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THE ARF

COPY RESEARCH
VALIDITY PROJECT

he ARF Copy Research

Validity Project, which was

completed in 1990, had its
roots in a speech made by Ted
Dunn at the ARF Annual Confer-
ence in 1977. Addressing the
issue of the validity of copy
testing he hypothesized that the
answer existed in the archives of
copy-testing experience but that,
because it took so long to accu-
mulate large enough data bases
to permit generalizations and be-
cause each copy researcher saw
only a small piece of the total, we
might never learn the “truth.”
He called for the formation of a
committee to survey advertisers
about the amount of validation
work that had been done and
their willingness to submit their
copy-testing files to the ARF—
given strong guarantees of
confidentiality.

Accordingly, such a committee
was formed and, in accordance
with time-honored principles,
Ted Dunn was named chairman.

A three-year effort devoted to
finding available cases bore little
fruit. Cases were either unavail-
able due to confidentiality re-
strictions, skewed toward certain
companies and brands, or unable
to discriminate based on sales.

At this point the committee
was convinced that the answers
everyone was seeking were nof in
the files, at least not in the avail-
able files. But it had become even
more convinced that the issue of
copy-testing validity was an im-
portant one, that finding out
more about it would be a service
to the industry, and that the ARF
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was the logical organization to
design and oversee research in
that area.

The next question was how
best to approach something then
being called the “Forward Exper-
iment” to differentiate it from
any approach that involved the
collection of past experience. The
committee quickly discovered
that a complete experiment cov-
ering all aspects of copy research
would involve some 6,480 design
cells and would cost in the
neighborhood of $2 billion. So a
design committee was appointed
to develop an affordable
compromise.

In June 1982, the design com-
mittee came up with preliminary
design specifications reflecting
various combinations of on-air
versus off-air, recruited versus
self-selected audiences, in-pro-
gram versus naked contexts, and
single versus multiple exposures.
They called for split cable (no
matched markets), a minimum
test length of six months, and a
target of 10 pairs of commercials
that were producing significant
sales differences. In November
1983, a copy research workshop
audience was polled on the kinds
of copy-testing contrasts that
were of most interest to them. In
rank order those were:
® Recall vs. Persuasion
® On-Air vs. Off-Air
® Recruited vs. Self-selected

Audiences
® Single vs. Multiple Exposures
® In-program vs. Naked Testing

Environments
® Pre/post vs. Post-only Designs




Judging from the quantity of
votes the first two of these topics
were clearly considered the most
important.

A funding drive was then
launched involving a six-cell de-
sign (three off-air and three on-
air) and a financial target of ap-
proximately $750,000. However,
by November 1984, it was ap-
parent that the drive would fall
short and that design changes
would be required if the project
were to be brought to fruition.
Fortunately, commercial copy-
testing firms stepped in and as-
sumed the responsibility for con-
ducting, at their own expense,
the on-air tests. They were as-
sured that their identities would
be carefully protected regardless
of the outcome of the testing
and, in turn, agreed not to pro-
mote the results of the tests no
matter how well their service
fared.

The design committee also de-
veloped a cost-efficient alterna-
tive. Rather than simply putting
pairs of commercials that had
been copy tested into very ex-
pensive sales tests, it recom-
mended that the process be re-
versed. In other words, the
sales-test results would be exam-
ined first, and only those pairs
that were producing significantly
different sales results would be
copy tested. This avoided situa-
tions in which copy tests showed
differences but sales tests did
not. It was felt that, while that
kind of situation is more likely to
occur, it offers less opportunity
for learning. After considerable
discussion, it was also decided
that to expand the design to in-
clude this circumstance (i.e.,
where no sales difference oc-
curred) would be of less interest
to the community and be beyond
the financial resources available
for the study. So the objective of
the final design became “’to see
how well the types of copy tests
in common use can identify

known sales winners from pairs
of commercials for specified
brands.”

The committee then began to
look for pairs of commercials that
were producing significant sales
differences with a target of 10
such pairs. Once an eligible pair
was located, those commercials
were quickly copy tested in
markets that were close geo-
graphically to the markets from
which the sales information had
come but at the same time far
enough away so that the people
in those markets had not been
exposed to the commercials.

Split-cable research companies,
of course, could not divulge the
names of client companies that
were running copy tests so the
committee contacted clients di-
rectly. For a year and a half the
research directors of companies
thought to be using split-cable
copy testing were regularly con-
tacted to determine whether or
not they had an eligible pair of
commercials and, if so, whether
they would be willing to release
that pair to the ARF for its own
copy testing.

As mentioned above, the goal
had been to find 10 eligible pairs.
However, it was quickly found
that the conditions placed on eli-
gibility made pairs of commer-
cials hard to locate. To be eligible
the pairs had to be commercials
not previously aired, from an ad-
vertiser making minimal use of
print in the test markets, com-
mercials that were the only ones
in use during the test, and ones
for which at least six months’
(and preferably a year’s) sales
data were available. While it was
apparent that strict adherence to
these criteria would substantially
lengthen the period needed to
obtain pairs, it was decided that
the ideal of relatively clean tests
was worth the wait.

By 1989 five pairs had been ob-
tained and tested. Some had
been lost to fast rollouts and

some were rejected because the
sales differences, while statisti-
cally significant, were only one or
two percentage points. It was
getting progressively more diffi-
cult to locate eligible pairs and
funds for testing purposes were
running low. So it was decided
that results would be reported for
the available cases with the pro-
viso that, if additional cases
turned up and industry interest
levels were high enough to indi-
cate that additional funding
would be available, the project
might be extended.

A top-line report on findings
was made at the ARF Annual
Conference in April 1990 and a
final report at the ARF Copy Re-
search Workshop in July 1990.

Objectives and
Research Designs

The objectives of the research
that emerged from this process
can be summarized as follows:

= How well do copy tests, as
presently conducted, identify
known sales “winners”?

® Which individual measures do
the best job?

®= Which general types of mea-
sures are most predictive?

® Are on-air designs preferable to
off-air?

= Are pre/post designs preferable
to post-only (matched group)
designs?

® Are multiple-exposure designs
better than single-exposure
designs?

® [s any one copy-testing system
superior to the others?

The final research design in-
volved six copy-testing methods,
three of which were off-air and
three on-air. Ten commercials
(five brand pairs) were tested via
each of the six copy-testing
methods; for each pair it was
known that one of the commer-
cials was producing significantly
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more sales than the other (by
margins from +8 percent to +41
percent). So the study design
consisted of 30 cells and looked
as shown in Figure 1.

Between 400 and 500 people
were interviewed in each cell,
thus totaling between 12,000 and
15,000 interviews. All respon-
dents were members of the target
groups as defined by the brands
being advertised. In most cases
these were simply category users.

The products advertised were
all packaged goods in the food
and health-and-beauty-aids cate-
gories. The brand names were all
established brand names, and for
each of them television was the
predominant form of advertising.

The copy-testing measures that
were built into the questionnaires
for the off-air cells fell into six
general types: measures of per-
suasion, brand salience, recall,
communications (playback),
overall commercial reaction
(liking), and commercial
diagnostics.

Within each general type were
a number of specific measures as
follows:

Individual Measures

(1) Persuasion
® Brand Choice
® Constant Sum
® Purchase Interest (top box)
® Consideration Frame
® QOverall Brand Rating (top
box and average)
(2) Salience
® Top-of-mind Awareness
® Unaided Awareness
® Total Awareness (Unaided
Plus Aided)
(3) Recall
® Recall Brand from Product
Category Cue
® Recall from Brand Cue
® Claimed Recall from Full
Set of Cues
® Related Recall from Product
Category Cue
® Related Recall from Full Set
of Cues

Figure 1
Copy Testing Method

Off Air

1 2

Pair A

Pair B

Pair C

Pair D

Pair E

(4) Communication
Main Point Communication
Ad Situation/Visual
Ad Positive
Sales Point Communication
Main Point Situation
(5) Commercial Reaction (liking)
® One of the Best Seen Lately
(top box and average)
® Like/dislike (top box and
average)
(6) Commercial Reaction
(diagnostics)
Positive
® | learned a lot from this
advertising.
® Tells me a lot about how
product works.
® Helps me to find the
product that I want.
® Told me something new
about the product that I
didn’t know before.
® This advertising is funny or
clever.
® | find this advertising
artistic.
® This advertising is
enjoyable.
Negative (Items reversed)
® The product doesn’t per-
form as well as this ad
claims.
® This ad doesn’t give any
facts, just creates an image.
® This advertising insults the
intelligence of the average
consumer.
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® This advertising is boring.
® This advertising is in poor
taste.

Detailed descriptions of the
on-air cells are not available for
reasons of maintaining confiden-
tiality. The research firms in-
volved used their normal proce-
dures. The three off-air systems
were a pre/post system, a post-
only system, and a multiple-ex-
posure (re-exposure) system, as
shown in Figure 2. Respondents
for the off-air cells were recruited
in shopping centers and exposed
individually to a 10-minute pro-
gram that contained a single
three-commercial pod, one of
which was the commercial of in-
terest with the remaining two in-
cluded to provide noncompetitive
clutter. All commercials were 30
seconds in length. Respondents
were recruited to watch the pro-
gram (not the commercials). In-
terviewing took about 30 minutes
in total. During the questioning,
two masking product categories
were used to disguise the
product category of interest. A
100 percent validation was done
on the interviews.

All studies have limitations and
the Copy Research Validity
Project is no exception. In inter-
preting the results a number of




things must be kept in mind.
First, all the ads tested were for
packaged goods. There were
none for services, hard goods, or
retailers. Second, no new
products were included. Third,
the tested commercials were
chosen by availability. No at-
tempt was made to stratify them
in any way. (Nevertheless, the
executions were quite varied.
They included hard sell and soft
sell, voice-overs and on-camera
spokespersons, music and no
music, outdoor and indoor set-
tings, humorous and serious
commercials, males and females,
and adults, teens, and children.)
Fourth, as noted earlier, pairs of
commercials which showed in-
significant sales differences were
avoided. Fifth, the copy tests fol-
lowed the obtaining of sales
measures but were done in
markets with no past exposure to
the copy. Sixth, the sample size
of five pairs is smaller than we
would have liked (although even
with five pairs the chances of
picking five winners out of five
by luck alone are only one in
thirty-two). And, finally, the
large number of alternatives
tested increases chances of spu-
rious significance for some
measures.

On the other hand, the study
has a number of obvious
strengths. It is the only public
study in which fresh copy execu-
tions of individual commercials
for established brands have been
evaluated both by extensive copy
testing and by split-cable sales
(with post adjustment for in-store
factors). This, of course, allows
individual copy-testing measures
to be directly compared to sales
performance. Thus it relates di-
rectly to the question, frequently
faced by advertisers, of “how
valid is copy testing when it is
used to select, from two or more
copy executions, the one that is
likely to have the greatest impact
on sales?”

The use of pairs of commercials
for the same brands effectively
removes potentially large brand
effects from the study.

All major types of commonly
used copy-testing measures were
represented in the research, al-
though not necessarily all varia-
tions within types. Copy-testing
firms can and do claim propri-
etary differences. Large and small
brands were also represented
(market shares ranged from 7
percent to 35 percent). And a
blue-ribbon interindustry steering
committee oversaw both the de-
sign and execution of the re-
search. The Marketing Science
Institute also reviewed the de-
sign, approved it, and recom-
mended that their members sup-
port the project financially.

Principal Findings:
Measures

The data presented in this sec-
tion necessarily involve some ar-
bitrary decisions. One concerns
the length of time during which
sales can be expected to be in-
fluenced by the differences in
copy that are reflected by the
copy-testing measures. A one-
year time period (or as close to it
as possible) has been chosen for
purposes of this review. Had six
months been chosen results
might have been slightly, al-
though probably not materially,
different.

Even more difficult choices
exist with respect to handling
questions of statistical signifi-
cance. The samples for each

Figure 2

ARF Copy Research Validity Project

Off-Air

Off-Air

Off-Air

Recruited

Recruited

Recruited

In-Program

In-Program

Persuasion

In-Program

Exposure Exposure Exposure
Immediate Immediate Immediate
1. Program
Questions
Re-Exposure
Persuasion Persuasion Persuasion
Recall Recall Recall
Diagnostics Diagnostics Diagnostics
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commercial test are independent,
and therefore it is legitimate to
aggregate results for individual
measures. However, there are
two sources of intercorrelation
that affect other types of aggre-
gation. Measures of the same
general type (e.g., purchase in-
tent and overall rating) are corre-
lated and therefore should not be
added together as though they
were independent. Likewise,
tests in the six copy-testing
systems were all done with the
same 10 commercials. Again this
results in some level of intercor-
relation and argues against
aggregation.

However, there are also ad-
vantages to the design chosen.
Testing the same 10 commercials
in six different methods provides
the opportunity of replicating the
predictive values of the measures
studied. And, it is also desirable
to present the results of studies
as complex as this one in as
simple and straightforward a
manner as possible. So, given the
fact that individual readers are
likely to be interested in quite
different levels of aggregation
and to favor different levels of
statistical significance, we have
opted for the sacrifice of some
statistical rigor in the interest of
clarity. The net result is to in-
crease the standard errors shown
for aggregated measures. A separate
table shows average levels of in-
tercorrelations so that rough
judgments can be made of their
effects. (See the Appendix.)

There are two somewhat dif-
ferent ways of evaluating the re-
sults of comparative copy tests
where the question is whether
copy A is better than copy B. The
scientific approach is to choose
an acceptable level of statistical
significance, say the 80 percent
level, in advance of the test.
Then, if one piece of copy sur-
passes the other at that level, it is
considered the winner. And if
neither piece of copy is superior

Figure 3

Persuasion Percent Directional Wins: 50% Confidence Level

Persuasion—Post Measures

0% 20% 40%
| 1 L=

60% 80% 100%

= S S (S

Overall Brand Rating—Average

Overall Brand Rating—Top Box

Consideration Frame

Constant Sum
Definitely Will Buy 35%
Brand Most Likely to Buy 38%

Pre/Post Differences

Definitely Will Buy

Constant Sum

Consideration Frame

Brand Most Likely to Buy 29%

84%

68%

60%

80%

60%

60%

to the other, the results are
thrown out and the choice be-
tween them is made on the basis
of judgment.

A perhaps more pragmatic ap-
proach, given belief in the copy-
testing measure employed, is to
choose a criterion measure or
measures and to consider that
whichever piece of copy scores
higher on that measure is the
winner—even if the margin of
superiority is a single point. The
rationale for this approach is
that, if the copy-testing measure
is valid, the higher scoring exe-
cution always has a higher, if
only slightly higher, probability
of being the better commercial.

Also, there are some political
reasons why this approach is
sometimes favored. If a brand
manager should decide to run
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the lower scoring commercial and
if sales of the brand subsequently
decline, he or she is vulnerable to
second-guessing from top man-
agement. If, on the other hand,
the higher scoring commercial is
chosen the research can always
be used to support the sound-
ness of the brand manager’s de-
cision. So higher scoring com-
mercials are usually the ones put
on the air even if their margin of
superiority is a narrow one.
Results are presented for both
the scientific and the pragmatic
approaches. In the interest of
succinctness they have been
combined into twelve figures,
two for each of the six areas of
coverage. The first set of two
figures deals with persuasion
measures (see Figures 3 and 3A).
Figure 3 is appropriate for people




who lean to the pragmatic ap-
proach. It is simply that per-
centage of time that the measure
was able to correctly identify the
better selling commercial of its
pair. In other words, the
“average overall brand rating”
was able to identify the better
selling commercial in 84 percent
of the pairings in which it was
used.

Figure 3A pertains to the sci-
entific approach, using the 80
percent level of significance. The
data shows that 37 percent of the
time the differences in the
Overall Average Brand Ratings of
the pairs were not only in the
right direction but were large
enough to be statistically signifi-
cant at the 80 percent level.

The random level of correct
predictions at the 80 percent level
is, of course, 20 percent. To make
the results easier to understand,
they have been converted to in-
dexes in the first right-hand

column. Thus, the 37 percent,
when divided by the random
level of 20 percent, becomes an
index of 184.

The next column in Figure 3A
shows the number of methods,
out of six, that contained this
particular measure. Since four
measures out of six contained the
overall brand rating, and there
were five pairs of commercials,
this measure was included in
about 20 (i.e., 4 x 5) of the total
cells.

The final column in Figure 3A
contains T-values that allow
readers to choose any level of
significance preferred. For ex-
ample, values that exceed 1.28
are significant at the 80 percent
level for a two-tailed test of
whether the observed level of
correct prediction is higher than
the random level of 20 percent;
significant differences at this level
are shown in index form and are
boxed. T-scores are shown for

those interested in performing
statistical tests at levels other
than 80 percent. For example, a
difference at the 95 percent confi-
dence level (two-tailed) requires
a T-value of 1.96.

The Overall Brand Rating
question was asked as follows:

Qverall (Average)

““Based on the commercial you
just saw, how would you rate the
brand in the commercial on an
overall basis using the phrases on
this card?”

Excellent J 6
Very good ] 5
Good (] 4
Fair ] 3
Not so good il e
Poor ] 1

In the area of Salience, the
strongest performance came from
Top-of-mind Awareness (see
Figures 4 and 4A). It correctly
identified the winning commer-

Figure 3A

Persuasion Percent Significant Wins: 80% Confidence Level

I Persuasion—Post Measures I

Random
Level

0% 40%

\

60% 80% 100%

I
Overall Brand Rating—Average
37%
Overall Brand Rating—Top Box
37%
Consideration Frame
25%
Brand Most Likely to Buy—13%

Constant Sum—7%
Definitely Will Buy—5%

|

Persuasion—Pre/Post Differences

Definitely Will Buy—20%
Consideration Frame—20%
Brand Most Likely to Buy—14%
Constant Sum—0%

No. of

Index Methods T-Value

4 1.52

184 4 1.52
125 4 52
65 5 —
35 3 -
25 5 -

100 1 -
100 2 —
70 3 —

0 1 -
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cial 73 percent of the time and
had an index of 167, but was not
significant at the 80 percent level
of confidence. It was asked in the
following way:

Top-of-Mind Awareness

“When you think of (Product
Category) what are all the brands
you think of?”

First Mention

The next set of measures calcu-
late recall in a variety of ways
(see Figures 5 and 5A). The mea-
sures that perform best use min-
imal cues. It appears that exten-
sive probing to enlarge the recall
base is not a good idea. While
probing does provide more
people who can be classified as
recallers and who can be con-
trasted with nonrecallers for in-
sights into the sources and effects
of recall, it does so at the risk of
diluting the predictive power of
the recall measure. The measure
that performed best in this set
was recalling the brand with only
a product category prompt. It di-

T —— — e s = St S SR R e § € S T A e e ¥
Figure 4

Salience Percent Directional Wins: 50% Confidence Level

i Salience Post Measures—|

0% 20% 80% 100%

| | 1

Top-of-Mind Awareness

73%

Unaided Awareness
67%

40%

Total Awareness (Unaided plus Aided)

[ Pre/Post Differences ]

Top-of-Mind Awareness
* 80%

Unaided Awareness 20%

Total Awareness 40%

Recall Brand from Product

rectionally picked the winning ]
Category Cue

commercial 87 percent of the time
and had an index of 234. It was

asked as follows: “On the show you just saw, do

Figure 4A

Salience Percent Significant Wins: 80% Confidence Level

rSalience-Post Measures |

Random
Level

o -
L |

Top-of-Mind Awareness

33%
20%

Unaided Awareness

Total Awareness
(Unaided plus Aided) 7%

|

rSaIience-Pre,’Post Differences l
I
Top-of-Mind Awareness 20%

Unaided Awareness 20%

Total Awareness 0%

No. of
60% 80% 100% Index Methods T-Value
| | |

167 3 1.10

100 3 -

as 3 —_

100 1 —_

100 1 —

0 1 —
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you remember seeing a commer-
cial forabrandof _____ 7?7
(If yes) “What brand was

that?”

In the area of communications,
the best predictor was the Main
Point of the Communication (see
Figures 6 and 6A). It identified
winners 60 percent of the time
and had an index of 200. Even
better at the pragmatic level was

playback of the ad situation/vi-
suals. It had correct directional
predictions 67 percent of the time
but a slightly lower index at 188.
Both of these measures were
gathered via the following
question.

Main Point Message

“Of course the purpose of the
commercial was to get you to buy
the product. Other than that

Figure 5

Recall Percent Directional Wins: 50% Confidence Level

I Recall Measures

what was the main point of the
commercial?”’

Next we come to a set of mea-
sures that had a better prediction
record than any other type of
measure included in this re-
search: measures of the overall
affective reaction to the commer-
cial (see Figures 7 and 7A). The
average impression of the com-
mercial, derived from a five-point
liking scale, picked sales winners
directionally 87 percent of the
time and had an index of 300
(i.e., picked winners and was
significant 60 percent of the
time). An agree/disagree scale for
the statement ““This ad is one of
the best I've seen recently”

0% 20% 40% 60% B80% 100% . N
L | | | | | picked even more winners (93
its 1 x of signifi-
Recall Brand from Product Category Cue percen.t), but its ‘?‘de b S. &
a7, cant wins was a little less im-
° pressive (200). This is how the
Related Recall from Product Category Cue overall affective reaction to the
56% commercial was measured.
Related Recall from Full Set of Cues . Impression of Commercial
e (Top box)
Recall from Brand Cue 36% p . 1s .
; ° Thinking about the commercial
Claimed Recall from Full Set of Cues 45% you just saw, please tell me
which of the statements on this
Figure 5A
Recall Percent Significant Wins: 80% Confidence Level
Random
Level
No. of
0% 40% 60% 80% 100% Index Methods T-Value
L | = 1 | - |
Recall Brand from Product Category Cue
47% | 234 3 2.07
Related Recall from Product Category Cue
33% 167 2 85
Related Recall from Full Set of Cues
22% 110 2 .25
Recall from Brand Cue 18% 91 2 —
|
Claimed Recall from Full Set of Cues 5% 23 5 —
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Figure 6

Communication Percent Directional Wins: 50% Confidence Level

Communication

0% 20% 40%
| | |

Main Point Communication

Ad Situation/Visual

Main Point Situation

Sales Point Communication

Ad Positive 28%

67%

53%

54%

card best describes your feelings
about the commercial.”

I liked it very much 7] 5
I liked it 1 4
I neither liked it

nor disliked it ] 3
I disliked it 0 2
I disliked it very much ] 1

The last group of measures are

ones that historically have been
called “diagnostics.” These were
thought to be measures that were
not in themselves evaluative but
that could explain why other
more purely evaluative measures
behaved as they did. Clearly
some rethinking on that score is
needed. Many of the “diag-
nostics” showed strong relations

to sales. (See Figures 8 and 8A.)

Among positive diagnostics the
“news” item (Told me some-
thing new about the product that
I didn’t know before”) identified
winners 87 percent of the time
and had an index of 200. And
among negative diagnostics “This
ad doesn’t give any facts, just
creates an image”’ picked losers 60
percent of the time and had a
significance index of 234. (See
Figures 9 and 9A.)

The study from which these
items were drawn is entitled
“Advertising and Consumers”
and was coauthored by Rena
Bartos and Ted Dunn and was
published by the American Asso-
ciation of Advertising Agencies in
1976.

Responses to these items were
gathered on the following agree/
disagree scale:

Scale for Diagnostics

“I am going to read a number of
statements which people have
used to describe their opinions
and feelings about advertising.
For the commercial you saw, |
would like to know how much
each statement describes how

Figure 6A

Communication Percent Significant Wins: 80% Confidence Level

Communication

Random
Level
0% 40% 60% 80% 100%
| | 1 | ]

|
Main Point Communication

— 40%

Ad Situation/Visual

* 38%

Main Point Situation

— 27%

Sales Point Communication
25%

Ad Positive 17%

No. of
Index Methods T-Value
188 5 .17
133 3 .58
125 5 A1
85 5 —
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Figure 7

Commercial Reaction Percent Directional Wins: 50% Confidence Level

Commercial Reaction

Random

Level

40% 60% 80%

0% 20%
| | |

100%
| L |

Impression of Commercial

(Average)

T A R S e e

One of the Best (Top Box)

One of the Best (Average)

Impression of Commercial (Top Box)

60%

93%

87%

you feel.”

Agree completely
Agree somewhat
Disagree somewhat
Disagree completely

OO0O0O
N L

Summing up this section, it is
apparent that copy-testing mea-
sures can predict sales, when
sales differences are present (i.e.,
copy testing works). Moreover,
there is at least one reasonably
successful predictor within each

of the types of measures covered.
So all types of measures cur-
rently being employed are poten-
tially useful.

The Possibility of Interaction
between Methods and Mea-
sures. It is quite likely that the
measures that rank highest in
Figures 3 and 3A through Figures
9 and 9A are those that are most
robust to the kinds of copy-
testing environments in which
they are used. That leaves open

the question of whether some in-
dividual measures do particularly
well in some copy-testing
methods.

To shed some light on that
question, Figure 10 shows every
measure that had perfect (five out
of five) directional predictions in
at least one of the three off-air
methods. In order that these
measures can be compared across
methods, their results for all
three off-air methods are shown.
Boxes with “x’s”" in them indicate
correct predictions and those that
are blank incorrect predictions.

Thus, within the pre/post off-
air methods the overall average
brand rating was perfectly pre-
dictive in all five pairs. Likewise,
it had a perfect record in the
post-only design. But in the re-
exposure design it was direction-
ally correct for only four of the
five product pairs.

No consistent pattern emerges.
However, most of the measures
that did well in one method ap-
pear to have done well in the
others also.

Two-variable Predictors

Because some individual mea-
sures show strong performance,

Figure 7A

Commercial Reaction Percent Significant Wins: 80% Confidence Level

i

Commercial Reaction ]

Random
Level

0% 20% 40%
I I

60% 80%
I |

Impression of Commercial (Average)

|

One of the Best (Top Box)
40%

|

One of the Best (Average)
40%

|

Impression of Commercial (Top Box)
27%

60%

No. of
Index Methods T-Value
300 3 3.16

; s
200 3 1.58
134 3 .58
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the question naturally arises
whether some two-variable pre-
dictor might not do a perfect job.
Reinforcing the value of this
question is the fact that some
large marketers and testing ser-
vices multiply their persuasion
scores times their recall score to
obtain an overall score reflecting
their composite effects.

To investigate the performance
of two-variable combinations, the
strongest measure from each of
the six types of measures, dis-
cussed above, was multiplied by
the strongest measure in the
other five categories.

Looked at in this way, no two
measures when multiplied to-
gether produce a score that is a
perfect predictor for all five
product categories in all three of
the off-air methods. However,
using data at the 50 percent level,
five two-way combinations do
correctly call 14 of the 15 cases (3
methods by 5 product pairs). The
most successful combinations
were:*

® Persuasion X Liking

® Persuasion X Not Boring

® Recall x Main Point
Communication

® Recall x Liking, and

® Persuasion x Recall

As noted above, the last of
these pairs is already being used.
It appears probable that “liking”’
is what Gordon Brown has called
a “‘creative magnifier” for both
persuasive messages and for
messages that are recalled.

Multivariate Predictors

Another possible approach to
understanding the combinations
of items that do the best job of
explaining the differences be-
tween winners and losers is dis-

*Persuasion = Overall Brand Rating;
Liking = Impression of Commercial
(Average); Recall = Recall Brand from
Product Category Cue.

Figure 8

Positive Diagnostics (Top Box) Percent Directional Wins: 50%

Confidence Level

Positive Diagnostics (Top Box) J
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53%
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Told Me Something New about the Product That | Didn’'t Know Before

Helps Me to Find the Product That | Want
This Advertising Is Enjoyable

| Find This Advertising Artistic

criminant function analysis.
Under this approach the winning
commercials as a group are con-
trasted with the losing commer-
cials as a group and equations are
developed to assign each com-
mercial to the winning or to the
losing group using all of the
measures included in the study
as predictors. This process, how-
ever, sacrifices the advantage of
direct pair-wise comparisons and
assumes instead that the winning
commercials as a group share
some underlying characteriza-
tions that differentiate them from
the losing group. The first six
variables to enter the discrimi-
nant function equation and the
cumulative percentages of correct
classifications are shown in

Table 1.

Factor Analysis

Still another technique useful
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53%

80%

for obtaining insights into the
nature of the measures included
in the study is factor analysis.
Several different forms of factor
analysis were tried. Two are
summarized in this article.

The first included only mea-
sures that were common to all of
the off-air tests. Four factors ac-
counted for more than 80 percent
of the variance in that set. (See
Table 2.)

The first factor was named
“Informational/Consideration
Frame.” It links information and
the “Overall Brand Rating” per-
suasion measure. Note also the
implication that advertising that
does not provide viewers with
useful information runs the risk
of being considered an insult to
their intelligence.

The second factor is called
“Positive Commercial Reaction.”
It is clearly “liking,” including
the two strong affective pre-




“Persuasion” and links it to en-
tertaining advertising.
And, finally, “Brand Recall”

dictors along with the “artistic”
and “‘enjoyable” descriptors.
The third factor appears to be

appeared as a stand-alone item.
So, summing up, the four under-
lying factors relate to informa-

Figure 8A

Positive Diagnostics (Top Box) Percent Significant Wins: 80% Confidence Level
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Figure 9
Negative Diagnostics Percent Directional Wins: 50% Confidence Level

Negative Diagnostics (Top Box—Items Reversed)

RANDOM
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60%
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60%
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53%

|

The Product Doesn't Perform As Well As This Ad Claims
53%

tion, liking, persuasion, and
brand name recall. Doubtless
their importance varies both with
the objectives of the commercial
and with the type and status of
the brand to be advertised. How-
ever, all are potentially important
components of advertising and
all should be covered in any
complete copy-testing method.

Because some measures, no-
tably pre/post choice measures,
were included in only one off-air
method (the pre/post method),
data from that method were fac-
tored separately to see what dif-
ferences might occur. This time
two factors were found that, to-
gether, accounted for 61.1 per-
cent of the total variance.

The first factor bears a strong
resemblance to the first factor in
the previous factor analysis and
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Figure 9A

Negative Diagnostics Percent Significant Wins: 80% Confidence Level

Negative Diagnostics (Top Box-ltems Reversed)
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|
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No. of
Index Methods T-Value
234 3 207
:
100 3 -
35 3 -

therefore is given the same
name, “‘Informational/Consider-
ation Frame.” Note that the last
two measures shown in the set
with positive factor loadings are
pre/post measures (change in
consideration frame and change
in Top-of-mind Awareness).

The second factor links persua-
sion and liking measures and ac-
cordingly is called “Persuasion/
Liking.” Most of the persuasion
measures fall out together in this Summing up, the various
factor. The fact that the Overall factor analytic approaches sug-

T e P e N — =SS

Brand Rating and the Pre/Post
Constant Sum appear in the
same factor reinforces the con-
clusion that these are alternative
measures of persuasion and in
this respect mirrors the findings
of the old Arrowhead #9 Study.

Also of interest is the associa-
tion between persuasion and
liking that is reflected in the
items included in this factor. (See
Table 3.)

Figure 10
Correct Directional Predictions (By measure,* within design type)
Design Type

Measurement Prepost Post-Only Re-exposure
Overall average brand rating XX XXX XX IXIX|X X|X|X([X
Recall brand with Product Category Cue X X| XX XXX X[ X X|X|X
Liking, top box XXX X | X X XX X X|X|X
Liking, average X[X| X|X XXX XX X[ X|X[X
One of best, average XX X|X XX [X|X|X XX (XXX
Something new, top box X{X|X| X X{ X XXX X|X|X| X
Boring, average X[ X X[ X XX X| X X|X|XX| X
Insults intelligence, top box X X|X XX XXX

* Measures included were those having perfect directional predictions in at least one design
type.
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gest that information and enter-
tainment are both consistent un-
derlying components of adver-
tising and that liking, persuasion,
and recall are sometimes linked
to one, sometimes to the other,
and sometimes to both. Because
advertising can work in a variety
of ways all are worthwhile areas
of coverage for any standardized
method of copy testing.

Principal Findings:
Methods

As mentioned earlier, among
the main objectives of this re-
search were findings concerning
choices between on-air and off-air
designs, pre/post and post-only
designs, and single- versus mul-
tiple-exposure designs.

The argument over whether it
is better to use an on-air or an
off-air test is one of long
standing. On-air advocates focus
on the advantages of ““natural”
exposure. For these people the
gold standard is that people
should be exposed to the test
commercials in their own homes
over their own television sets and
that they should not know that
they are in an experiment at the



time of exposure. It is recog-
nized, of course, that some com-
promises may have to be made
for economic or practical reasons.
However, the fewer of these the
better.

People favoring off-air tests
emphasize the value of being
able to control the many variables
that can affect the results of
testing. For them, the cardinal
rule of copy testing is to be sure
that the effects you are mea-
suring and any differences that
you find are attributable with
great certainty to the commercials
being tested. They also place em-
phasis on the flexibility and po-
tential diagnostic power of con-
trolled testing.

Figure 11 shows consolidated
results for the three on-air cells in
relation to the three off-air cells.

Superficially, results favor the
off-air proponents in almost
every respect. Measures used in
an off-air environment do a
better job of picking known sales
winners than comparable mea-
sures gathered on air. However,
there are complications.

It will be recalled that for copy
testing done off-air the markets
chosen for copy tests were care-
fully matched geographically
with those from which the sales
data were derived. And it is a
well-known fact that copy-test
results for the same piece of copy
can and often do vary from
market to market. For the off-air
methods, however, geographical
differences were largely
neutralized.

On-air testing, on the other
hand, was done as it is normally
done—a typical sample being
“four geographically dispersed”
markets. So, for the on-air tests,
the locations of the split-cable
markets supplying the sales data
were ignored.

Thus, while it is true that the
off-air copy tests predicted split-
cable market sales best, it could
be argued that sales in split-cable

Table 1

Multiple Variables (Discriminant Function Analysis, Individual

Variables) All Off-Air Cells

Variables % Classified correctly

| T Ea
Recall brand from Product Category Cue 733
Doesn't give any facts, just creates an image 86.7
This advertising is boring 83.3
| learned a lot from this advertising 86.7
This advertising is funny or clever 93.3
One of the best ads |'ve seen recently 93.3

| T S =R

Table 2
Factor Analysis (All Off-Air Responses)
Factor/item Loading

e

Factor | (38.0%)

Informational/Consideration Frame

Helps me to find the product that | want 935

| learned a lot from this advertising 845

A brand | would consider buying .838

Overall brand rating 834

Played back advertising message .820

Played back main point of advertising message .820

In poor taste —-.896

Doesn't give any facts, just creates an image —.894

Insults the intelligence of the average consumer —.886

Factor 11 (22.3%)

Positive Commercial Reaction

One of the best ads |'ve seen recently .953

| find this advertising artistic 935

This advertising is enjoyable .926

Liking scale .862

This advertising is boring —.892

Factor 11l (16.7%)

Persuasion

Purchase intent scale (DWB) .832

This advertising is funny or clever 710

Brand most likely to buy .397

Claimed recall from full set of cues —.760

Factor IV (6.1%)

Brand Recall

Recall brand from Product Category Cue 730
| ———
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markets were not typical of na-
tional sales and that, had na-
tional sales data been available,
the on-air test would have done
a better job of predicting them.

Another complicating factor
may be the effects of program
environment. Early work by
Sonia Yuspeh, Gert Assmus, and
more recently by David Lloyd,
Kevin Clancy, and others docu-
ments the fact that the program
in which a commercial appears
can have a significant effect on its
performance. Program environ-
ment was a constant in the off-air
tests. The same program was
used for all off-air tests. How-
ever, program environment
varied for the on-air tests de-
pending upon what was
available.

The conclusion on this issue,
therefore, is that the off-air
methods did a reasonably good
job predicting sales performance
in the geographic areas in which
the testing was done. No firm
conclusions are possible about
the validity of on-air testing.

Pre/post versus Post Only. A
second methods issue is whether
the use of a pre/post design is
preferable to use of a post-only
(matched group) design. One of
the advantages of pre/post de-
signs is that each person acts as
his or her own control, thereby
making the job of detecting
changes stemming from exposure
easier. Significance bands are
narrower, and there are financial
advantages as well.

On the other hand, it is easier
to simulate normal exposure with
the post-only design and to avoid
sensitizing respondents to the
fact that they are in an experi-
ment designed to measure how
their attitudes are changed by ex-
posure to a commercial. But the
price paid for this advantage is
the need for accurate matching of
the exposed and unexposed
groups. If this is not accom-
plished, any observed differences

Table 3
Factor Analysis (Pre/Post Cells Only)
Item Loading
T
Factor | (40.4%)
Informational/Consideration Frame
Helps me to find the product that | want 923
| learned a lot from this advertising 810
A brand | would consider buying .800
Played back advertising message .888
Told me something new about the product .884
Change in consideration frame .862
Change in top-of-mind awareness .850
Doesn't give any facts, just creates an image -.935
In poor taste —~.934
Insults the intelligence of the average consumer —-.874
Factor Il (20.7%)
Persuasion/Liking
Overall Brand Rating 919
Liking scale 871
One of the best ads I've seen recently 812
| find this advertising artistic .B05
Change in constant sum 774
This advertising is enjoyable T4
Purchase intent scale (DWB) 737
i

may relate to differences in audi-
ence composition rather than to
the effects of commercial
exposure.

A number of years ago, Neil
DuBois did a series of careful ex-
periments at Foote, Cone &
Belding during which pre/post
and matched-group designs were
half sampled for a large sample
of commercials. He established
the fact that the choice between
these two designs can and often
does have a significant effect on
results. However, he had no out-
side criterion to settle the issue
of which is the better design.

Figure 12 summarizes the re-
sults obtained during the ARF
research. They are based on
comparisons of the off-air pre/
post cells with the off-air post-
only cells.
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On the surface the post-only
design has a distinct edge in
most areas. However, it is hard
to generalize from these results
to all copy tests because, as it
turned out in retrospect, the au-
diences for the pairs of commer-
cials researched in the ARF tests
were very well matched in almost
every case. This, of course,
favors the post-only design. But
whether this can be expected to
be a regular occurrence depends
heavily upon both respondent
selection and matching proce-
dures and, of course, on sample
sizes.

An extensive analysis was
done to see what the effects of
post matching might be. Statis-
tical adjustments were made to
bring the audiences for each pair
of commercials into the closest




Figure 11
On-Air vs. Off-Air (50% Confidence Level)
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Figure 12
Pre/Post vs. Post Only* (50% Confidence Level)
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possible alignment. However,
while the adjustments consis-
tently moved scores in the right
directions, the average magni-
tude of the adjustments across
measures was only 0.3 per-
centage points and thus made
little difference in the results. So
no further work was done with
adjusted data.

Summing up, the findings here
suggest an edge for the post-only
design. However, the mainte-
nance of that edge depends upon
the proficiency of the matching
procedures used.

Single Exposure versus Mul-
tiple Exposure (Re-expo-
sure). There are advocates for
each of these design alternatives
as well. The multiple-exposure
design raises the intensity of the
advertising copy as a stimulus
and thus gives the researcher a
better chance of obtaining a mea-
surable impact. By the same
token it allows the gathering of
more detailed diagnostic infor-
mation. However, people who
favor the single-exposure design
point out that it is more realistic
in that it is closer to the way in
which people are normally ex-
posed to commercials. And,
therefore, they believe its mea-
surements are more likely to be
related to subsequent sales
performance.

Figure 13 summarizes results
for the two off-air cells that differ
only with respect to single-expo-
sure/multiple-exposure issues. By
way of reminder, the re-exposure
design involves exposing the
commercial in a program envi-
ronment, asking people their
opinions of the program, and
then exposing people to the com-
mercial again— this time without
the program. The questioning se-
quence that follows is then ex-
actly the same as in the single-
exposure design.

On an overall basis there is not
much to choose from between
these two sets of results. The
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wultiple-exposure design appears
ta improve the predictive powers
of the diagnostic measures.
However, recall, persuasion, and
liking all showed greater predic-
tive accuracy in the single-expo-
sure design. So based on these
data, the choice between designs
depends largely on which specific
measures form the basis for ac-
tion standards. One hypothesis
worth testing in the future is that
the best choice of all may be a
compromise design in which re-
call, persuasion, and liking mea-
sures are made after one expo-
sure and diagnostic measures
after re-exposure.

Scale Scoring. A supplemen-
tary question, examined in the
course of tabulation, was
whether some methods of scale
scoring were superior to others.
There are many ways in which
scales might be scored—mean
ratings of scales scored in a linear
fashion, top-box ratings, top-
two-box ratings, bottom-box
ratings, and logarithmic or expo-
nential weights—to name a few
that have been used. Figure 14
summarizes results for the two
most popular methods of scale
scoring—arithmetic means and
top-box ratings.

Overall the differences in
scoring systems do not produce
significantly different predictive
accuracy in this study. Conse-
quently, it is probably best to fall
back on the rule of thumb that
when samples are small the use
of arithmetic means is preferred
because they offer greater reli-
ability. But when samples are
large the use of top-box scoring is
preferred because it offers greater
sensitivity and is more strongly
related to behavior. In the ARF
study there are two samples—a
large one of 15,000 respondents
and a small one of 10 commer-
cials. The fractional predictive
superiority of mean ratings (69.3
percent to 66.7 percent) suggests
that in this instance the number

Figure 13

Single vs. Multiple Exposure (Re-exposure)* (50% Confidence Level)
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of commercials may be the domi-
nant factor.

Discussion of Findings
and Implications for
Users of Copy Testing

One standard for evaluating
the utility of any research study
is to judge how well it fits in with
prevailing expert opinion—in
this case expert opinion on the
aspects of copy that affect sales
and expert opinion on how copy
is best tested when clear-cut sales
results cannot be obtained. If the
results of the research do not fit
well, then either the study is
flawed or experts need to modify
their opinions in the light of fresh
evidence.

The trouble with applying such
a standard to research on copy
testing is that there are a variety
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of expert opinions as evidenced
by the variety of commercial
copy-testing systems offered.
Moreover, the type of study
summarized here has never been
conducted before. So the
opinions of copy-testing experts
are based on a variety of research
approaches to the question of
how copy-test results relate to
actual sales effects. It may well be
true, for example, that other vali-
dation efforts relate more to
short-term copy effects whereas
the ARF Copy Research Validity
Project is concerned with year-
long effects.

Copy Testing Works. One
thing that most copy-research
professionals agree upon is that
copy testing works—that it does
relate to sales. And the ARF
study confirms that fact. Copy
testing is definitely helpful in



identifying commercials known
to be generating incremental
sales. Moreover, copy differences
can be important—as evidenced
by the fact that we found pairs of
commercials that under rigorous
testing, were producing large
sales differences.

Multiple Measures Are
Needed. The study also confirms
the PACT Principles endorsed by
the research directors of the 21
largest advertising agencies in the
United States earlier in the 1980s.
The principle that states that ad-
vertising works on a number of
levels and, therefore, that no
single measure is adequate to
measure the effectiveness of copy
seems to receive strong confir-
mation here. Multiple measure-
ments are necessary for a full
evaluation of copy effectiveness.

All Types of Copy Testing
Measures in Common Practice
Have Predictive Value. It was
also reassuring to find that,
within each of the types of mea-
sures in common use today,
there is at least one specific mea-
sure showing a positive relation-
ship to sales performance. Per-
suasion, recall, copy playback,
brand salience, and commercial
reaction all can play a role in the
effectiveness of the copy.

Some Surprises
within Types

Within types of measures, the
specific measures that were the
best predictors of sales were gen-
erally in line with conventional
wisdom (e.g., “main point” in
the communications category and
“top of mind” in the salience cat-
egory). However, there were
also some mild surprises. For ex-
ample, in the recall area results
suggested minimal probing.
More pointedly, correct recall of
the brand advertised (following
only product category cue) pre-
dicted sales best of the recall-type
measures. In the persuasion

area, Overall Brand Rating had a
somewhat better record than the
pre/post Constant Sum Scale or
the well-known Definitely Will
Buy Scale.

The latter point deserves fur-
ther discussion because of some
confusion surrounding the defi-
nition of persuasion. In some in-
tances definitions of persuasion

Figure 14

Effects of Scale Scoring* (% Correct Predictions)
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have been limited to measures of
choice. However, for purposes of
the ARF research, persuasion
was defined as “increasing the
probability of purchase by
making people more favorably
predisposed to the advertising
brand.” This can be measured in
a number of ways. The Arrow-
head #9 study mentioned earlier
investigated 13 persuasion mea-
sures and found them all to be
significantly related to each
other. Likewise, as noted earlier
in this article, the constant sum
and purchase intent measures
factor together. However, there
are subtle differences between
them. When the competitive
choice set is well defined, the
constant sum measure is a very
attractive measure. However, in
situations in which an industry
leader is interested in expansion
of its category or where a signifi-
cant portion of brand sales are
likely to come from products
beyond the most immediate
competitors, the Overall Brand
Rating may be a better measure.
Of the five brands represented in
the ARF study at least one brand,
and arguably two, do not have a
well-defined choice set.

Post-Only Did Especially Well
in This Project. In a related issue
the Post-Only design fared better
than some had expected in rela-
tion to the Pre/Post design. How-
ever, caution is urged in general-
izing from this finding. It is
highly likely that the success of
the Pre/Post design depends
heavily upon how well its pur-
poses are disguised from the re-
spondent—the minimization of
the transparency bias. Also it has
some economic advantages not
dealt with in this research.

Off-Air Also Did Well. An en-
couraging finding from an eco-
nomic standpoint was the strong
showing of off-air laboratory ap-
proaches. The buying of expen-
sive media time does not appear
to be a prerequisite to sound

copy testing. Nor does money
necessarily have to be spent on
costly cut-ins and cut-outs. It
should be possible to do accept-
able developmental work not
only in commercial laboratories
but in university laboratory
settings.

No Methods or Measures Can
Be Rejected from This Study. It
should be emphasized that no
copy-testing methods nor mea-
sures can be rejected as a result
of the ARF study. It was not de-
signed to do so. The hypothesis
of no difference, the “null hy-
pothesis,” can never be proved,
certainly not on the basis of 5
pairs of commercials. It is always
possible that, with other com-
mercials, other brands, other
markets, other time periods, and
different question phrasing, rela-
tionships would be found be-
tween sales and the measures
which did less well in this re-
search. On the other hand, mea-
sures that do show strong rela-
tionships to sales performance in
this study are certainly worth the
attention of the copy-research
community.

Project Strongly
Suggests More Attention
to Likability

Undoubtedly the most sur-
prising finding in the study was
the strong relationship found to
exist between the likability of the
copy and its effects on sales.
Successive generations of applied
researchers, dating back to
Alfred Politz, had learned that
they should avoid questions that
would turn the respondent into
an expert. Also it was generally
believed that the function of ad-
vertising was to sell and that
whether the copy was likable or
not had little to do with it. And
there were the well-known ex-
amples of ads that most people
considered to be abrasive which
were nevertheless reported to be

132 JOURNAL OF ADUERTISING RESERRCH November o December 2000

effective generators of sales. But,
while there may be exceptions to
any rule, the ARF study strongly
suggests that ads that are liked
outsell those that are not.

Other support for the value of
likability appeared at the July
1990 ARF Copy Research Work-
shop. Jim Spaeth of Viewfacts,
Inc. reported that liking was an
excellent predictor of sales gener-
ated from five pairs of TIME
magazine commercials con-
cerning a variety of subscription
offers. Gordon Brown of Mill-
ward Brown, Inc. cited a high
correlation between likability and
his awareness index which, in
turn, he finds to be the strongest
correlate of sales increases re-
flected in tracking studies. He
has three years of data and a
large number of cases.

Alex Biel of the Center for Re-
search and Development sum-
marized an Ogilvy study span-
ning 57 products in 11 categories
that showed that likable ads were
twice as persuasive as the
average ad. So the case for lika-
bility is documented from other
applied sources.

Academic researchers have also
shown evidence, in the context
of research on “Attitude toward
the Ad"” and its effects on brand
attitudes and purchase inten-
tions, that likability is an impor-
tant mediator of message effects.
Esther Thorson, in a 1990 review
of “Consumer Processing of Ad-
vertising”’ for Current Issues & Re-
search in Advertising, sums them
up by saying “These studies
leave little doubt that the indi-
vidual’s response to the ad itself
is a powerful predictor of ad
impact.”

But exactly what is likability? Is
it the same as humor? By no
means. The evidence from the
Validity Project suggests that lik-
able ads are just as apt to be in-
formative as they are to be enter-
taining ads. And even ads de-
signed to be entertaining may not




be considered likable by
consumers.

Fortunately, an in-depth study
of likability by Alex Biel was also
presented at the 1990 ARF Copy
Research Workshop. He found
that it had five dimensions which
he labeled “Ingenuity,” “Mean-
ingfulness,” “Energy,”
“Warmth,” and “Rubs the
Wrong Way.” So likability is a
complex concept. That study, to-
gether with the promising aca-
demic research referenced at the
end of this article, point the way
to additional productive research
on the ways in which advertising
can influence sales.

What are current theories on
how likability exerts its influence
on sales? USA Today, in its Au-
gust 29, 1990, issue, quoted Arie
Kopelman, president of Chanel,
Inc., as saying, “If a commercial
is interesting you could watch it a
thousand times. If it's obvious
and boring after you see it twice
you could put a shoe through the
television set.”

Biel offers the following
hypotheses:

(1) Commercials that are liked
get more exposure (also the
Kopelman hypothesis).

(2) Commercials are brand per-
sonality attributes and affect
sales through their overall
contribution to the reputation
of the products.

(3) Ads that are liked are given
more mental processing
(liking is a mediator).

(4) Liking is a “‘gatekeeper” to
whether or not the ad is pro-
cessed at all. (Liking is a
moderator.)

(5) There is less counterarguing
against ads that are liked.

(6) Liking engenders trust
(source credibility).

(7) Liking the commercial trans-
lates directly to liking the
brand (emotional ruboff).

(8) Liking evokes a gratitude re-
sponse. Consumers buy the

product to reward the adver-
tiser for likable advertising.

As Mike Naples, president of
the ARF, has observed, one
function of any study like this
one is to point the way toward
further potentially productive re-
search. Hopefully, it is clear that
that objective has been abun-
dantly achieved. In any event,
given the amounts of time, en-
ergy, and money required for a
study of this type, plus the diffi-
culties of locating eligible pairs
(no one has come forward with
one despite open invitations in
April and July 1990 to do so), the
study is unlikely to be replicated
in the foreseeable future. How-
ever, if indirectly it results in
commercials that are judged by
consumers to be more likable and
if that, in turn, softens criticism
of the advertising industry and
stimulates further research on
likability, the tremendous
amounts of time, energy, and
money expended by the many
people connected with the ARF
Copy Research Validity Project
will all have been worthwhile.

As a concluding note, the
study in no way implies that
likability should be considered as
a stand-alone measure of copy
effectiveness. Persuasion and re-
call justifiably remain as impor-
tant copy-testing measures and
are likely to remain primary eval-
uative measures in the foresee-
able future. =
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Appendix
Correlations between Types of Measures
Commercial Positive Negative
Measures Persuasion Recall Communication reaction diagnostics diagnostics Salience
O S — T —— ST s S A o e Y [ S o L S T R
Persuasion — .733 .200 .867 .733 —.690 .552
Recall 733 _ —.067 .600 733 - 552 276
Communication .200 =087 — .333 .200 —-.138 .000
Commercial
reaction .867 .600 333 —_ .867 =582 414
Positive
diagnostics 733 733 .200 .867 - —.562 276
Negative
diagnostics - .690 -.562 ~.138 -.552 —-.552 — -.214
Salience .552 276 .000 414 276 -.214 -
Correlations between Methods
Pre/Post Post Only Re-Exposure
Pre/Post — .684 532
Post Only 684 n 564
Re-Exposure 532 .564 —

ARF
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