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ARM provides a framework to assess advertising performance by
integrating several multiple measures used in copy research today.
Two alternative routes to persuasion are delineated: central and pe-
ripheral. During central processing, the focus is on the product/
brand and message-related variables; during peripheral processing,
the creative executional aspects of the advertising are dominant.
Through the application of ARM in two case studies, it is shown
that results can help evaluate if the advertising that is being tested
is processed appropriately in view of the marketing communications
objectives set forth for it. By identifying message- and execution-
related variables that were important in influencing persuasion,
ARM can offer added insight, beyond what traditional copy mea-
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dvertising researchers
must provide data re-
garding the effectiveness

of an ad or commercial to adver-
tising professionals for decision
making. Especially today, when
advertising dollars are highly
accountable, it is imperative that
the proposed advertising is on
the mark, acceptable, and per-
suasive to the target consumer.
Copy differences can be im-
portant since they have been
shown to produce significant
changes in sales (Haley and
Baldinger, 1991). Some past re-
search has shown advertising
quality accounts for even more
than media weight in influenc-
ing sales (Adams and Blair, 1992;
Purvis, 1993). However, the task
of isolating the impact of adver-
tising on the final sale is a chal-
lenge. To that end, researchers
have tried to understand how
advertising works and to mea-
sure mediating variables in the
persuasive process in an attempt
to evaluate the advertising per-
formance. A variety of measures

in copy testing have been devel-
oped for use as valid predictors
of sales. Multiple measures such
as memory-based impact levels,
brand rating, ad liking, and in-
tention to behave, among oth-
ers, are currently being used in
copy research. It is, however,
not clear how these variables
relate to each other, which can
make it especially difficult to in-
terpret the sometimes conflicting
results.

Further, advertising research
needs to also help identify the
appropriate form and content of
the advertising. Diagnostics are
included in an attempt to gain
insight about the dynamics of
the advertising. Once again,
how these relate to each other or
influence the above-mentioned
multiple measures is unclear.

The purpose of this paper is to
present a new modeling tech-
nique for use in copy research
that attempts to provide a
clearer understanding of the pro-
cessing of the particular advertis-
ing and help identify its areas of
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strengths and weaknesses. More
specifically, a model is devel-
oped that integrates several mea-
sures in use today in a meaning-
ful way. Application of the
model can help evaluate wheth-
er the advertising in question is
responded to appropriately in
view of the marketing communi-
cations objectives set forth for it.
Results from this modeling tech-
nique provide the advertiser
with information for making ac-
tionable decisions regarding the
structure of the advertising.

Study Objectives

First, based on past research,
a conceptual model is devel-
oped. This model integrates sev-
eral multiple measures found to
be of value in copy testing. A
theoretical framework for the
model is laid out and discussed.

Second, applications of this
model are presented in two dif-
ferent case studies. These ilius-
trations show that the model is
flexible and broad and can be
useful in situations with differ-
ing marketing communications
objectives: product-oriented and
corporate advertising.

Theoretical Background

Theoretical developments ex-
plicating the persuasion process
have been reflected in develop-
ments in copy research. Earlier
learning theories of persuasion
(Hovland, Janis, and Kelly, 1953)
focused on the influence of the
source (e.g., expert, credible,
attractive) and message (e.g.,
one-sided versus two-sided, ra-
tional versus emotional) in facili-
tating learning of the message.
Memory tests, specifically recall
and recognition, as well as ad
playback, were used to measure
the extent of learning from the
advertising.

Along similar lines, McGuire
(1960, 1972) emphasized the se-

Results from this modeling
technique provide the
advertiser with information
for making actionable
decisions regarding the
structure of the advertising.

quential nature of learning in the
persuasive process which adver-
tising researchers adapted as the
Hierarchy of Effects model. Use
of this theoretical framework
helped develop DAGMAR (Col- -
ley, 1961). The Hear-linderstand-
Do model translated to the Re-
call-Communication-Persuasion
model (Morgan, 1985), and per-
suasion measures came to be
included in copy tests. Advances
in the understanding and mea-
surement of attitudes and the
effect of attitudes on intentions
to behave (Fishbein and Ajzen,
1975) led to the popular use of
brand attitudes and buying in-
tentions as approprnate measures
of persuasion. Many current
copy-research techniques include
these attitudinal measures along
with recall/recognition and play-
back (Lipstein and Neelankavil,
1982). Researchers also have
suggested assessing the strength
of the linkages among brand be-
liefs, brand attitudes, and pur-
chase intentions (Chow, Rose,
and Clarke, 1992).

Some researchers have empha-
sized the role of a person’s mes-
sage-relevant thinking (cognitive
responses) as the central media-
tor of attitude change (Green-
wald, 1967, 1968; Petty and Ca-
cioppo, 1981, 1986). Advertising
readers/viewers are assumed to
be active information processors.
The degree to which cognitive
processing will occur is a func-
tion of an individual’'s motiva-
tion and involvement with the
ad. Monitoring this processing
activity is therefore expected to

offer insight into the attitude
formation/change process. Gen-
eration of support arguments
(favorable thoughts) during mes-
sage exposure is expected to cre-
ate a positive attitude change
while counterarguments (unfa-
vorable thoughts) result in resis-
tance to persuasion.

The influence of involvement
on the persuasive process has
been recognized as important
and its study has received wide
attention (Batra and Ray, 1985;
Johnson and Eagly, 1989; Krug-
man, 1965; Wright, 1981). Re-
cently, Petty and Cacioppo
(1981, 1986) delineated the Elab-
oration Likelihood Model (ELM),
and Chaiken (1980) and later
Chaiken, Liberman, and Eagly
(1989) the heuristic and system-
atic information-processing
model to show two alternative
routes to persuasion, anteced-
ents of which are mainly in-
volvement and motivation. In
these models, attitudes are ex-
pected to be influenced either by
message-related information pro-
cessing, or by nonmessage, pe-
ripheral cues available in the
message environment. For ad-
vertising, these translate to
product/brand-related issues and
ad-execution-related issues, re-
spectively. Along similar lines,
other researchers have identified
attitude-toward-ad as an impor-
tant mediating variable (Batra
and Ray, 1985; MacKenzie, Lutz,
and Belch, 1986; Mehta, 1992;
Muehling, Stoltman, and
Mishra, 1990; Mitchell, 1986).

The importance of ad-related
aspects in advertising effective-
ness has gained considerable
attention recently. The Advertis-
ing Research Foundation’s Copy
Research Validity Project (ARF/
CRVP) (Haley and Baldinger,
1991) gave empirical evidence
from the real world that adver-
tising likability is a valid mea-
sure of ad effectiveness. Based
on a sample size of 15,000 with

Journal of ADVERTISING RESEARCH—MAY/JUNE 1994 63



ADVERTISING RESPONSE MODELING

Figure 1

Advertising Response Model {ARM): Conceptual Model
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tightly controlled experimental
conditions, advertising likability
was found to systematically pre-
dict sales. What likability really
measures is a relevant and im-
portant research question. There
is evidence that liking is related
to how meaningful and relevant
the advertising was perceived to
be by consumers rather than
only executional elements (Biel
and Bridgwater, 1990). Similarly,
Greene (1992) suggested com-
mercial liking may be more
strongly influenced by “commu-
nication and persuasiveness’
than by its “entertainment
value.” Muehling, Stoltman, and
Mishra (1990) also reported the
antecedents of ad attitude were
cognitive as well as affective.
Further research is clearly
needed in the area to establish
more precisely what this

concept is.

Advertising Response
Model (ARM)

Based on the theoretical
frameworks discussed above,
Gallup & Robinson, Inc. (G&R)
has developed a conceptual
model, the Advertising Re-
sponse Model (ARM), delineat-
ing how advertising is
processed.

As shown in Figure 1, and in
line with past research, an ad
must break through the clutter
and gain attention. If the adver-
tising has succeeded in doing
that, processing occurs along
one or both of two routes: cen-
tral and peripheral (Petty and
Cacioppo, 1981, 1986). During
central processing, the focus is

on product- and/or brand-related
information; during peripheral
processing, issues related to the
ad or commercial are more
dominant.

Involvement levels are ex-
pected to influence the process-
ing route: under high involve-
ment, respondents process infor-
mation via a central route by
elaborating on the brand-related
information (similar to advertis-

- ing message involvement [AMI],

Baker and Lutz, 1987). Under
low-involvement conditions,
subjects typically rely on avail-
able peripheral cues such as mu-
sic, spokesperson, etc., (similar
to advertising execution involve-
ment {AEI], Baker and Lutz,
1987).

Central processing leads di-
rectly to brand attitude which, in
turn, influences buying interest
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or buying intention. Peripheral
cues may influence brand atti-
tudes as well. Attitudes formed
or changed as a result of central
processing are apt to be more
permanent and resistant to
change.

Peripheral processing leads to
ad attitude or ad liking which, in
turn, may influence brand atti-
tude as well as buying interest.
Ad attitude may be influenced
by message-related issues as
well (Biel and Bridgwater, 1990;
Greene, 1992). It has been found
that when advertising-execution
involvement is high and adver-
tising-message involvement is
low, peripheral antecedents of
ad attitude would be mostly op-
erating (Mackenzie and Lutz,
1989). Under these conditions,
ad attitude is dominant in influ-
encing brand attitude and the
influence of message-related fac-
tors on brand attitude may be
minimal (Muehling, Laczniak,
and Stoltman, 1991). Attitudes
formed or changed as a result of
peripheral processing tend to be
more temporary in nature and
may be lost as the peripheral
cues influencing the attitudes
cease to be present. It may be
necessary to reinforce the rela-
tionship between the peripheral
cue and the brand by repeated
exposure of the same or similar
advertising.

Further, it has been suggested
that, in cases of familiar, estab-
lished brands, brand attitude
may influence ad attitude (Mac-
kenzie, Lutz, and Belch, 1986).
However, Muehling, Stoltman,
and Mishra (1990) also found
this to be true for new, unfamil-
iar brands for low-involvement
subjects.

The distinction between cen-
tral- and peripheral-route pro-
cessing is helpful in evaluating
advertising performance. By op-
erationalizing the former as vari-
ables related to the product/
brand or other message-related

issues, and the latter as those
related to the creative execu-
tional aspects, it is possible to
identify specifically the area(s) of
strengths and weaknesses in the
advertising. Further, even
though simultaneous processing
of the two routes occurs most of
the time, one of the two routes
can be expected to be dominant.
Establishing the dominant route
should be useful since, as dis-
cussed above, the consequences
of each processing route in
terms of the stability of the re-
sulting attitudes are different.

Using ARM in
Copy Research

Most copy-testing techniques
today, as mentioned earlier, use
multiple measures in their sys-
tems. The ARF/CRVP also con-
cluded that multiple measures
were better than any simple
measure. It is important that
these multiple measures be inte-
grated and consolidated in some
way for informed decision mak-
ing. This becomes even more of
a challenge when results are not
completely consistent across the
measures (e.g., an ad performs
well on ad liking but not on
brand rating). Under the circum-
stances, which is more impor-
tant? What, if anything, needs to
be revised in the ad?

Application of the ARM
{through structural equations
modeling using maximum likeli-
hood estimates with LISREL VII,
Joreskog and Sorbom, 1990) can
help answer questions like
these. It can help identify how
the ad was processed and offer
insight into the dynamics of an
individual ad or commercial. It
can help identify if what was
intended by the advertising, in
pursuit of the marketing com-
munications objectives of the
advertising, was actually
achieved; for example, evaluate

if the variables that were ex-
pected to be important in driv-
ing the advertising really influ-
ence the dependent measure.
The following case studies il-
lustrate how ARM was used in
advertising effectiveness tests.
Though the marketing communi-
cations objectives are different in
the two cases presented here,
ARM application proved viable
and helpful in each. Case I re-
lates to product advertising with
the objectives of improving
brand attitude and purchase be-
havior, while Case Il relates to
corporate advertising intended
to increase overall company im-
age and attitudes. By selecting
appropriate variables to be mea-
sured (e.g., buying intentions in
Case I and overall company rat-
ing in Case II as the final depen-
dent variables), it is shown that
ARM is flexible and can be
adapted for use as needed.

Case l:
Celebrity Advertising

Background and Objectives.
A well-known retailer used a
new celebrity to endorse a line
of clothing in an attempt to in-
fluence the image. It was hoped
that by association with a
young, well-known, attractive
actress, consumers would be-
come persuaded. The marketing
communications objectives were
to influence consumers via use
of the celebrity to purchase the
product.

Procedure. To test the influ-
ence of the celebrity endorser on
advertising effectiveness, an ex-
perimental study was designed.
This was part of a larger study
(Mehta, 1990). Only results per-
tinent to the discussion here are
presented.

Two commercials, similar in
message and execution for the
same brand, were prepared. The
only difference between the two
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was in the model/source endors-
ing the product. In one version,
the proposed celebrity was used,
while in the other an unknown
professional model was used.
The message was identical in the
two commercials. It related to
good designs, quality fabrics,
and affordability. In the celeb-
rity-endorsed commercial, the
actress was identified by name;
no such mention was germane
to the noncelebrity commercial.
Half the sample saw the celeb-
nity commercial, while the other
half saw the noncelebrity com-
mercial in a group setting of 8 to
10 subjects. A total of 90 female
university students, 18 to 25
years of age participated in the
study.

Measures. In line with the
objectives of the research, per-
suasion and advertising process-
ing measures were taken to
study the influence of the celeb-
rity in the commercial. Multiple
measures of persuasion were
used including commercial atti-
tude, brand attitude, and buying
intentions. Ratings for commer-
cial attitude and brand attitude
were measured on three 9-point
semantic differential scales, aver-
aged to yield an overall score for
each variable. Intention to buy
was measured on a 4-point rat-
ing scale, ranging from "‘very
likely to buy” to “not at all likely
to buy.”

The advertising communica-
tion processing activity was mea-
sured through writing down the
thoughts and feelings (cognitive
responses) elicited during expo-
sure to the commercials. These
responses were then categorized
as source/model-related (dealing
with the personal attributes of
the source/model, past connec-
tions, and endorsements), ad-
execution-related (those dealing
with style, idea, audio, produc-
tion), and brand/product-related
{product attributes, benefits,
past experiences with the prod-

uct). Mean number of thoughts
per category were computed for
analysis. Further, for use in
modeling, a quantitative value
score was computed for each
category based on respondents’
indication of level of importance
(1 to 3, where 3 was very impor-
tant) and favorability of the re-
sponse (positive or negative).

To make sure the celebrity and
noncelebrity groups were
matched, a random assignment
check was made. No difference
between the celebrity and nonce-
lebrity groups was found for
prior brand attitudes and prod-
uct usage (p > .05) in an
ANOVA test.

Results: Overview. Results
showed that although no signifi-
cant differences were found in
the measures of persuasion be-
tween the viewers of the celeb-
rity and noncelebrity commer-
cials, there were differences in
the cognitive responses gener-
ated during commercial expo-
sure for the two groups. While
the celebrity commercial viewers
focused more on the star in the
commercial, in the noncelebrity

condition consumers concen-
trated more on the product and
brand featured. Application of
ARM showed that the two com-
mercials, celebrity and nonceleb-
rity, were processed differently
by the viewers. Source/model-
related thoughts influenced per-
suasion in the celebrity case but
not in the noncelebrity commer-
cial. Further, commercial attitude
had no influence on brand atti-
tudes or buying intentions in the
noncelebrity group, but it was
an important factor in the celeb-
rity group. These findings
helped understand the dynamics
of the two commercials, and the
implications for the effects the
advertising is producing became
clearer for decision making, as is
discussed below.

Persuasion. No difference
between celebrity and nonceleb-
rity groups was found for the
persuasion dependent variables
measured after commercial expo-
sure: brand attitudes (p < .20),
ad (commerdial) attitude (p <
.15), and intention to buy (p <
.08). Means were generally low
for all variables (see Table 1). It

Table 1

Persuasion and Communication Processing Results for Celebrity

and Noncelebrity Commercials

Mean ratings

t-test
Significance

Measures

Persuasion measures

Celebrity
L _____________________________________]

Noncelebrity level

Brand attitude* 356 4.04 20
Commercial attitude* 4.13 3.54 A5
Buying intention™ 1.38 1.20 .08

Number of

cognitive responses

Communication processing

Source/modet related 3.1 1.16 .00
Ad-execution related 0.53 1.42 01
Preduct/brand related 2.40 3.48 001
(Base) (45) (45)

* 9-point scale where 9 = High
** 4-point scale where 4 = High
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Figure 2

Advertising Response Model (ARM): Celebrity Commercial for Clothing — Retail
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could, from these results alone,
be concluded that there were no
differences in the performance of
these two commercials.
Communication Processing.
There were, however, differ-
ences in the two groups for the
number and type of cognitive
responses generated within each
category. Although all consum-
ers reacted with thoughts about
the model in the commercial, the
product and brand featured, as
well as the commercial execu-
tion, the celebrity commercial
viewers had more thoughts re-
garding the (celebrity) source
while in the noncelebrity group
other thoughts were more fre-
quent. As shown in Table 1, si-
multaneous processing of both

kinds, product-related and non-
product-related, occurred for all
viewers, celebrity commercial
viewers generated significantly
more source/model-related
thoughts than noncelebrity view-
ers (p < .001), who generated
significantly more product-re-
lated (p < .001) and ad-execu-
tion-related (p < .01) thoughts.
It is important to identify the
relationship that these thoughts
have with the measures of per-
suasion. ARM was used for the
purpose.

ARM Results. Application of
ARM did, indeed, yield some
insights. As stated earlier, the
results of the modeling proce-
dure revealed differences in the
way the different types of

thoughts influenced the persua-
sion measures in the two
commercials, celebrity and non-
celebrity. As is clear from a com-
parison of Figures 2 and 3,
source-related thoughts signifi-
cantly influenced commercial
attitude which, in turn, influ-
enced brand attitudes only in
the celebrity ad condition. Prod-
uct/brand-related thoughts influ-
enced brand attitudes directly in
the noncelebrity condition but
only indirectly through its influ-
ence on commercial liking in the
celebrity commercial. Peripheral
cues (ad-related and source/
model-related thoughts) had no
direct or indirect influence on
intention to buy in the nonceleb-
rity condition. Chi-square results
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L

Figure 3

Advertising Response Model (ARM): Noncelebrity Commercial for Clothing — Retail
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show the data fit better for the
celebrity commercdial (p < .69) as
compared to the noncelebrity
commercial (p < .01), suggesting
other variables need to be in-
cluded in the latter model.
implications. It is clear from
the results of ARM that even
though no significant differences
were found for the persuasion
measures between the celebrity
and noncelebrity commercials,
the processing activity was dif-
ferent for the two, which needs
to be taken into account when
making decisions regarding the
advertising. The finding that pe-
ripheral processing is dominant
in the celebrity condition has
two important implications for
fulfilling the marketing objec-

tives set for the commercial: (1)
It is important that the celebri-
ties themselves, and their use in
the commercial, generate positive
thoughts since they would be
mainly responsible in influenc-
ing persuasion; and (2) since
product-related thoughts are few
and do not seem to be influenc-
ing persuasion {overall brand
attitude and buying intentions)
directly in the celebrity condi-
tion, there needs to be some
way that the importance of the
product is brought back into fo-
cus. One way to do so may be
to involve the celebrity with the
product in the commercial even
more than was the case so that
thoughts about the celebrity
would evoke some more prod-

uct-related thinking as well.

Case ll:
Corporate Advertising

Background and Objectives.
A large, well-established office
electronics and equipment man-
ufacturer was interested in eval-
uating the performance of two
corporate commercials. Each
commercial had similar market-
ing objectives: to increase overall
company rating by influencing
the company image, particularly
as a company that is concerned
with the social and economic
issues of the country.

One of the commerdals, “Ed-
ucation,” was related to enhanc-
ing the company image through
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showing its concern and contri-
bution to education for children.
The other commercial, “Econ-
omy,” was related to enhancing
the company image by showing
its leadership in the area of in-
dustrial manufacturing in a glob-
al marketplace and its contribu-
tions to the national economy.
General execution styles in terms
of pace, tone, and music were
similar for the two commercials.

Procedure, The two commer-
cials of interest were tested
among a general audience of 389
men and women from 10 metro-
politan areas across the country
in the fall of 1991. Data was col-
lected through Gallup & Robin-
son’s InTeleTest system which
uses the videocassette to carry
the advertising. Commercials
were embedded within a new
unaired program and subjects
recruited to receive and watch
the tape at home. Day-after mea-
sures were taken for recall and
persuasion. Diagnostics and spe-
cific commercial reactions were
collected after re-exposure to the
test commercial. Respondents
saw only one of the two
commercials.

Measures. In line with the
objectives of the commercials,
persuasion and communication
processing measures were used.
Persuasion was measured by
overall company rating, com-
pany image, and commercial lik-
ing. Based on the ARF/CRVD, a
6-point rating scale was used for
overall company rating (brand
rating) and 5-point rating scales
for commerdal liking, company
image, and commercial content.

Advertising communication
processing activity and reactions
to the commercial were mea-
sured by closed-end items rather
than thought-listings. Positive
and negative diagnostic state-
ments (4-point agree-disagree
scale, ARF/CRVP) as well as an
adjective checklist (yes/no) was
used for the purpose.

Table 2
Persuasion Results for Corporate Commercials
Mean rafings t-test
Significance
Persuasion measures “Education™ “Economy” level

Company image” 4.3 3.8 .001
Commercial attitude* 43 37 001
Overall company rating"* 5.2 ; 001
{Base) {183) (162)

* B-point scale where 5 = High
“* 6-point scale where 6 = High

A factor analysis was per-
formed for measures related to
company image, commercial
content, and adjectives to reduce
the many variables to a set of
fewer meaningful variables for
further analysis (see Appendix).

Results: Overview. Although
the two tested commercials were
very similar In style and execu-
tion and were intended to ac-
complish the same marketing
objectives, one performed con-
sistently better than the other
across all the persuasion mea-
sures including overall company
rating, company image, and
commercial liking. In terms of
decision making, it was clear
that one was the stronger com-
mercial; however, it was not
clear why the performances of
the commercials were so
different.

ARM application revealed that
the processing activities for the
two commercials were different.
It showed that for the commer-
cial with lower performance,
company image had no influ-
ence on overall company rating
showing the marketing objective
set for it was not fulfilled. Fur-
ther, the commercial content had
a negative influence on overall
company rating, indicating that
the commercial was not found to
be believable, convincing, or ef-
fective. While in the commercial
that performed better, commer-
cial message and executional fac-

tors positively influenced both
company image and commercial
liking, which in turn influenced
overall company rating. The
marketing objectives were thus
better fulfilled by this commer-
cial. The results are presented
and further discussed below.
Persuasion. There were sig-
nificant differences in the means
for overall company rating, com-
pany image, and commerdial lik-
ing between the two commer-
cials with “Education’ consis-
tently showing higher levels (p
< .001 for all, see Table 2). Fur-
ther, “Education” tested at or
above norm in most of the tradi-
tional measures (recall, overall
company rating, and commercial
liking), while “Economy’s” per-
formance was at or below norm
on most of these variables.
Given the similarity in the exe-
cution and style of the commer-
cials, the results are interesting.
Performances on the diagnos-
tic measures were mixed and did
offer a clear understanding of
the persuasion results. “Educa-
tion” received significantly
higher ratings for some but not
all variables: it did better than
“Economy’’ on variables related
to the message and was per-
ceived as more sensitive and less
ordinary, but ratings for “Econ-
omy’” were significantly higher
for entertaining, and the two
commercials were perceived to
be equally imaginative and infor-
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Figure 4

Advertising Response Model (ARM): Corporate Commercial — “Education”
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mative. Ratings for the negative
commercial perceptions were
also similar for the two commer-
cials. Why, then, was “Econo-
my’s” performance lower on all
of the major evaluative measures
including company image, com-
mercial liking, and overall com-
pany rating?

ARM Results. ARM applica-
tion gave insight into the pro-
cessing of the two commercials
and helped understand the re-
sults better. As mentioned ear-
lier and discussed below, the
processing activity for “Educa-
tion” showed that the content
and execution positively influ-
enced the persuasive measures,
while for “Economy,”” the com-
mercial content was not accepted

by the viewers. Chi-squares for
each of the models are nonsig-
nificant, suggesting no differ-
ence between the two in fit of
data to the models.

As shown in Figure 4, in “Ed-
ucation” the processing activity
revealed that both central and
peripheral routes were active:
central issues (message-related
and commercial-content vari-
ables) influenced company im-
age, as expected. Company im-
age influenced commerdial lik-
ing, which in turn strongly
influenced overall company rat-
ing. Given the commercial’s exe-
cutional style, this is not surpris-
ing. Commercial liking was af-
fected by other peripheral
factors, as anticipated. Message-

related variables also directly
had an effect on overall com-
pany rating.

In “Economy” (see Figure 5),
however, only the peripheral
route was active in a meaningful
way. Central-route processing
showed problems: commercial
content led to the company-im-
age variable, but company image
had no influence on commercial
liking or overall company rating,
contrary to expectations. In addi-
tion, message-related issues in-
fluenced overall company image,
but in a negative relationship,
suggesting that the overall com-
pany rating was inversely influ-
enced by believability and effec-
tiveness of the commercial. This
suggests that the message in the
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Figure 5

Advertising Response Model (ARM): Corporate Commercial — “Economy”
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commercial which related to the
company contributing effectively
to the economy was not convinc-
ing or accepted and was ineffec-
tive in helping enhance the com-
pany rating.

Peripheral-processing routes,
however, were operating appro-
priately and commercial liking
influenced overall company rat-
ing. Since ratings for commercial
liking were not high, ratings for
overall company image were
also low. Further, although
“Economy"” received high rat-
ings on measures such as imagi-
native and entertaining, these
variables were not important in
driving either the mediating
variables or the final dependent
measure at all.

Implications. The two com-
mercials, “Education” and
“Economy,” although similar in -
executional style, were different
in content. The former per-
formed well while the latter re-
ceived low ratings for all the ma-
jor variables. The modeling re-
sults suggest that the problem
with “Economy” is in relation to
the information and message
content rather than in execution.
Given the economic conditions
of the country at the time of
testing, the message related to a
company benefiting the econ-
omy was just not effective. Al-
though “Economy” was seen to
be an imaginative and informa-
tive commercial, it was not con-
vincing and effective.

Extensions in
ARM Applications

ARM application in copy re-
search offers many advantages.
It can be used in a variety of sit-
uations. Both case studies pre-
sented here are in relation to
comparing the performance of a
pair of commercials. It is, how-
ever, equally valuable to use
ARM when a single ad or com-
mercial is evaluated. In view of
the marketing objectives for the
particular ad or commercial, the
various message- and execution-
related factors that are expected
to significantly influence the de-
pendent variables can be tested
and problems with the process-
ing of the advertising, if any,
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By showing how the
commercial was processed,
ARM can identify message-

and execution-related

variables that were
important in influencing and
persuading the consumer.

can be uncovered.

Further, ARM offers flexibility
in design and measures. It may
be used in an in-market, within-
context evaluative test orin a
pre-test diagnostic setting with
forced-exposure to provide
strong and valuable feedback to
the strategic and creative pro-
cess. Thought-listing measures
may be used to measure com-
munication processing as in
Case |, or alternatively, if study
designs make that difficult,
closed-ended diagnostic mea-
sures may be used successfully
as in Case II. Finally, the final
dependent variables may be se-
lected as appropriate to the
product/service category. For
example, intention to visit the
dealer rather than buying inten-
tions may be more useful when
studying advertising for autos
and expensive equipment.

Limitations

Involvement levels are ex-
pected to influence the process-
ing of any advertising. Under
low-involvement conditions, pe-
ripheral routes are expected to
be more active. Caution is
needed in interpreting ARM re-
sults in this context. Were the
differences in processing due to
the creative execution or the
consumer involvement levels?
Also, can consumers always ver-
balize their likes and dislikes?
This may be especially true in
highly emotional advertising.

Although closed-ended surro-
gates may force consumers to
give some reactions, untapped
feelings may exist that influence
the processing of the
advertising.

Conclusion

Advertising Response Model-
ing (ARM) applications can en-
hance the results from tradi-
tional copy-research techniques,
as the above illustrations have
shown. It provides help in eval-
uating whether the advertising
processing is appropriate for the
marketing communications ob-
jectives set for it. By showing
how the commercial was pro-
cessed, ARM can identify mes-
sage- and execution-related vari-
ables that were important in in-
fluencing and persuading the
consumer. It is able to uncover
unexpected relationships among
multiple measures used in copy
research today to offer guidance
for improved advertising in situ-
ations with differing marketing
communications objectives. In
product-oriented situations
where measures for a pair of ads
for the same brand showed no
differences as well as for corpo-
rate advertising, when two simi-
lar commercials showed signifi-
cant differences, ARM was able
to provide value in terms of ex-
plaining the dynamics of the ad-
vertising that could guide deci-
sions. It can therefore clearly
offer added insight, beyond
what the traditional measures
can reveal. ®

ABBY MEHTA is research director at Gallup
& Robinson, inc. She was previously assis-
tant professor of adverlising at the New-
house School of Public Communications,
Syracuse University. Her research interests
include advertising processing, consumer
pzychology, and intemational advertising.
She has published in various joumals and
proceedings of national conferences. Or.
Menta holds a Ph.D. in social psychology
from Syracuse University.

.~
Appendix

Factor Analysis Results for

Corporate Commercials
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u Commercial addresses issues

Message Related
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Positive Commercial Reaction
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m Learned something new
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o Amusing

Negative Cormmercial Reaction
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m Seen too much
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Sitly
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