[bookmark: _Toc108596126]WEB APPENDIX

[bookmark: _Hlk115347892]Verbal Persuasion in Marketing: 
[bookmark: _Hlk185423147]A Multimethod Meta-Analysis of Analytical and Narrative Processing

Table of Content
Web Appendix A. Details for Study 1	1
Web Appendix A1. Search strategy to retrieve studies	1
Web Appendix A2. Definitions of information processes and outcomes	3
Web Appendix A3. Measurement and coding protocol	4
Web Appendix A4. Funnel plot for the outcomes	5
Web Appendix A5. Average effects of analytical vs. narrative information processing	6
Web Appendix A6. Norm and deviation studies for the antecedents	7
Web Appendix A7. Meta-analytic correlation matrix	8
Web Appendix A8. Meta-regression results including three-way interaction effect	9
Web Appendix A9. Conceptual framework with results	10
Web Appendix B. Dominant themes in Study 2	11
Web Appendix C. Details for Study 3	12
Web Appendix C1. Stimuli	12
Web Appendix C2. Manipulation and attention checks	13
Web Appendix C3. Additional analyses	14
Web Appendix D. Survey of senior marketing managers	15
Supplementary Web Appendix. Papers included in the meta-analysis	16




[bookmark: _Toc185425559]Web Appendix A. Details for Study 1
[bookmark: _Toc185425560]Web Appendix A1. Search strategy to retrieve studies
1) Search strings for ABI/INFORM, Business Source Complete, Science Direct, and Google Scholar
	
	Search Strings

	S1.
	“Systematic processing” OR “elaboration likelihood” OR “cognitive elaboration” OR “heuristic processing” “analytical elaboration” OR “involvement”

	S2.
	“Narrative transportation” OR “narrative engagement” OR “being hooked” OR “narrative thoughts”

	S3.
	“Experiential processing” OR “process generated” OR “affective elaboration”

	S4.
	“Information processing” OR “message processing”

	S5.
	“Argument” OR “list” OR “lecture” OR “theatre” OR “narrative” OR “story” OR “ad” OR “advert*” OR “editorial” OR “article” OR “blog” or “website” OR “packag*” OR “review” AND “read”

	S6.
	“Rhyme” OR “chime” OR “alliteration” OR “anaphora” OR “epistrophe” OR “epanalepsis” OR “anadiplosis” OR “parison” OR “antimetabole” OR “antithesis” OR “hyperbole” OR “ellipsis” OR “epanorthosis” OR “rhetorical question” OR “metonym” OR “metaphor” OR “pun” OR “irony” OR “paradox” OR “schemes” OR “tropes” OR “rhetoric”

	S7.
	“Outcome-relevant involvement” OR “issue involvement” OR “task involvement” OR “processing motivation” OR “task importance” OR “task attention” OR “value-relevant involvement” OR “personal relevance” OR “concern” “interest in”

	S8.
	“Awareness” OR “category knowledge” OR “product knowledge” OR “prior knowledge” OR “product experience”

	S9.
	“Conguren*” OR “discrep*” OR “consisten*” OR “*matching”

	S10.
	“Mood”

	S11.
	“Need for cognition”

	S12.
	“Source” AND “message” AND (“congru* OR “fit”)

	S13.
	“Source” AND “credibility” OR “expertise” OR “trustworthiness”

	S14.
	“Source” AND (“similarity” OR “homophily”)

	S15.
	“Cognitive load” OR “processing opportunity” OR “time constraints” OR “comprehensibility”

	S16.
	“Media richness” OR “dynami*” OR “interactiv*”

	S17.
	“Argument quality” OR “argument strength”

	S18.
	“Complexity” OR “synta*” OR “gramma*” OR “technical words” OR “technical language” OR “explanatory context”

	S19.
	“Mental imagery” OR “mental simulation”

	S20.
	“Positiv*” OR “negativ*” OR “valence”

	S21.
	“Affect” OR “affective response” OR “emotion”

	S22.
	“Cognitive response” OR “cognitions”

	S23.
	“Recall”

	S24.
	“Attitud*” OR “evaluat*” OR “opinion” OR “belief”

	S25.
	“Intention” OR “willingness”

	S26.
	“Behavior” OR “purchase” OR “choice”

	S27.
	“Audio” OR “voice” OR “vocal” OR “spoken” OR “video” OR “audiovisual”

	S28.
	(S1 OR S2 OR S3 OR S4) AND (S5 OR S6 OR S7 OR S8 OR S9 OR S10 OR S11 OR S12 OR S13 OR S14 OR S15 OR S16 OR S17 OR S18 OR S19 OR S20) AND (S21 OR S22 OR S23 OR S24 OR S25 OR S26) AND (S27)
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2) A manual shelf search of relevant journals
Journals were considered and included if they appeared in the Erasmus Institute of Management (ERIM) Ranking (https://www.erim.eur.nl/about-erim/erim-journals-list-ejl/).
European Journal of Marketing, International Journal of Advertising, Journal of Advertising, Journal of Applied Social Psychology, Journal of Business Research, Journal of Consumer Psychology, Journal of Consumer Research, Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, Journal of Interactive Marketing, Journal of Language and Social Psychology, Journal of Marketing, Journal of Marketing Communications, Journal of Marketing Research, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, Journal of Marketing Theory and Practice, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, Marketing Letters, Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, Psychology and Marketing, International Journal of Research in Marketing, Journal of Service Research, Journal of Retailing, Journal of Applied Psychology, Psychological Science, Psychological Bulletin, Organizational Behavior & Human Decision Processes, Communication Research, Journal of Communication, Journal of Interactive Advertising, Public Opinion Quarterly, Journal of International Marketing, Industrial Marketing Management, New Media & Society, Communication Methods and Measures, Media Psychology, among others. 
3) Exclusion criteria
Theoretical research; absence of textual and/or audio stimuli; studies employing infographics to simplify complex scientific information; indexed or ratio measures of analytical or narrative processing; studies approaching persuasion through broader media and sociological perspectives; biometric measures of persuasion (e.g., heart rate, eye tracking); predicted or estimated outcomes.
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[bookmark: _Toc185425561]Web Appendix A2. Definitions of information processes and outcomes
	Constructs
	Definition
	Synonyms
	Representative Articles

	Information Processes

	Analytical processing
	Rational assessments and both heuristic and systematic message elaboration
	Critical thoughts, cognitive elaboration, self-reported effort, support arguments, counterarguing
	Putrevu, 2014; Sela, Wheeler & Sarial-Abi, 2012; Sujan, 1985

	Narrative 
processing
	Transportation into stories to foster emotional connections and identification with the characters and plot
	Narrative transportation, narrative engagement, narrative thoughts, being hooked
	Escalas, 2004

	Outcomes

	Affective 
response
	Customer’s internal feeling state
	Emotion-oriented reactions, upbeat feelings scale
	Escalas, 2004

	Cognitive
 response
	Customer’s evaluative response to attitude-relevant information
	Cognitions, beliefs
	Kim et al., 2012

	Recall
	Customer’s mental reproduction of a target item experienced or learned earlier
	(Un)aided recall
	Maheswaran & Meyers-Levy 1990

	Attitude
	Customer’s emotions or beliefs toward a particular object, person, or event
	Evaluations, opinions
	Chen, Kim, & Lin, 2015


	Intentions and Behavior
	Customers’ willingness, likelihood, readiness, or actual performance of an action
	Purchase intention, sharing intention, willingness to respond, purchase, choice
	Antonetti et al., 2018; Maheswaran & Meyers-Levy, 1990
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	Variable
	Measurement Description
	Coding Scheme

	Information Processing

	Analytical (vs. narrative) processing
	Whether the study measured critical thoughts, cognitive elaboration, self-reported effort, support arguments, or counterarguing (i.e., analytical; e.g., Dunlop, Wakefield, & Kashima, 2010; Petty & Wegener, 1998; Slater & Rouner, 2002), or narrative transportation, narrative engagement, narrative thoughts, or being hooked scales (i.e., narrative processing; e.g., Escalas et al., 2004; Green & Brock, 2000)
	0 = Analytical
1 = Narrative

	Measurement with scale
	The measurement of an information process using one of the various analytic processing or narrative transportation scales 
	0 = Scale
1 = Nominal/ordinal

	Moderators
	
	

	Utilitarian (vs. hedonic) product type
	Products and services that offer cognitively oriented and functional benefits (i.e., utilitarian) versus products and services consumed primarily for affective and sensory gratification (Klein & Melnyk, 2016)
	0 = Utilitarian
1= Hedonic

	Written (vs. audio) modality
	Messages communicated through text versus through audio 
	0 = Written
1 = Audio

	Study Characteristics

	Lab study (vs. online study)
	The study was conducted in the lab or with an online panel
	0 = Online panel
1 = Lab study

	Incentive (vs. no incentive)
	Whether participants received a reward for participation
	0 = Course credit
1 = Payment
2 = Prize draw

	Real world (vs. artificial) stimuli
	Whether a stimulus reflects a real scenario or is artificially developed for the purpose of experimentation
	0 = Real world
1 = Artificial

	Experiential (vs. materialistic) stimuli
	Experiential purchases are made with the primary intention of acquiring a life experience (event or series of events that one lives through). Material purchases are made with the primary intention of acquiring a material good (tangible object kept in one’s possession) (van Boven & Gilovich, 2003)
	0 = Experiential
1= Materialistic

	Text and image (vs. text only)
	Whether the stimulus contains text and an image or text only
	0 = Text
1 = Text/image

	Text type
	Whether the stimulus is an ad, story, or other type of text
	0 = Ad
1 = Story
2 = Other

	Sample Characteristics
	
	

	Students (vs. non-student) sample 
	Proportion of university-educated participants in the sample
	Percent

	Age
	Mean age in years
	

	Female
	Proportion of female participants
	Percent

	Sample size
	Number of valid responses in the sample
	

	Publication Characteristics

	Publication type
	Published academic articles in journals, unpublished theses, or working papers
	0 = published
1 = unpublished
2 = working papers

	Journal impact factor
	Journal impact factor as listed on Webofknowledge.com
	

	Year
	Publication year of the article
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	A: Average r (simple comparison)

	[image: A graph of a bar graph

Description automatically generated with medium confidence]

	B: Predicted r (including controls)

	[image: A graph of a bar graph

Description automatically generated with medium confidence]
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Numbers next to triangles indicate the reference: 1. Kirmani & Shiv (1998); 2.Miniard, Bhatla & Rose (1990); 3. Meyers-Levy & Maheswaran (1992) [Study 1]; 4. Haugtvedt & Wegener (1994) [Study 1]; 5. Gürhan-Canli & Maheswaran (1998); 6. Zhang & Zinkhan (2006) [271]; 7.Green & Brock (2000) [Study 2]; 8. Huhmann & Albinsson (2012); 9. Lowrey (1998) [Study 3]; 10. Agrawal & Maheswaran (2005) [Study 1]; 11. Van Laer et al. (2019) [Study 3]; 12. Muehling & Laczniak (1988); 13. Liberman & Chaiken (1992); 14. Chebat, Charlebois, & Gélinas-Chebat (2001); 15.Laczniak & Muehling (1993); 16. Fernando, Sivakumaran & Suganthi (2016); 17.Sarnoff (2009); 18. Jae (2006) [Study 3]; 19. Appel & Mengelkamp (2022) [Study 3]; 20. Sela Wheeler & Sarial-Abi (2012) [Study 1]; 21. Rozier (2008); 22. Chebat, Charlebois, & Gélinas-Chebat (2001); 23. Wu & Shaffer (1987) [Study 1]; 24. Lee, Jeong & Oh (2018) [Study 1]; 25. Williams (2011); 26. Sujan, Bettman & Sujan (1986); 27. Van Laer & De Ruyter (2010) [Study 3]; 28. Howard & Barry (1994) [Study 1]; 29. Batra & Stayman (1990); 30. Bless, Mackie & Schwarz (1992); 31. Chang & Yen (2013) [Study 1]; 32. Sengupta & Johar (2002) [Study 3]; 33. Luna & Peracchio (2002) [Study 2]; 34. Van Stee (2012); 35. Haugtvedt & Petty (1992) [Study 2]; 36. Tezer, Bodur & Grohmann (2019) [Study 2]; 37. Lin & Chen (2015) [Study 2]; 38. Becker-Olsen, Cudmore & Hill (2006) [Study 1]; 39. Wang (2006); 40. Lawrence, Fournier & Brunel (2013); 41. Rozier (2008); 42. Green & Brock (2000) [Study 1]; 43.Chu & Kamal (2008); 44.Jain & Posavac (2001) [Study 2]; 45. Howard & Kerin (2011) [Study 3]; 46. Kane (2017); 47. Andrews & Shimp (1990); 48. Brannon & Brock (2001) [Study 2]; 49. Kwan, Dai & Wyer (2017); 50. Shiv, Edell Britton & Payne (2004) [Study 1]; 51. Wan, Rucker, Tormala & Clarkson (2010) [Study 2]; 52. Barden (2005) [Pilot study]; 53.Liu & Shrum (2009); 54.Roggeveen et al., (2015) [Study 2]; 55. Sicilia, Ruiz & Munuera (2005); 56. Rockwell & Singleton (2007); 57. Rodero & Romero (2022); 58. Krishnamurthy & Sivaraman (2002) [Study 2]; 59. Rausch (2010); 60. Escalas (2007) [Study 2]; 61.Hallahan (1995); 62.Lowrey (1998) [Study 2]; 63.Wheeler (2001) [Study 1]; 64.Brennan (1992); 65. Nielsen & Escalas (2010) [Study 2]; 66.Delbaere (2008) [Study 2]; 67. DeRosia (2003) [Pretest 5]; 68.Escalas (2004); 69.Polyorat, Alden & Kim (2007); 70. Hamby, Daniloski & Brinberg (2015) [Study 1]; 71. Lu (2009); 72. Sarnoff (2008); 73. He (2008) [Study 1]; 74. Kim, Baek & Choi (2012) [Study 1]; 75. Aaker & Maheswaran (1997) [Study 2]; 76.Mantel & Kardes (1999) [Study 2]; 77. Ahluwalia, Burnkrant & Unnava (2000) [Study 1]; 78. Fernando, Sivakumaran & Suganthi (2016); 79. Brannon & Brock (2001) [Study 2].
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	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22
	23
	24
	25

	1.
	Reliability corrected correlation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.
	Analytical (vs. narrative) processing
	-.28
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.
	Utilitarian (vs. hedonic)
	-.06
	.15
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.
	Audio (vs. text)
	.03
	-.31
	-.06
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.
	Outcome: Attitude
	.08
	.07
	-.02
	-.29
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.
	Outcome: Affective response
	.15
	-.16
	.01
	.25
	-.29
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7.
	Outcome: Cognitive response
	-.11
	-.07
	-.03
	.15
	-.25
	-.06
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8.
	Outcome: Recall
	-.26
	.18
	.14
	.03
	-.42
	-.09
	-.08
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9.
	Outcome: Intentions and behavior
	.08
	-.10
	-.08
	.11
	-.59
	-.13
	-.11
	-.19
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10.
	Lab study (vs. online study)
	-.21
	.37
	.05
	-.15
	.03
	-.06
	.02
	.15
	-.13
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11.
	Incentive (vs. no incentive)
	.14
	-.14
	.02
	-.10
	.18
	.04
	-.10
	.00
	-.20
	-.16
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12.
	Real world (vs. artificial) stimuli
	-.09
	-.02
	.17
	.04
	-.10
	-.03
	-.03
	-.02
	.17
	.01
	.03
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13.
	Experiential (vs. materialistic) stimuli
	.07
	-.31
	-.42
	.00
	.09
	.06
	.08
	-.15
	-.07
	-.13
	-.04
	-.36
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14.
	Text and image (vs. text only)
	-.03
	-.15
	.02
	.22
	-.15
	.26
	.18
	-.03
	-.03
	-.04
	.02
	.04
	.07
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15.
	Text type: Ad
	.08
	.23
	.10
	-.15
	-.04
	.00
	.02
	.04
	.01
	.12
	-.21
	-.07
	-.11
	.31
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16.
	Text type: Story
	-.09
	-.31
	-.18
	.24
	.06
	.03
	.07
	-.03
	-.09
	-.26
	.23
	-.03
	.09
	-.12
	-.42
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17.
	Text type: Other
	-.01
	.04
	.02
	-.22
	.05
	-.13
	-.11
	.01
	.07
	.01
	.10
	.06
	.05
	-.38
	-.68
	-.22
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18.
	Measurement with scale
	.20
	.04
	-.10
	-.22
	.35
	-.04
	-.11
	-.35
	-.07
	.00
	-.07
	-.25
	.10
	-.19
	.09
	-.01
	-.02
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	19.
	Students (vs. non-student) sample
	-.07
	.19
	-.05
	-.26
	.12
	.01
	-.01
	.14
	-.26
	.58
	.12
	-.20
	.09
	.07
	.23
	-.16
	-.11
	.04
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	20.
	Age
	.15
	-.13
	.12
	-.04
	.01
	.00
	.00
	.00
	-.01
	-.41
	.16
	.04
	.02
	-.04
	-.09
	.02
	.17
	-.07
	-.49
	
	
	
	
	
	

	21.
	Female
	.06
	.00
	-.02
	.27
	-.06
	-.05
	.05
	-.01
	.08
	.09
	.14
	.00
	-.01
	.03
	-.03
	.00
	.01
	-.10
	.22
	-.24
	
	
	
	
	

	22.
	Sample size
	-.19
	.01
	.02
	.01
	-.15
	.04
	.03
	.06
	.09
	-.15
	.00
	.13
	.18
	-.03
	-.06
	-.21
	.20
	-.18
	-.13
	.08
	.11
	
	
	
	

	23.
	Unpublished (vs. published) study
	-.05
	.29
	.08
	-.17
	.35
	-.10
	-.09
	-.15
	-.20
	.02
	-.02
	.05
	-.09
	-.06
	.08
	.06
	-.11
	.03
	-.07
	-.09
	-.13
	-.05
	
	
	

	24.
	Journal impact factor
	-.03
	-.12
	.08
	.20
	-.10
	.10
	.06
	-.02
	.04
	-.08
	-.06
	-.07
	-.03
	.33
	.12
	.19
	-.27
	.03
	-.09
	.00
	-.08
	-.33
	.06
	
	

	25.
	Year
	.10
	-.44
	-.22
	.30
	-.12
	.15
	.13
	-.23
	.17
	-.44
	-.09
	.15
	.18
	.04
	-.31
	.25
	.05
	-.09
	-.39
	-.02
	-.01
	.17
	-.13
	-.13
	


Note: r ≥ |.13| is significant at p < .05.


[bookmark: _Toc185425567]Web Appendix A8. Meta-regression results including three-way interaction effect
	
	Model 4
	Model 5

	
	β
	SE
	β
	SE

	Intercept (Predicted r)
	.315**
	.016
	.316**
	.014

	Information Processing
	
	
	
	

	IP: Analytical processinga (AP)
	—
	—
	—
	—

	IP: Narrative processing (NP)
	.296**
	.047
	.279**
	.052

	[bookmark: _Hlk156210334]Product Type
	
	
	
	

	Utilitarian (vs. hedonic) product type
	.080*
	.034
	.069
	.038

	AP × Utilitarian (vs. hedonic)a
	—
	—
	—
	—

	NP × Utilitarian (vs. hedonic)
	-.259**
	.070
	-.258**
	.063

	Modality
	
	
	
	

	Audio (vs. text) 
	.206**
	.055
	.070
	.074

	AP × Audio (vs. text)a
	—
	—
	—
	—

	NP × Audio (vs. text)
	-.126^
	.065
	-.227
	.160

	Additional Two-Way Interaction
	
	
	
	

	Utilitarian (vs. hedonic) × Audio (vs. text)
	-.532^
	.223
	.025
	.080

	Three-Way Interaction
	
	
	
	

	NP × Utilitarian (vs. hedonic) × Audio (vs. text)
	.470
	.382
	.082
	.249

	Outcomes
	
	
	
	

	Outcome: Attitudea
	
	
	—
	—

	Outcome: Affective response
	
	
	.173*
	.075

	Outcome: Cognitive response
	
	
	.014
	.056

	Outcome: Recall
	
	
	-.074^
	.042

	Outcome: Intentions and behavior
	
	
	.023
	.030

	Study Characteristics
	
	
	
	

	Lab study (vs. online study)
	
	
	-.040
	.050

	Incentive (vs. no incentive)
	
	
	.042
	.034

	Real world (vs. artificial) stimuli
	
	
	-.057
	.042

	Experiential (vs. materialistic) stimuli
	
	
	-.036
	.038

	Text and image (vs. text only)
	
	
	.070
	.074

	Text type: Ada
	
	
	—
	—

	Text type: Story
	
	
	-.165**
	.043

	Text type: Other
	
	
	-.022
	.036

	Measurement with scale
	
	
	.014
	.042

	Sample Characteristics
	
	
	
	

	Students (vs. non-student) sample 
	
	
	.010
	.052

	Age
	
	
	[bookmark: _GoBack].006^
	.003

	Female
	
	
	.004**
	.001

	Sample size
	
	
	-.043**
	.014

	Publication Characteristics
	
	
	
	

	Unpublished (vs. published) study
	
	
	.051
	.043

	Journal impact factor
	
	
	-.012*
	.006

	Year
	
	
	.002
	.002

	
	
	
	
	

	Pseudo R2
	.17
	.38

	Number of effects
	229
	229

	Number of studies 
	129
	129

	ICC
	.65
	.65


**p < .01, *p < .05, ^p < .10. Significance is based on two-tailed tests with robust standard errors. 
Notes: The dependent variable is the reliability-corrected correlation. 
a“General,” “attitude,” and “text type: ad” are base categories.
bPercentages refer to the respective information processing category.
[bookmark: _Toc185425568]Web Appendix A9. Conceptual framework with results

[image: ]

Notes: ***p < .01, **p < .05, *p < .10. Significance is based on two-tailed tests.
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	Theme
	Frequency
	Representative Quotes

	Blending analytical and narrative processing in the same message
	28%
	How do analytical and narrative messages play together and how can we utilize them to benefit each other?

What is the ideal balance between conveying the analytical usefulness of a product/service without risking the loss of creating a narrative for that product? This is essential for marketing as a strong narrative attracts and persuades initially, but the analysis given thereafter influences whether a product is purchased or idea adopted.


	Audience differences in  analytical vs. narrative processing
	20%
	I would like to know how different ages, ethnicities, genders process analytical vs narrative verbal messages and which is more effective to each group.

How does the effectiveness of analytical vs. narrative processing vary across different consumer demographics (e.g., age, education level, cultural background)? 


	Boundary conditions
	12%
	I would like to choose when I want something with audio or written.  That would make my job much easier.

I'd like to learn more about which approach is more effective in terms of marketing specific products. This would help my clients fine-tune their messaging depending on the product.


	Relative persuasiveness of analytical vs. narrative processing
	9%
	I would be interested to better understand the quantitative efficacy of messaging delivered with analytical vs narrative means. This would enable me to better direct the Creatives in their ideation.

I want to know the rates of success between the two. I think that verbal messages can sometimes be very difficult because you get too analytical and you lose people, the lost people have no frame of reference and the deeper the conversation, the more convoluted. However, the more narrative processing, the more uninteresting it can potentially become or feel like a lot of ground was covered with little to no outcome. Knowing the success rate would help me either merge the two or be flexible.


	Other themes
	31%
	How do you effectively structure messaging that tells an interesting and appealing story about your company/product?

I've worked in the Marketing and communications for a decade in the past. The biggest challenge has been the identification of how technology is integrated with known patterns such as mode of delivery/age group/target group and more. In the past few years, technology has allowed the expansion of both analytical and narrative processing as well as the delivery of the information. The most pressing factors, in my opinion, involve the understanding of the effectiveness of newer technologically-driven/novel means of communications using data analysis.
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Analytical - Written
Running is a healthy and popular way to get outside. Most important for enjoying and excelling at this hobby is a great pair of shoes. Introducing, Westerly running shoes. These shoes are remarkably comfortable and secure on the foot.
Facts about Westerly running shoes include:
Competition-beating comfort and quality that enhances run performance
A range of colorful, stylish designs, with advanced, reinforced shoelaces.
Water-resistant uppers that keep feet dry, even when splashing through puddles
Westerly shoes have a 5-star approval rating from runnersworld.com and customers on Amazon
Westerly running shoes really deliver on all fronts. Look and feel like a winner with Westerly!

Narrative - Written
I’m an avid runner – it is one of my favorite hobbies and I’m pretty good at it. Let me tell you about a recent run of mine. Imagine yourself running through a shady, tree-lined park. As you warm up, you notice that your feet feel remarkably comfortable and secure. You look down and see a colorful pair of Westerly running shoes on your feet. You admire the advanced, reinforced shoelaces. You splash through a puddle –and notice your feet are still dry, courtesy of the water-resistant uppers. As you see the end of the tree line and return to the starting point, you marvel at the comfort and quality of your run. I rated Westerly shoes 5 stars on runnersworld.com and Amazon. Next time I lace up to go for a run, I’m going to reach for my Westerly’s – I’ll look like and feel like a winner!

Blended - Written
I’m an avid runner - it is one of my favorite hobbies and I’m pretty good at it. Let me tell you about a recent run of mine. Imagine yourself running through a shady, tree-lined park. As you warm up, you look down and see a colorful pair of Westerly running shoes on your feet. You splash through a puddle –and notice your feet are still dry, courtesy of the water-resistant uppers. As you see the end of the tree line and return to the starting point, you marvel at the comfort and quality of your run. 
Other facts about Westerly running shoes include:
Competition-beating comfort and quality that enhances run performance
A range of colorful, stylish designs, with advanced, reinforced shoelaces.
Westerly shoes have a 5-star approval rating from runnersworld.com and customers on Amazon
Westerly running shoes really deliver on all fronts. Look and feel like a winner with Westerly!

Analytical - Audio: https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fi/go7j4zft3s5magqj48r9j/analytical.wav?rlkey=oij65az4fd18opcfbyn67ux4s&st=ej3palhf&dl=0

Narrative - Audio: https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fi/fz0nfxmes2hj2btltcyl9/narrative.wav?rlkey=blq20p5c02scs5s5ktx7ju0ok&st=xear2p2g&dl=0

Blended - Audio: https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fi/hqf7b80992v2dgi1ynisz/Blended.wav?rlkey=jp3jtvz78mjl7jevjgxo9tceg&st=7ewsvx9j&dl=0


[bookmark: _Toc185425572]Web Appendix C2. Manipulation and attention checks
An ANOVA revealed a significant difference in perceptions of analytical processing (F(2, 447) = 38.14, p < .001), such that analytical messages were perceived as more analytical than both narrative (Manalytical = 5.53, SD = 1.28, N = 148 vs. Mnarrative = 4.00, SD = 1.78, N = 147; t(449) = 8.71, p < .001, d = .99) and blended messages (Mblended = 4.67, SD = 1.42, N = 155; t(449) = 4.95, p < .001, d = .67). The difference between narrative and blended messages was also significant, with blended messages perceived to be more analytical than narrative messages (t(449) = 3.87, p < .001). 
The same ANOVA revealed a significant difference in perceptions of narrative processing (F(2, 447) = 94.82, p < .001), such that narrative messages were perceived as more narrative than both analytical (Mnarrative= 6.13, SD = 1.11, N = 147 vs. Manalytical= 4.10, SD = 1.84, N = 148; t(449) = 12.53, p < .001, d = 1.34) and blended messages (Mblended = 5.90, SD = 1.09, N = 155; t(449) = 1.83, p = .068, d = .21). The difference between analytical and blended messages was also significant, with blended messages perceived to be more narrative than analytical messages (t(449) = 11.25, p < .001, d = 1.19). Hence, manipulation checks were successful. Attention checks aimed at probing whether participants could recall the modality of the message received returned a 100% accuracy score. 

[bookmark: _Toc185425573]Web Appendix C3. Additional analyses
The table below reports the means and standard deviations for the individual conditions in our analysis examining the effect of modality and message format on willingness to buy. 
	
	Analytical
	Narrative
	Blended

	Written
	4.81 (1.37)
	5.24 (1.53)
	5.63 (1.26)

	Audio
	5.01 (1.48)
	4.61 (1.74)
	5.08 (1.53)



We used PROCESS model 8 to explore the mediated effects, treating message format as the independent variable, modality as the moderator, willingness to buy as the dependent variable, and elaboration, narrative transportation, and processing fluency as mediators. 
We first consider the indirect effects of format in the written modality, examining the effects of each individual format separately. The effect of narrative versus analytical written messages on persuasion was mediated by transportation (b = .41, SE = .13, 95% CI: .1664, .6701), but not elaboration or fluency. The effect of blended written message versus analytical written message was also mediated by transportation (b = .32, SE = .12, 95% CI: .0972, .5652) but not fluency or elaboration. The effect of the blended versus narrative written messages was not explained through any significant difference of the mediators.
We next consider the indirect effects in the audio modality, again considering the effects of each individual format separately. The effect of the narrative versus analytical audio message on persuasion through fluency were marginally significant (b = -.07, SE = .05, 95% CI: -.1774, .0070), such that analytical message enhanced fluency relative to the narrative message, and non-significant for transportation and elaboration. The effect of the analytical versus blended audio message on persuasion through fluency was also significant (b = .07, SE = .04, 95% CI: .0016, .1750), such that the analytical message enhanced fluency relative to the blended message, but not transportation or elaboration. The effect of the blended versus narrative audio messages was not explained through any of the mediators. 
The blended message evoked more transportation than the analytical message. While our analysis yielded no significant processes to explain the effects of narrative versus blended messages, this may be due to the fact that the persuasive effects of written blended and narrative messages were similar (yielding minimal variance to be explained by process variables). Alternatively, it is possible that the persuasive efficacy of blended written versus narrative written messages is explained through other processes that we did not measure, such as perceptions of message “balance” or credibility. The indirect effects of the analytical versus narrative audio modality through fluency, while marginal, support our original proposal that the relatively easier-to-encode modality of audio favors analytical processing. This also appears to be the case for blended messages: the analytical audio messages enhanced fluency relative to blended audio messages. The effects of the blended versus narrative audio messages also were not explained through any of the process variables, which again may be due to either decreased variance to explain in the willingness to buy outcome, or the operation of processes that we did not measure. 


[bookmark: _Toc185425574]Web Appendix D. Survey of senior marketing managers
Our study differentiates between analytical messages, which present facts and rational arguments, and narrative messages, which use storytelling. 
· Considering the customer communication of your organization or your clients, how much of it (in percent) use analytical messages and narrative messages?
· In your experience, which type of message is generally more successful in persuading customer for your organization or your clients?
Messages can be communicated in different ways or modalities (written communication such as print, outdoor, or blogs vs. audio communication such as radio or podcast).
· In your experience, does the modality (written vs. audio) change the effectiveness of analytical and/or narrative messages?
· If Yes: Please explain to us how and why.
We found that analytical messages are more effective when conveyed in audio modality, and narrative messages are more effective in written modality.
· How does this evidence influence the way you work?
· Would you adapt or change anything based on this finding?
Messages can be communicated for hedonic products (which provide pleasure and sensory gratification, appealing to emotions) and utilitarian products (which fulfil practical needs, emphasizing functionality and efficiency).
· In your experience, does the type of product (hedonic vs. utilitarian) change the effectiveness of analytical and/or narrative messages?
· If Yes: Please explain to us how and why.
We found that promoting utilitarian product is more effective using analytical messages, whereas promoting hedonic products is more effective using narrative messages.
· How does this evidence influence the way you work?
· Would you adapt or change anything based on this finding?
We also explored the effect of marketing messages that blend analytical and narrative elements by providing both factual information and engaging in storytelling to capture customers.
· In your organization or for your clients, do you combine analytical and narrative elements in marketing messages?
· If Yes: Please explain to us how and why.
We found that blending narrative and analytical elements in a marketing message maximizes its persuasive impact, but only when they are delivered in written form (not in audio form).
· How does this evidence influence the way you work?
· Would you adapt or change anything based on this finding?
Finally, please provide us with some information about yourself.
· What is your position? Please briefly describe your responsibilities with regards to (marketing) communication:
· Years of experience in the (marketing) communication area.
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