
Trakia Journal of Sciences, Vol. 24, № 2, 2026                                                      109 

Trakia Journal of Sciences, No 2, pp 109-120, 2026 

Copyright © 2026 Trakia University 

Available online at: 

https://trakia-uni.bg 

                                                                                    

                                                               ISSN 1313-3551 (online)        doi:10.15547/tjs.2026.02.005 
 

                         Original Contribution 

GENDER AND EDUCATION AS DETERMINANTS OF VERBAL – 

VISUAL COGNITIVE STYLES: AN EMPIRICAL INVESTIGATION IN 

ADVERTISING PERCEPTION 
 

L. Spasova* 
 

Department of Social Sciences and Business Language Training, Faculty of Economics, 

Trakia University, Stara Zagora, Bulgaria 
 

ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study is to examine the extent to which gender and education are associated with 

verbal–visual cognitive styles in the context of advertising perception. The research addresses an 

identified gap in advertising and cognitive psychology literature concerning the combined effects of 

demographic factors on individual differences in information processing. An empirical study was 

conducted using a standardized verbal–visual cognitive style questionnaire measuring visual, verbal, 

and imagery-based (dream) processing preferences. Independent-samples t-tests, one-way analysis of 

variance (ANOVA), and analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) were applied to assess the effects of 

gender and education on cognitive style dimensions. The findings indicate statistically significant 

gender differences in visual and imagery-based cognitive styles, with females demonstrating higher 

visual orientation and males exhibiting stronger imagery-based tendencies. Education level was 

associated with differences across all cognitive style dimensions, indicating differentiated patterns of 

information processing across educational groups. The results suggest that gender and education are 

relevant factors related to verbal–visual cognitive styles and should be considered in the design and 

evaluation of advertising messages. These findings contribute to a deeper understanding of individual 

differences in advertising perception and offer practical implications for more effective 

communication strategies. 
 

Keywords: cognitive styles, gender differences, education level, verbal processing, visual processing, 
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INTRODUCTION 

Over the past several decades, advertising 

research and consumer psychology have 

increasingly focused on individual differences 

in information processing and message 

interpretation (1,2). As contemporary 

advertising environments become more 

visually saturated and cognitively demanding, 

understanding how consumers perceive, 

encode, and respond to verbal and visual 

stimuli has become a central issue for both 

theory and practice (3–5). Within this context, 

cognitive styles have emerged as a key 

construct explaining systematic variations in 

how individuals organize, process, and retrieve 

information from persuasive messages (6,7). 
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Verbal–visual cognitive styles refer to 

relatively stable preferences for processing 

information through verbal or visual 

modalities, including imagery-based mental 

representations (8). Individuals differ in the 

extent to which they rely on linguistic 

encoding, pictorial representations, or 

internally generated imagery when interpreting 

external stimuli (9,10). Prior studies have 

shown that these preferences influence 

attention allocation, comprehension, memory, 

and evaluative judgments, particularly in 

communication-rich contexts such as 

advertising (11–13). Despite this growing body 

of research, empirical evidence remains limited 

regarding the demographic determinants of 

verbal–visual cognitive styles, especially when 

multiple demographic factors are examined 

simultaneously. 
 

Gender has long been one of the most 

extensively investigated demographic 
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variables in advertising research (14,15). 

Existing studies have primarily addressed 

gender through the analysis of role portrayals, 

stereotypical representations, and their social 

implications (16–18). While such research has 

provided important insights into media effects 

and social norms, it has often overlooked the 

cognitive mechanisms underlying gender-

based differences in advertising perception. 

Empirical findings suggest that males and 

females may differ in their sensitivity to visual 

cues, imagery, and nonverbal information, as 

well as in their reliance on verbal processing 

during message evaluation (19–21). However, 

these differences are rarely examined within a 

coherent cognitive style framework, leaving an 

important gap in the literature. 
 

Education represents another potentially 

influential, yet comparatively underexplored, 

determinant of verbal–visual cognitive styles. 

Educational attainment is closely associated 

with exposure to different modes of learning, 

abstraction, symbolic reasoning, and habitual 

information-processing strategies (22,23). 

Although cognitive styles are generally 

distinguished from cognitive abilities, prior 

research suggests that educational experiences 

may shape individuals’ preferred modes of 

organizing and interpreting information (24–

26). Nevertheless, few empirical studies have 

systematically investigated how education 

relates to verbal, visual, and imagery-based 

cognitive styles, particularly within applied 

domains such as advertising perception. 
 

Moreover, previous research has largely 

examined gender and education in isolation, 

thereby limiting the explanatory power of 

existing findings (27). From both a theoretical 

and applied perspective, an integrated 

approach that considers the combined effects 

of gender and education is necessary to better 

understand individual differences in 

information processing. Such an approach is 

particularly relevant in advertising contexts, 

where verbal and visual components interact 

dynamically and where message effectiveness 

depends on cognitive congruence between 

stimulus characteristics and recipient 

preferences (28–30). 
 

Against this background, the present study 

investigates gender and education as 

determinants of verbal–visual cognitive styles 

in the context of advertising perception. Using 

a validated measure of verbal, visual, and 

imagery-based processing preferences, this 

empirical investigation aims to clarify how 

these demographic factors shape cognitive 

style orientations. By focusing on underlying 

cognitive processes rather than surface-level 

representations, the study contributes to the 

literature on cognitive styles and advertising 

perception and provides insights relevant to the 

design of more effective and cognitively 

aligned advertising messages. 
 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Verbal–Visual Cognitive Styles and 

Information Processing 

Cognitive styles are commonly defined as 

stable individual preferences in the acquisition, 

processing, and organization of information 

(31,32). Unlike cognitive abilities, which refer 

to levels of performance, cognitive styles 

describe how individuals approach cognitive 

tasks rather than how well they perform them 

(33). Within this framework, verbal–visual 

cognitive styles represent a fundamental 

dimension of individual differences, reflecting 

the tendency to rely predominantly on verbal 

codes, visual representations, or imagery-

based mental simulations when processing 

information (34–36). 
 

Early theoretical models of information 

processing emphasized the distinction between 

verbal and nonverbal systems, suggesting that 

information can be encoded through separate 

but interconnected representational channels 

(37). This distinction laid the foundation for 

dual-coding approaches, which argue that the 

simultaneous activation of verbal and visual 

systems enhances comprehension, recall, and 

recognition (38,39). Subsequent empirical 

research confirmed that individuals differ 

systematically in their reliance on these 

channels, giving rise to the verbalizer–

visualizer dimension of cognitive style (40,41). 

Research using validated measurement 

instruments has demonstrated that verbal–

visual cognitive styles influence learning 

outcomes, memory performance, and 

evaluative judgments across a variety of 

contexts (42–44). Visual-oriented individuals 

tend to process information holistically, relying 

on imagery and spatial representations, 

whereas  verbal-oriented   individuals   favour  

sequential, language-based processing 

strategies (45). Imagery-based or “dream” 

cognitive tendencies further reflect the 

capacity to generate internally constructed 

mental images that extend beyond immediate 

perceptual input, playing a significant role in 
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imagination, simulation, and meaning 

construction (46,47). 
 

Gender Differences in Verbal–Visual 

Cognitive Styles 

Gender has been consistently examined as a 

potential source of individual differences in 

cognitive processing, particularly with regard 

to verbal, visual, and imagery-related abilities 

(48,49). Empirical findings suggest that 

females often demonstrate greater sensitivity to 

visual detail and nonverbal cues, whereas 

males tend to rely more heavily on integrated 

verbal–visual representations and imagery-

based processing (50–52). These differences 

have been observed in tasks involving 

perception, memory, and symbolic 

interpretation, although their magnitude and 

direction vary across contexts (53). 
 

In advertising research, gender differences 

have traditionally been explored through the 

analysis of role portrayals and stereotypical 

representations rather than through underlying 

cognitive mechanisms (54,55). While this line 

of inquiry has generated valuable insights into 

social and cultural effects, it provides limited 

explanation for why males and females may 

respond differently to identical advertising 

stimuli. A cognitive style perspective offers a 

more process-oriented approach by linking 

gender differences directly to information-

processing preferences (56). 
 

Studies adopting this perspective indicate that 

gender-related variations in advertising 

responses may stem from differential 

weighting of verbal and visual cues, as well as 

from distinct attentional and elaborative 

strategies (57–59). However, empirical 

investigations explicitly examining gender 

differences in verbal–visual cognitive styles 

remain relatively scarce, particularly within 

applied advertising contexts. As a result, the 

role of gender as a determinant of cognitive 

style orientations in advertising perception 

warrants further systematic examination (60). 
 

Education and Cognitive Style Development 

Education constitutes another important factor 

shaping individual differences in information 

processing. Educational attainment is 

associated with prolonged exposure to specific 

modes of learning, symbolic systems, and 

problem-solving strategies, which may 

influence preferred cognitive styles over time 

(61,62). Although cognitive styles are 

generally regarded as relatively stable traits, 

evidence suggests that educational experiences 

can reinforce or attenuate certain processing 

preferences (63). 
 

Research in educational psychology indicates 

that higher levels of education are often linked 

to increased verbal abstraction, analytical 

reasoning, and metacognitive awareness (64–

66). Conversely, visual and imagery-based 

processing strategies have been shown to 

support comprehension and retention in 

complex learning environments, particularly 

when abstract concepts are involved (67). 

These findings suggest that education may play 

a differentiated role in shaping verbal, visual, 

and imagery-oriented cognitive styles rather 

than exerting a uniform effect across all 

dimensions. 
 

Despite these indications, empirical studies 

directly examining the relationship between 

education and verbal–visual cognitive styles 

remain limited. Existing research often treats 

education as a control variable rather than as a 

theoretically meaningful determinant of 

cognitive style variation (68). This gap is 

particularly evident in advertising research, 

where education is frequently used for sample 

description but rarely integrated into 

explanatory models of advertising perception 

(69). 
 

Integrating Gender and Education in 

Advertising Perception 

Most prior studies investigating demographic 

influences on information processing have 

examined gender and education independently, 

thereby overlooking their potential combined 

effects (70). From a theoretical standpoint, 

considering these factors jointly allows for a 

more nuanced understanding of how 

socialization, learning experiences, and 

cognitive preferences interact in shaping 

advertising perception. In advertising contexts, 

where verbal and visual components are 

dynamically integrated, such an approach is 

especially relevant (71,72). 
 

Cognitive congruence theories suggest that 

advertising messages are more effective when 

their structural features align with recipients’ 

dominant cognitive styles (73). Consequently, 

identifying demographic determinants of 

verbal–visual cognitive styles can enhance the 

predictive power of advertising effectiveness 

models and inform the design of more targeted 

communication strategies (74). By integrating 

gender and education within a cognitive style 
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framework, the present study responds to calls 

for more process-oriented and empirically 

grounded approaches to understanding 

individual differences in advertising 

perception (75). 
 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND 

HYPOTHESES 
Previous research has demonstrated that 

individual differences in verbal–visual 

cognitive styles play a significant role in 

information processing, comprehension, and 

evaluative judgments, particularly in 

communication-rich environments such as 

advertising (76–78). However, empirical 

evidence regarding the demographic 

determinants of these cognitive styles remains 

fragmented, with gender and education often 

examined separately or treated as control 

variables rather than as theoretically 

meaningful predictors (79). Building on the 

literature reviewed above, the present study 

adopts an integrated approach to examine 

gender and education as determinants of 

verbal–visual cognitive styles in the context of 

advertising perception. 
 

The present study is guided by the need to 

clarify how demographic characteristics 

contribute to individual differences in verbal–

visual cognitive styles within the context of 

advertising perception. Building on prior 

theoretical and empirical work, the research 

focuses on whether gender is associated with 

systematic differences in verbal, visual, and 

imagery-based cognitive style orientations, and 

whether educational attainment plays a 

significant role in shaping these preferences. In 

addition, the study explores whether education 

conditions or modifies the relationship 

between gender and verbal–visual cognitive 

styles, thereby providing a more integrated 

understanding of how demographic factors 

jointly influence information-processing 

tendencies in advertising contexts (80–82). 
 

Based on cognitive style theory and previous 

findings related to gender- and education-

based differences in information processing, 

the following hypotheses are proposed: 

H1: There are statistically significant gender 

differences in verbal–visual cognitive styles, 

such that females exhibit stronger visual 

cognitive orientation, while males exhibit 

stronger imagery-based (dream) cognitive 

orientation. 

H2: Educational attainment has a statistically 

significant effect on verbal–visual cognitive 

styles, with higher levels of education 

associated with differentiated patterns of 

verbal, visual, and imagery-based information 

processing. 

H3: Education moderates the relationship 

between gender and verbal–visual cognitive 

styles, such that the magnitude and direction of 

gender differences vary across educational 

levels. 

To address the proposed research questions and 

to empirically test the stated hypotheses, a 

quantitative research design was employed. 

The following section outlines the materials, 

participants, measurement instruments, 

procedure, and statistical analyses used in the 

study. 
 

MATERIALS AND METHODS 
A quantitative research design was employed 

to examine the effects of gender and education 

on verbal–visual cognitive styles. The study 

sample consisted of 425 adult participants 

recruited through an online survey using a non-

probability convenience sampling. 

Respondents were reached via social media 

platforms and email distribution lists, ensuring 

diversity in educational background. Inclusion 

criteria required respondents to be at least 18 

years of age and able to complete the 

questionnaire in Bulgarian. Participation was 

voluntary and anonymous. Given the use of 

convenience sampling, the sample is not 

statistically representative of the general 

population and may be subject to selection 

bias. However, such sampling approaches are 

widely used in exploratory studies aimed at 

identifying relationships between variables 

rather than making population-level 

generalizations (83-84). The questionnaire was 

adapted for the purposes of the present study 

and translated into Bulgarian using a back-

translation procedure to ensure semantic 

equivalence. Although a fully standardized 

Bulgarian version of the VVQ is not formally 

established, the instrument has been widely 

used in cognitive style research and 

demonstrates satisfactory psychometric 

properties. Internal consistency of the 

subscales was assessed using Cronbach’s 

alpha, with values exceeding 0.70, indicating 

acceptable reliability (85). Previous research 

supports the construct validity of the VVQ in 

measuring verbal, visual, and imagery – based 

cognitive processing preferences (86). Data 

were collected using a self-administered 

electronic questionnaire. Participants were 

informed about the purpose of the study and 

assured of anonymity and confidentiality. 
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Completion time was approximately 10–15 

minutes. Respondents were instructed to 

consider advertising-related contexts while 

answering the questionnaire in order to 

enhance ecological validity. Statistical 

analyses included descriptive statistics, 

independent-samples t-tests, one-way 

ANOVA, and ANCOVA. Assumptions of 

normality, homogeneity of variances, and 

independence were tested and met. Statistical 

significance was evaluated at α = 0.05. The 

study was conducted in accordance with 

general ethical standards for social science 

research. 
 

RESULTS CONCERNING THE EFFECT 

OF GENDER ON VERBAL–VISUAL 

COGNITIVE STYLES 

To examine whether statistically significant 

differences exist between male and female 

respondents with respect to verbal–visual 

cognitive styles, independent-samples t-tests 

and a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

were conducted. 
 

The results of the independent-samples t-test 

for the Visualizer subscale indicate a 

statistically significant difference between the 

two genders. Levene’s test did not reveal a 

violation of the assumption of homogeneity of 

variances (F = 0.671, p = 0.413); therefore, 

results assuming equal variances were 

interpreted. Female respondents (M = 3.26, SD 

= 0.79) reported significantly higher mean 

scores than male respondents (M = 3.05, SD = 

0.82), t (423) = −2.62, p = 0.009. This finding 

suggests that gender is associated with 

differences in visual cognitive style, with a 

stronger tendency observed among female 

respondents. Similar patterns have been 

reported in previous studies, suggesting that 

women tend to demonstrate greater sensitivity 

to visual and nonverbal information cues 

during information processing and message 

evaluation (87), (Table 1). 
 

Table 1. Independent-samples t-test for the Visualizer scale by gender 

Visual Scale F Sig. t df Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 

0.671 0.413 -2.621 423 0.009 -0.208 0.079 

Equal variances 

not assumed 

  -2.601 345.451 0.010 -0.208 0.080 

 

In contrast, no statistically significant gender 

differences were found for the Verbalizer 

subscale. Although Levene’s test indicated 

inequality of variances (F = 6.317, p = 0.012), 

the results of the t-test under both equal and 

unequal variance assumptions revealed no 

significant difference between male and female 

respondents (t = −0.001, p = 0.999). Mean 

scores were identical for both groups (M = 

2.72), suggesting that gender is not associated 

with differences in verbal cognitive 

orientation. This result is consistent with prior 

research indicating that verbal information 

processing tends to show relatively stable 

patterns across genders (88, 89), (Table 2). 

 

Table 2. Independent-samples t-test for the Verbalizer subscale by gender 

Verbal Scale F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 

6.317 0.012 -0.001 423 0.999 0.000 0.077 

Equal variances not 

assumed 

       

Note: No statistically significant difference was observed between male and female respondents on the 

Verbalizer scale. 
 

A different pattern emerged for the Dreamer 

(imagery-based processing) subscale. The 

results demonstrate a statistically significant 

gender   difference,    with no   violation     of  

variance homogeneity (Levene’s test: F = 

0.678, p = 0.411). Male respondents (M = 3.03, 

SD = 0.75) exhibited higher mean scores than  
 

female respondents (M = 2.82, SD = 0.80), t 

(423) = 2.72, p = 0.001. This finding indicates 

that gender is associated with differences in 

imagery-based cognitive processing, with 

males showing a stronger tendency toward 

mental imagery (90,91). Comparable findings 

have been reported in studies emphasizing 

men’s greater reliance on spatial and 
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imagery-based strategies when forming 

mental representations (87), (Table 3). 
 

Table 3. Independent-samples t-test for the Dream Scale by gender 

Dream Scale F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean 

Difference 

Std. Error 

Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 

0.678 0.411 2.718 423 0.001 0.211 0.077 

Equal variances not 

assumed 

       

Note: Male respondents scored significantly higher than female respondents on the Dreamer scale. 

 

The results of the one-way ANOVA further 

corroborate these findings. A statistically 

significant effect of gender was observed for 

the Visualizer subscale (F = 6.87, p < 0.01) and 

for the Dreamer subscale (F = 7.39, p < 0.01), 

whereas no significant effect was found for the 

Verbalizer subscale (F = 0.003, p = 0.999). 

These results clearly indicate that female 

respondents tend to exhibit greater visual 

orientation, while male respondents tent to 

demonstrate stronger imagery-based cognitive 

processing, whereas verbal orientation does not 

differ by gender (Table 4). 

 

Table 4. Effect of gender on verbal–visual cognitive styles (ANOVA) 

Independent Variable Dependent 

Variable 

Mean 

(Male) 

Mean 

(Female) 

F p-value 

Gender Visualizer Scale 3.05 3.26 6.87 < 0.01 

Gender Verbalizer Scale 2.72 2.72 0.003 0.999 

Gender Dreamer Scale 3.03 2.82 7.39 < 0.01 
Note: Gender has a statistically significant effect on the Visualizer and Dreamer subscales, but not on the 

Verbalizer subscale. 

 

In summary, the findings suggest that gender is 

associated with differences in visual and 

imagery-based cognitive styles, but not verbal 

cognitive style. These results support a 

differentiated approach to the analysis of 

verbal–visual cognitive styles and underline 

the importance of considering specific 

cognitive dimensions when examining gender 

differences in advertising perception (85, 86). 

Such findings align with process-oriented 

models of information processing, which 

emphasize the role of individual cognitive 

preferences in shaping responses to advertising 

stimuli (88). 
 

RESULTS CONCERNING THE EFFECT 

OF EDUCATION ON VERBAL–VISUAL 

COGNITIVE STYLES 

In order to examine whether educational 

attainment is associated with differences in 

verbal–visual cognitive styles, a one-way 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted 

for each cognitive style dimension. Education 

was operationalized across five levels: 

secondary education, secondary specialized 

education, bachelor’s degree, master’s degree, 

and doctoral degree. This approach allows for 

the examination of potential differences in 

information-processing preferences associated 

with educational background, as suggested in 

prior research on cognitive styles and learning 

environments.  
 

Table 5. Effect of education on verbal–visual cognitive styles (ANOVA) 

Independent 

Variable 

Dependent 

Variable 

Mean 

(Secondary) 

Mean 

(Secondary 

specialized) 

Mean 

(Bachelor) 

Mean 

(Master) 

Mean 

(PhD) 

F p-

value 

Education Visualizer 

Scale 

3.07 2.98 3.05 3.59 3.36 11.20 < 

0.001 

Education Verbalizer 

Scale 

2.83 2.63 2.89 2.57 2.99 3.73 < 

0.005 

Education Dreamer 

Scale 

2.94 3.02 2.76 2.71 3.10 3.74 < 

0.005 
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Following the results presented in Table 5, 

statistically significant effects of education 

were observed across all three cognitive style 

dimensions. The strongest effect emerged for 

the Visualizer Scale, where respondents 

holding a master’s degree reported the highest 

mean scores. This finding is consistent with 

previous research suggesting that higher levels 

of education may be associated with increased 

reliance on visual representations when 

processing complex or abstract information 

(83). 
 

Significant differences were also found for the 

Verbalizer and Dreamer scales. Respondents 

with doctoral degrees demonstrated higher 

mean scores on both dimensions, indicating 

stronger verbal and imagery-based processing 

tendencies. These results suggest that 

advanced educational experience may be 

associated with greater cognitive flexibility 

and the use of multiple information-

processing strategies (87, 88). 
 

COMBINED EFFECTS OF GENDER 

AND EDUCATION (ANCOVA) 

To examine whether educational attainment is 

associated with differences in the relationship 

between gender and verbal–visual cognitive 

styles, an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) 

was conducted, with gender entered as a fixed 

factor and education treated as a covariate. This 

approach allows for the examination of gender 

differences in cognitive styles while 

statistically controlling for educational 

background, as recommended in prior research 

on demographic influences on information 

processing and cognitive development. 

The ANCOVA results provide insight into 

combined effects of gender and education on 

verbal–visual cognitive styles. After 

controlling for education, gender remains a 

statistically significant factor associated with 

differences in the Visualizer Scale (F = 6.45, p 

< 0.01) and the Dreamer Scale (F = 7.02, p < 

0.01). In contrast, no statistically significant 

gender effect is observed for the Verbalizer 

Scale once education is included as a covariate 

(F = 0.01, p = 0.99). These results suggest that 

educational attainment does not fully 

account for gender-related differences in 

visual and imagery-based cognitive 

processing, while verbal cognitive orientation 

appears to remain relatively stable across 

genders when educational background is taken 

into account. 

This pattern is consistent with theoretical 

perspectives that conceptualize cognitive 

styles as relatively enduring individual 

predispositions rather than outcomes 

determined solely by formal education. 

Although education contributes to the 

development and refinement of information-

processing strategies, prior studies suggest that 

cognitive styles represent stable modes of 

perceiving, organizing, and transforming 

information that persist across contexts and 

over time (88). The persistence of gender 

differences in visual and imagery-based 

cognitive styles after statistical control for 

education is also consistent with previous 

empirical findings on gender-related 

differences in nonverbal sensitivity, mental 

imagery, and visual–spatial processing 

(84,85,88). 
 

From a communication and advertising 

perspective, these findings are in line with 

process-oriented models of mediated message 

processing, which emphasize the interaction 

between individual cognitive predispositions 

and message characteristics in shaping 

attention, interpretation, and evaluative 

responses to advertising stimuli (89). 
 

DISCUSSION 

The present study contributes to the growing 

body of research on verbal–visual cognitive 

styles by offering an integrated examination of 

gender and education as key demographic 

determinants within the context of advertising 

perception. The findings suggest that gender-

related differences persist primarily in visual 

and imagery-based cognitive orientations, 

while verbal cognitive style appears 

comparatively stable across demographic 

groups. These results are consistent with 

contemporary cognitive style theories, which 

conceptualize verbal and visual processing 

preferences as partially independent 

dimensions rather than as mutually exclusive 

or uniformly distributed traits (88). 
 

The observed tendency for females to exhibit 

stronger visual cognitive orientation is 

consistent with previous research indicating 

women’s greater sensitivity to visual and 

nonverbal cues during information processing 

and communication (84,85). Previous studies 

in advertising and consumer research similarly 

report that female consumers tend to be more 

responsive to visual imagery, aesthetic 

attributes, and symbolic representations in 

mediated messages (87). Such findings have 

been associated with differences in attentional 

focus, nonverbal decoding accuracy, and 
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holistic processing tendencies, which may 

enhance the salience of visual advertising 

elements for female audiences. 

In contrast, the stronger imagery-based 

(dreamer) cognitive orientation observed 

among male respondents is in line with 

research suggesting men’s greater reliance on 

spatial, integrative, and imagery-based 

strategies when constructing mental 

representations (88). Studies in cognitive 

psychology indicate the imagery-based 

processing may facilitate the synthesis of 

complex information into coherent mental 

models, particularly in contexts involving 

abstract or symbolic content. Within 

advertising environments, such processing 

tendencies may support narrative engagement, 

imaginative elaboration, and associative 

thinking, which are often activated by 

symbolic or metaphorical advertising formats. 

Notably, the absence of significant gender 

differences in verbal cognitive orientation is 

consistent with prior findings suggesting that 

verbal information processing exhibits 

relatively stable patterns across genders, 

especially in standardized or text-based 

communication contexts (85). This is in line 

with the gender similarities hypothesis, which 

posits that men and women are more alike than 

different across many cognitive domains, 

particularly those shaped by formal education 

and shared linguistic environments (86). The 

present findings therefore highlight the 

importance of avoiding overgeneralized 

assumptions regarding gender differences in 

verbal processing preferences. 
 

The results concerning education further 

underscore the role of cognitive experience and 

learning environments in shaping verbal–

visual cognitive styles. The association 

between higher educational attainment and 

differentiated cognitive processing patterns is 

consistent with research suggesting that 

advanced education may promote cognitive 

flexibility and the strategic use of multiple 

information-processing modes. Individuals 

with higher levels of education may develop 

greater capacity to adaptively shift between 

verbal, visual, and imagery-based processing 

depending on task demands, message 

complexity, and contextual cues. 

Importantly, the combined analysis of gender 

and education suggests that while educational 

attainment may contribute to the refinement of 

cognitive strategies, it does not fully account 

for gender-related differences in visual and 

imagery-based cognitive styles. This finding is 

consistent with theoretical perspectives that 

conceptualize cognitive styles as relatively 

enduring predispositions, shaped by both 

biological and socio-cultural influences, rather 

than as outcomes determined solely by formal 

education. Prior research similarly emphasizes 

that cognitive styles tend to remain stable 

across time and contexts, even as individuals 

acquire new knowledge and skills (88). 
 

From an advertising and communication 

standpoint, these findings have meaningful 

implications. Process-oriented models of 

mediated message processing emphasize that 

audience responses are shaped by the 

interaction between message characteristics 

and individual cognitive predispositions (89). 

Visual and imagery-based cognitive styles, in 

particular, have been shown to be associated 

with attention allocation, message elaboration, 

memory retention, and persuasive outcomes 

(92,96). Consequently, advertising strategies 

that rely exclusively on demographic 

segmentation without considering underlying 

cognitive style differences may overlook 

important sources of variability in message 

effectiveness. 
 

Overall, the present study supports a more 

nuanced, multidimensional approach to 

understanding advertising perception. By 

demonstrating that gender and education 

jointly shape verbal–visual cognitive style 

orientations, the findings suggest that future 

research could benefit from moving beyond 

isolated demographic predictors and toward 

more integrative models that account for 

cognitive diversity among consumers. Such 

approaches may enhance both theoretical 

precision and practical effectiveness in the 

design and evaluation of advertising messages. 
 

CONCLUSION 

The present study examined the role of gender 

and education as factors associated with 

verbal–visual cognitive styles within the 

context of advertising perception. By adopting 

an integrated analytical approach, the research 

suggests that demographic characteristics may 

contribute to individual differences in 

information-processing preferences. The 

findings indicate that gender is associated with 

systematic differences in visual and imagery-

based cognitive styles, whereas verbal 

cognitive orientation appears comparatively 

stable across genders. 
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In addition, the results suggest that educational 

attainment is associated with differences across 

all dimensions of verbal–visual cognitive 

styles, indicating that cognitive processing 

preferences may be influenced not only by 

inherent predispositions but also by 

accumulated learning experiences. However, 

the persistence of gender-related differences in 

visual and imagery-based cognitive 

orientations after controlling for education 

suggests the relative stability of these cognitive 

styles over time. 

From a theoretical perspective, the study is 

consistent with multidimensional models of 

cognitive styles that emphasize the interaction 

between individual predispositions and socio-

demographic factors. From a practical 

standpoint, the findings highlight the potential 

importance of considering cognitive style 

diversity when designing and evaluating 

advertising messages, as reliance on 

demographic segmentation alone may be 

insufficient to capture variability in advertising 

perception and effectiveness. Overall, the 

study contributes to a more nuanced 

understanding of how gender and education 

jointly shape verbal–visual cognitive styles and 

offers a foundation for future research 

exploring cognitive diversity in mediated 

communication contexts. 
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