELOPMENT AND COMPARISON PHASES 
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Table A.l. Current Accounts Sample 

Stage I Stage II Stage III Total 

Letters Interviews Letters Interviews Letters Interviews Letters Interviews 
Branch Sent Completed Sent Completed Sent Completed Sent Completed 

Central 12 9 8 3 16 10 36 22 

East 15 8 8 5 18 17 41 30 

West 11 7 8 6 20 13 39 26 

South 16 12 8 3 20 10 44 25 

North 13 7 8 8 26 12 47 27 

Campus _0 _0 _8 _4 26 10 34 14 

Total 67 43 48 29 126 72 241 144 



Table A.2. Closed-Accounts Sample 

Stage I Stage II Stage III Total 

Letters Interviews Letters Interviews Letters Interviews Letters Interviews 
Branch Sent Completed Sent Completed Sent Completed Sent Completed 

Central 9 5 3 3 21 10 33 18 

East 5 10 8 5 24 15 37 30 

West 25 10 2 1 10 8 37 19 

South 21 8 5 2 23 12 49 22 

North 12 9 20 12 28 13 60 34 

Campus _0 _0 _8_ _4 40 12 48 16 

Total 72 42 46 27 146 70 264 139 



Table A.3. Total Account Sample 

Stage I Stage II Stage III Total 

Letters Interviews Letters Interviews Letters Interviews Letters Interviews 
Branch Sent Completed Sent Completed Sent Completed Sent Completed 

Central 21 14 11 6 37 20 69 40 

East 20 18 16 10 42 32 78 60 

West 36 17 10 7 30 21 76 45 

South 37 20 13 5 43 22 93 47 

North 25 16 28 20 54 25 107 61 

Campus 0 _0 1_6 _8 66 22 82 30 

Total 139 85 94 56 272 142 505 283 



APPENDIX B 

INTRODUCTORY LETTER SENT TO RESPONDENTS 

October 26, 1970 

Dear 

Would you help me in doing a research study? 

Under the direction of the Department of Marketing in the 
College of Business Administration at The University of 
Arizona, I am conducting a research study concerning 
customers' attitudes toward banking services in Tucson. 
Although the (sponsor bank) has agreed to support the 
study, my faculty committee and I have the full responsi
bility to plan, organize, and direct the project. 

I do need your help and participation in this study. During 
the next couple of days, you will receive a phone call from 
me or an assistant regarding the scheduling of a convenient 
time for an interview. The interview will be short and 
will involve completing an attitude questionnaire con
taining no specific or personal questions. 

All individual names, addresses, and answers will be kept 
strictly confidential and in no way will be identified in 
the final results. Only the numerical analysis of the 
total sample of respondents will be released by the 
Department of Marketing. 

If you would like to verify the existence of the study, 
please feel free to contact any branch of the (sponsor 
bank) or the Secretary in the Department of Marketing at 
The University of Arizona (884-2373). 

Thank you very much and I will look forward to talking to 
you. 

Yours truly, 

John H. Mather 
Project Director 
884-1793 
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APPENDIX C 

STAGE I BANK SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL 
TEST INSTRUMENT 

October 21, 1970 

Dear Respondent: 

Thank you for giving us a few minutes of your time today 
to complete this questionnaire. 

As stated in the previous letter to you, this questionnaire 
concerns your feelings about a particular bank. There are 
no personal questions on the form. Again, I would like to 
emphasize that all names, addresses, and answers will be 
kept strictly confidential and in no way will be identified 
in the final results. Your completely frank answers will 
be appreciated on the questionnaire. 

Thank you again for your time and cooperation. 

Yours truly, 

John H. Mather 
Project Director 
884-1793 
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Directions 

On the following page you will read a statement 
which refers to the bank which in the past has carried your 
checking account. This statement is followed by word pairs 
which are descriptive of various aspects of your past bank 
such as service, personnel, appearance, reputation, and 
image. 

Notice that there are seven blanks between the word 
pairs which are identified at the top of each page beneath 
the statement about your past bank. Please place your check 
mark in the appropriate space between each word pair which 
best describes your attitude between the particular word 
pair and your past bank. For example, you may feel that 
your past bank is extremely, moderately, or slightly 
friendly or unfriendly. If you feel that the word pair is 
not relevant, place your check mark in the center position 
between the word pair. 

You need not be alarmed at the length of the word 
pair list. Please take enough time to read both words in 
the pair and to consider how strongly you feel about the 
word pair and your past bank; but do not hesitate for very 
long on any one answer. Your immediate feeling is the most 
important. 

Again, your frankness in completing the question
naire is appreciated. Thank you. 
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NEGLIGENT 

HONORABLE 

IMPRESSIVE 

DISTANT 

POWERFUL 

LUXURIOUS 

CONSCIENTIOUS 

DISREPUTABLE 

IRRITATING 

ANNOYING 

IMPATIENT 

INCONSIDERATE 

CLEAN 

REPUSLIVE 

ACTIVE 

PRECISE 

HUMBLE 

ATTRACTIVE 

CONFIDENTIAL 

ALOOF 

IMPARTIAL 

ALERT 

CORRUPTIBLE 

UNIMPRESSIVE 

NEAR 

WEAK 

AUSTERE 

NEGLIGENT 

REPUTABLE 

CALMING 

SOOTHING 

PATIENT 

CONSIDERATE 

DIRTY 

PLEASING 

PASSIVE 

INEXACT 

ARROGANT 

UGLY 

OPEN 

GENUINE 

BIASED 
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SPOTLESS 

SMALL 

MANNERLY 

SYMPATHETIC 

UNDISTINGUISHED 

GRACIOUS 

ENTHUSIASTIC 

INSENSITIVE 

FRUSTRATING 

COMPLYING 

CIVIL 

STARK 

LOWLY 

FLEXIBLE 

UNJUST 

TENSE 

RESPECTFUL 

MATURE 

PLEASANT 

SOUND 

WISE FOOLISH 
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PLEASING 

AGGRESSIVE 

DECEPTIVE 

RESERVED 

PROMPT 

DELIBERATE 

INADEQUATE 

EXPERIENCED 

CARELESS 

PLEASANT 

HAUGHTY 

COOL 

YOUNG 

BELIEVABLE 

HARSH 

INSULTING 

SERIOUS 

FORMAL 

INCONSISTENT 

FAST 
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ANNOYING 

DEFENSIVE 

STRAIGHTFORWARD 

OUTGOING 

SLOW 

RASH 

ADEQUATE 

INEXPERIENCED 

CAREFUL 

UNPLEASANT 

MODEST 

CORDIAL 

OLD 

UNBELIEVABLE 

GENTLE 

CHARMING 

HUMOROUS 

INFORMAL 

CONSISTENT 

SLOW 

LIGHT DARK 
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NOISY 
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SHARP 

STRICT 
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INSUFFICIENT 

INCAPABLE 

BAFFLE 

TRUE 

ORDERLY 

SUPPORT 
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PROFESSIONAL 

DISCOURTEOUS 

DECORATIVE 
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SAFE 

POLISHED 

DISCREET 

CRUEL 

DIFFICULT 

THOROUGH 

QUIET 

TRUTHFUL 

DULL 

LOOSE 

BAD 

SUFFICIENT 

CAPABLE 

CLARIFY 

FALSE 

CHAOTIC 

IMPEDE 

CHANGING 

UNPROFESSIONAL 

COURTEOUS 

BARE 



I FEEL THAT THE (SPONSOR BANK) 

>•1 
>H J H-L >H 
T-3 W >H W a 

EH H) I-} EH W 
G EH 

M 
EH 
K 3 

S 

3 W O EH U W 2 
EH P H P H Q EH 
X o K! W O X 
W S U) £ TO S W 

INVENTIVE 

CONCEITED 

OPEN 

PROGRESSIVE 

FAIR 

INFORMED 

BELIEVING 

ACCURATE 

PREPARED 

HONEST 

CONFIDENT 

CONTROLLED 

FANCIFUL 

FOOLISH 

SOLEMN 

ABUSIVE 

RICH 

TRICKY 

UNQUALIFIED 

EMPTY 

GENTLE 

99 

IS: 

ELEMENTARY 

MODEST 

WITHDRAWN 

BACKWARD 

UNFAIR 

UNINFORMED 

DOUBTFUL 

INACCURATE 

UNPREPARED 

DISHONEST 

NERVOUS 

IMPULSIVE 

REALISTIC 

SMART 

JOYFUL 

COMPLIMENTARY 

POOR 

STRAIGHTFORWARD 

QUALIFIED 

FULL 

MEAN 

DECEPTIVE FRANK 
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MISLEADING 

DISTURBING 

BARREN 

EXTRAVAGANT 

COMMON 

CONSIDERATE 

ASSISTING 

ORDINARY 

UNREASONABLE 

TIDY 

LENIENT 

NERVOUS 

HARSH 

DESERTED 

DISAPPROVING 

INDECENT 

TRAINED 

CHEERFUL 

COLORFUL 

OLD 

DISTANT 
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I FEEL THAT THE (SPONSOR BANK) IS: 
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RECKLESS 

FRIENDLY 

IMPOLITE 

INCOMPETENT 

SIMPLE 

ORNATE 

ENCOURAGING 

ASSISTING 

PERSONAL 

DISTASTEFUL 

UNDEFENDABLE 

TOLERANT 

FAINT 

PROGRESSIVE 

OFFICIAL 

UNSKILLED 

RASH 

RATIONAL 
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OLD FASHIONED 

CAUTIOUS 

UNFRIENDLY 

POLITE 

COMPETENT 

COMPLEX 

PLAIN 

DISCOURAGING 

HINDERING 

IMPERSONAL 

TASTEFUL 

DEPENDABLE 

RESENTFUL 

BRIGHT 

REGRESSIVE 

UNOFFICIAL 

SKILLED 

SENSIBLE 

IRRATIONAL 

UNFAIR 

IGNORANT KNOWLEDGEABLE 
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I FEEL THAT THE (SPONSOR BANK) IS: 
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SLOPPY 

COMFORTING 

ALERT 

COURTEOUS 

NEIGHBORLY 

COOPERATIVE 

MODERN 

DISAGREEABLE 

SPACIOUS 

OFFENSIVE 

EFFICIENT 

SOPHISTICATED 

HUMBLE 

INSOLENT 

INDIFFERENT 

CREATIVE 

WARM 

UPRIGHT 

RESPONSIBLE 

NEAT 

FRIGHTENING 

INATTENTIVE 

RUDE 

STRANGELY 

UNCOOPERATIVE 

TRADITIONAL 

AGREEABLE 

RESTRICTED 

INOFFENSIVE 

INEFFICIENT 

NAIVE 

PROUD 

KINDLY 

INTERESTED 

DULL 

COLD 

DEVIOUS 

IRRESPONSIBLE 

TACTFUL BLUNT 



Classification Data 
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Name: 

Address: 

Bank Branch: 1. 
2 .  
3. 
4 . 
5. 
6. 

Sex: Male Female 

Banking Services: 1. Checking Account 
2. Savings Account 
3. Check Cashing 
4. Loan 
5. Travelers checks 
6. Credit card 
7. Christmas Club 

Central 
East 
West 
South 
North 
Campus 

CAN YOU THINK OF ANY OTHER WORDS WHICH SHOULD BE ADDED 
TO THE LIST? 



APPENDIX D 

STAGE I BANK SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL FORM SCALES RANKED BY 
t-SCORES AND CORRESPONDING CHI-SQUARE VALUES 

Item No. Adjective Pair t X 
100 Reasonable/Unreasonable 4 . 973 22,346 
61 Kind/Cruel 4 . 815 13.017 
46 Pleasant/Unpleasant 4.704 18.427 
58 Risky/Safe 4 . 699 18.034 
47 Haughty/Modest 4. 501 18.386 
79 Fair/Unfair 4.390 17.987 
149 Responsible/Irresponsible 4.386 14.500 
48 Cool/Cordial 4 .355 14,987 
51 Harsh/Gentle 4.354 14.475 
67 Good/Bad 4.326 12.509 
3 Impressive/Unimpressive 4 . 296 12.707 
50 Believable/Unbelievable 4.279 12.681 
85 Confident/Nervous 4.236 13.901 
63 Neglectful/Thorough 4 . 235 13 . 402 
86 Controlled/Impulsive 4.147 14.406 
60 Indiscreet/Discreet 4.111 8.402 
117 Encouraging/Discouraging 4.084 13,183 
32 Just/Unjust 4 . 065 12,837 
89 Solemn/Joyful 4,025 14,750 
2 Honorable/Corruptible 4.021 15.971 
14 Precise/Inexact 4.011 12.561 
103 Calm/Nervous 4 . 002 11.740 
88 Foolish/Smart 3.972 12.656 
56 Fast/Slow 3 .933 15.765 
82 Accurate/Inaccurate 3.992 13.106 
38 Wise/Foolish 3.904 10.714 
96 Comforting/Disturbing 3. 853 10,095 
110 New/Old 3 . 834 12.803 
52 Insulting/Charming 3 . 828 6.727 

129 Fair/Unfair 3 .805 15,289 
114 Friendly/Unfriendly 3.792 15.081 
124 Progressive/Regressive 3.770 11.847 
123 Faint/Bright 3.759 10.019 
118 Assisting/Hindering 3,715 11.504 
72 Orderly/Chaotic 3,711 11,114 
5 Conscientious/Negligent 3.709 13,997 

138 Disagreeable/Agreeable 3,706 7,077 
15 Humble/Arrogant 3, 694 4,427 
45 Careless/Careful 3, 620 13.291 
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Item No. Adjective Pair t 2 
X 

113 Reckless/Cautious 3. 595 10.428 
28 Demanding/Complying 3. 595 10.069 
77 Open/Wi thdrawn 3. 582 10.480 
37 Unsound/Sound 3. 571 15.754 
10 Inconsiderate/Considerate 3. 568 10.560 
9 Impatient/Patient 3. 524 6.786 
69 - Incapable/Capable 3. 523 6.854 
92 Unqualified/Qualified 3. 520 9 .384 
132 Comforting/Frightening 3. 519 11.382 
84 Ho ne s t/D i s hone s t 3. 509 9 . 247 
97 Thoughtless/Considerate 3. 504 11.792 
148 Upright/Devious 3. 443 13.804 
127 Rash/Sensible 3. 439 13.901 
6 Disreputable/Reputable 3 . 431 13.056 
78 Progressive/Backward 3. 421 14.317 
81 Believing/Doubtful 3. 386 9.521 
144 Insolent/Kindly 3. 376 14.211 
93 Gentle/Mean 3. 345 6,387 
140 Offensive/Inoffensive 3 . 342 10,380 
133 Alert/Inattentive 3. 330 9.693 
134 Courteous/Rude 3. 327 11.858 
94 Deceptive/Frank 3. 309 15,749 
18 Aloof/Genuine 3. 298 7 , 538 
25 Indifferent/Enthusiastic 3. 291 7. 516 
95 Sincere/Misleading 3, 271 10,524 
141 Efficient/Inefficient 3 . 259 12,076 
147 Warm/Cold 3. 248 12,530 
80 Informed/Uninformed 3. 220 9,117 
136 Cooperative/Uncooperative 3. 218 10.169 
75 Discourteous/Courteous 3. 204 10,445 
145 Indifferent/Interested 3,166 12,609 
112 Contemporary/Old-Fashioned 3. 152 8. 356 
36 Flippant/Pleasant 3. 150 10.551 
62 Easy/Difficult 3. 127 6,750 
42 Prompt/Slow 3. 096 13.356 
43 Inadequate/Adequate 3. 074 11.224 
98 Frustrating/Assisting 3. 065 7.503 
105 Approving/Disapproving 3 . 065 7.474 
65 Deceitful/Truthful 3. 066 6,001 
71 True/False 3. 062 4.952 
55 Inconsistent/Consistent 3. 059 10.409 
125 Official/Unofficial 3 . 024 7,439 
44 Experienced/Unexperienced 3. 010 11,855 
122 Tolerant/Resentful 3. 006 11.293 
7 Irritating/Calming 2. 992 2,898 
83 Prepared/Unprepared 2. 987 9,207 
24 Imprudent/Gracious 2. 985 6,148 
22 Unsympathetic/Sympathetic 2. 948 5, 683 
8 Annoying/Soothing 2. 927 3. 613 
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Item No. Adjective Pair t 2 
X 

27 Encouraging/Frustrating 2. 907 4.615 
108 Doleful/Cheerful 2. 885 7.278 
34 Disrespec Lful/Respectful 2. 880 5.774 

111 Familiar/Distant 2. 867 4 . 470 
116 Incompetent/Competent 2. 847 7 . 402 
87 Fanciful/Realistic 2. 819 6.765 
150 Tactful/Blunt 2. 754 7.188 
121 Undependable/Dependable 2. 721 8. 590 
33 Relaxed/Tense 2. 718 6.590 
137 Modern/Traditional 2. 712 7.412 
120 Distasteful/Tasteful 2. 609 5.718 
146 Creative/Dull 2 . 574 5. 890 
131 Sloppy/Neat 2. 569 6. 526 
29 Sarcastic/Civil 2. 569 6. 504 
39 Pleasing/Annoying 2. 553 6.789 
1 Negligent/Alert 2. 535 3.839 
21 Rude/Mannerly 2. 495 5.289 
26 Sensitive/Insensitive 2. 465 2.650 
90 Abus ive/Complimentary 2. 452 4.400 
91 Tricky/Straightforward 2. 447 4.746 
13 Active/Passive 2,385 4,179 
23 Distinguished/Indistinguished 2. 371 5,448 
4 Distant/Near 2. 361 5,007 

16 Attractive/Ugly 2. 349 4 . 609 
11 Clean/Dirty 2, 338 4 , 586 
135 Neighborly/Strangely 2. 331 6,469 
106 Decent/Indecent 2. 296 4 ,959 
115 Impolite/Polite 2. 289 3,537 
68 Insufficient/Sufficient 2. 280 3,244 
70 Baffle/CIarify 2. 277 2.167 
130 Ignorant/Knowledgeable 2, 245 9,799 
54 Formal/Informal 2. 222 10,398 
12 Repulsive/Pleasing 2. 188 3.793 
128 Rational/Irrational 2. 158 5.639 
40 Deceptive/Straightforward 2. 132 2.761 
119 Personal/Impersonal 2. 132 4.829 
101 Slipshod/Tidy 2. 131 3.473 
126 Unskilled/Skilled 2. 126 5.408 
107 Untrained/Trained 2. 088 2. 898 
66 Sharp/Dull 1. 970 1.725 
64 Noisy/Quiet 1. 942 5. 487 
30 Dignified/Lowly 1. 933 1.656 
109 Colorless/Colorful 1. 911 2.763 
73 Stable/Changing 1. 835 2. 670 
49 Young/Old 1. 814 1.477 
102 Severe/Lenient 1. 811 3 . 809 
31 Rigid/Flexible 1. 801 1,279 
17 Confidential/Open 1. 595 5, 607 
99 Imaginative/Ordinary 1, 579 1, 279 
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Item No. Adjective Pair t a 
X 

59 Worn/Polished 1. 564 1. 589 
19 Shabby/Spotless 1.464 1.680 
74 Professional/Unprofessional 1. 462 3. 597 
76 Decorative/Base 1. 437 1.188 
139 Spacious/Restricted 1.282 2.724 
57 Light/Dark 1. 279 9. 881 
41 Reserved/Outgoing .888 1. 589 
53 Serious/Humorous . 795 1.043 
143 Humble/Proud -.774 1. 024 
142 Sophisticated/Naive . 573 3. 964 
20 Large/Small -.562 0.952 
35 Youthful/Mature .282 0.731 
104 Crowded/Deserted .169 0.526 

t = 1.96, 95% level of confidence, 

X2 = 5.99, 2 df, 95% level of confidence. 



APPENDIX E 

STAGE II BANK SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL 
TEST INSTRUMENT 

December 16, 1970 

Dear Respondent: 

Thank you for giving us a few minutes of your time today to 
complete this questionnaire. 

As stated in the previous letter to you, this questionnaire 
concerns your feelings about a particular bank. There are 
no personal questions on the form. Again, I would like to 
emphasize that all names, addresses, and answers will be 
kept strictly confidential and in no way will be identified 
in the final results. 

Thank you again for your time and cooperation. 

Yours truly, 

John H. Mather 
Project Director 
884-1793 
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Directions 

This form consists of several pages which contain an 
identifying statement about a local bank. The statement is 
followed by word pairs which describe various aspects of the 
named bank such as service, personnel, appearance, reputa
tion, and image. 

Notice that there are seven blanks between the word 
pairs which are identified at the top of each page beneath 
the statement about the bank. Please place your check mark 
in the blank between each word pair which best describes 
your attitude between the particular word pair and the bank 
named at the top of the page. For example, you may feel 
that the bank is extremely, moderately, or slightly 
friendly or unfriendly. If you feel that the word pair is 
not relevant, place your check mark in the center blank 
between the word pair. 

You need not be alarmed at the length of the word 
pair list. Please take enough time to read both words in 
the pair and to consider how strongly you feel about each 
word pair and the named bank; but do not hesitate for very 
long on any one answer. Your immediate feeling is the 
most important. 

Thank you very much. 
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I FEEL THAT THE (SPONSOR BANK) IS: 
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I FEEL THAT THE (SPONSOR BANK) IS: 
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I FEEL THAT THE (SPONSOR BANK) 
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INACCURATE 
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DISRESPECTFUL 

ENCOURAGING 
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ACCURATE 
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HAUGHTY 

DISCOURTEOUS 
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Name: 

Addres: 

Bank Branch: 
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Classification Data 

1. Central 
2. East 
3. West 
4. South 
5. North 
6. Campus 

Sexi Male Female 

Banking Services: 1. Checking Account 
2. Savings Account 
3. Check cashing 
4. Loan 
5. Travelers Checks 
6. Credit Card 
7. Christmas Club 

CAN YOU THINK OF ANY OTHER WORDS WHICH SHOULD BE ADDED 
TO THE LIST? 



APPENDIX F 

STAGE II BANK SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL FORM SCALES RANKED BY 
t-SCORES AND CORRESPONDING CHI-SQUARE VALUES 

Item No. Adjective Pair t X 
69 Efficient/Inefficient 2. 275 5,042 
11 Discourteous/Courteous 2.202 2,186 
92 Incompetent/Competent 2.143 3,798 
7 Friendly/Unfriendly 1. 841 4,459 
75 Neglectful/Thorough 1,841 1,727 
39 Good/Bad 1.633 2,307 
86 Inconsiderate/Considerate 1. 603 2,173 
34 Inadequate/Adequate 1. 581 2,084 
25 Courteous/Rude 1. 545 1,856 
10 Easy/Difficult 1. 478 4.463 
18 Conscientious/Negligent 1.428 1. 262 
89 Disagreeable/Agreeable 1.418 1.130 
80 Solemn/Joyful 1.403 0,704 
1 Fair/Unfair 1.369 1,303 
2 Humble/Arrogant 1.272 1,783 

52 Impudent/Gracious 1.271 0,216 
81 Fast/Slow 1. 238 0,587 
77 Careless/Careful 1. 221 1,341 
70 Unsympathetic/Sympathetic 1.123 0,379 
56 Prompt/Slow 1.110 0,479 
9 True/False 1.062 1. 401 
31 Assisting/Hindering 1.021 0.130 
17 Upright/Devious 1. 004 1.110 
91 Deceitful/Truthful . 962 1.263 
83 Unsound/Sound . 955 1. 916 
33 Controlled/Impulsive . 953 5. 887 
74 New/Old .924 3.353 
8 Fair/Unfair . 801 1.215 
12 Haughty/Modest .797 0.800 
50 Frustrating/Assisting .793 0.150 
82 Foolish/Smart .739 2. 821 
73 Sincere/Misleading .737 0,128 
51 Doleful/Cheerful . 731 0, 692 
57 Thoughtless/Considerate .723 0, 259 
58 Insolent/Kindly . 719 1,847 
68 Orderly/Chaotic ,700 1,916 
15 Risky/Safe . 694 0,418 
76 Progressive/Regressive .680 0,296 
41 Pleasant/Unpleasant , 676 0,317 
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Item No. Adjective Pair t 2 
X 

67 Inconsistent/Consistent . 668 0. 354 
40 Familiar/Distant . 667 0. 513 
85 Impatient/Patient . 667 0.659 
62 Open/Wi thdrawn . 646 1.143 
42 Aloof/Genuine . 645 3.135 
20 Indifferent/Enthusiastic . 644 0.739 
79 Cool/Cordial . 641 2. 910 
i: Warm/Cold . 639 0. 618 
59 Indiscreet/Discreet . 623 1.988 
65 Unqualified/Qualified .611 0. 429 
53 Flippant/Pleasant . 610 0.019 
88 Comforting/Disturbing . 607 3. 781 
64 Reasonable/Unreasonable . 599 0.024 
3 Insulting/Charming . 529 6.004 
48 Incapable/Capable . 525 0. 277 
61 Calm/Nervous . 503 0.372 
28 Deceptive/Frank . 497 1. 323 
32 Indifferent/Interested . 462 0,387 
24 Fanciful/Realistic .454 0,479 
30 Disrespectful/Respectful . 437 1.185 
78 Confident/Nervous .429 0,442 
21 Believable/Unbelievable . 413 0.035 
71 Harsh/Gentle . 411 0, 424 
47 Prepared/Unprepared .401 1,763 
60 Wise/Foolish .383 0.229 
21 Accurate/Inaccurate .379 0.035 
22 Alert/Unattentive .357 0, 021 
90 Annoying/Soothing .348 0.206 
19 Tolerant/Resentful .341 7.162 
45 Responsible/Irresponsible . 298 1.099 
16 Offensive/Inoffensive , 297 2, 279 
84 Contemporary/Old-Fashioned . 294 0.297 
37 Rash/Sensible . 290 1.356 
43 Disreputable/Reputable . 285 10.580 
66 Demanding/Complying . 242 0.725 
14 Progressive/Backward .233 0,807 
63 Kind/Cruel . 229 0.035 
6 Irritating/Calming . 210 0.061 
21 Encouraging/Frustrating . 202 0.035 
36 Believing/Doubtful .186 0. 583 
26 Faint/Bright .161 0.013 
87 Experienced/Inexperienced .128 0. 279 
5 Comforting/Frightening .123 0.074 

46 Official/Unofficial . 118 3.480 
54 Just/Unjust .112 0.677 
93 Discouraging/Encouraging , 110 0,689 
4 Gentle/Mean ,063 0 .058 
55 Informed/Uninformed .062 0.292 
23 Precise/Inexact .062 0.819 
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Item No. Adjective Pair t 2 
X 

41 Reckless/Cautious .060 0.317 
44 Impressive/Unimpressive .058 0. 952 
35 Approving/Disapproving .057 0. 234 
38 Cooperative/Uncooperative .056 0.080 
72 Honest/Dishonest 0.000 0. 580 

t = 2.00, 95% level of confidence. 

X2 = 5.99, 2 df, 95% level of confidence. 



APPENDIX G 

STAGE III BANK AND OSGOOD SEMANTIC 
DIFFERENTIAL TEST INSTRUMENT 

January 7, 1971 

Dear Respondent: 

Thank you for giving us a few minutes of your time today to 
complete this questionnaire. 

As stated in the previous letter to you, this questionnaire 
concerns your feelings about a particular bank. There are 
no personal questions on the form. Again, I would like to 
emphasize that all names, addresses and answers will be 
kept strictly confidential and in no way will be identified 
in the final results. 

Thank you again for your time and cooperation. 

Yours truly, 

John H. Mather 
Project Director 
884-1793 
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Directions 

This form consists of several pages which contain an 
identifying statement about a local bank. The statement is 
followed by word pairs which describe various aspects of the 
named bank such as service, personnel, appearance, reputa
tion, and image. 

Notice that there are seven blanks between the word 
pairs which are identified at the top of each page beneath 
the statement about the bank. Please place your check mark 
in the blank between each word pair which best describes 
your attitude between the particular word pair and the bank 
named at the top of the page. For example, you may feel 
that the bank is extremely, moderately, or slightly friendly 
or unfriendly. If you feel that the word pair is not 
relevant, place your check mark in the center blank between 
the word pairs. 

You need not be alarmed at the length of the word 
pair list. Please take enough time to read both words in 
the pair and to consider how strongly you feel about each 
word pair and the named bank; but do not hesitate for very 
long on any one answer. Your immediate feeling is the most 
important. 

Thank you very much. 



I FEEL THAT THE (SPONSOR BANK) IS: 

>H 

w 
s 
w 
PH 
EH 
X 
w 

ARROGANT 

SOUND 

COURTEOUS 

THOROUGH 

REGRESSIVE 

INCAPABLE 

OLD 

UNREASONABLE 

FRANK 

DISTURBING 

QUALIFIED 

MISLEADING 

NERVOUS 

CORDIAL 

INEFFICIENT 

SMART 

AGREEABLE 

CHARMING 

KINDLY 

HINDERING 

UNFAIR 

w 
EH 

3 
W Q 
O 
S 

J 
EH 
K 
U 
H 
Hi 
m 

EH p 
M 

EH 

O 
H 
l-q 
C/3 

>H 
h-3 
W 
EH 

a 
M Q 
O 
s 

>H 
l-q 

w 
& 
EH 
X 
W 

HUMBLE 

UNSOUND 

DISCOURTEOUS 

NEGLECTFUL 

PROGRESSIVE 

CAPABLE 

NEW 

REASONABLE 

DECEPTIVE 

COMFORTING 

UNQUALIFIED 

SINCERE 

CALM 

COOL 

EFFICIENT 

FOOLISH 

DISAGREEABLE 

INSULTING 

INSOLENT 

ASSISTING 

FAIR 



122 

I FEEL THAT THE (SPONSOR BANK) IS: 
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FANCIFUL 
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OPEN 
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ALOOF 
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IMPUDENT 
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BRIGHT 

NICE 

THICK 

HOT 

CLEAR 

RICH 

LONG 

BRAVE 

RELAXED 

SACRED 

WET 

HEAVY 

FEROCIOUS 

EMPTY 

SHARP 

HAPPY 

BITTER 
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PLEASANT 

DEEP 

LOUD 
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CRUEL 

OLD 

GREEN 

WORTHLESS 

DISTASTEFUL 

AGITATED 
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DIRTY 

WEAK 

SOUR 

SOFT 
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UGLY 

SMALL 
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KIND 
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VALUABLE 

TASTY 
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HIGH 

CLEAN 
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BEAUTIFUL 

LARGE 
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Classification Data 

Name; 

Address: 

Bank Branch: 1. Central 
2. East 
3. West 
4. South 
5. North 
6. Campus 

Sex: Male Female 

Banking Services: 1. Checking Account 
2. Savings Account 
3. Check Cashing 
4. Loan 
5. Travelers Checks 
6. Credit Card 
7. Christmas Club 

CAN YOU THINK OF ANY OTHER WORDS WHICH SHOULD BE ADDED 
TO THE LIST? 
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