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EFFECTIVENESS OF A TELEVISION COUNTER ADVERTISEMENT

.

- . /
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Mass med{a afcempts at persuasion through commercial advertising

-

s ' ' '
are naturally conducted. in a single<minded, cumulative fashion.

Seldom is che wisdom of recommendations made in commercial afnounce-
. . ' o . j

- ments challenged publicly. Owners and managers of radio and tele- .
4 . 1 - .
.o ) visionustatiéns, for iq§cance,‘have not encouraged citizen analysis

i ” ¥

or response to the claims made by advertisers who pay for commercial

K3
* »_time on the airwawgs. However, this co‘gition of information monopoly

- 7
a

a'ff: became a worg}some.issue for the nation s broadcast industry in the .
j. ;late 1560'9 and earlyA1970's when tbe'airing qf cigarette commercials ©
YLy ’ was contested legai}y by a eitiien. A Federal Commuaication; Commis;

‘ ;"///: "fsion (FCC) fdirmess daetrine complaint was filed against.the networks Y
I ‘,

P

A for their one-sided presentation of the health issue related to chef

smokinéﬁ&i/qigarettes. Subsequent action by the FCC required broad- . .
’ ‘ i

cagt statigns to present "counter ads" -which advised viewers not to

pmoke cigarettes. “/For a few years‘ic'gas not unusual for television
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_Viewers to gsee and hear a message telling them that' Salems were

»
’
[ .

"springtine fresh' {and later to encounter an American Cancer

Society spot showing a smoker coughing loudly with the message

that cigarettes'can kill. ' e )
. = Py

C -

»

Thé cigarette ruling ercouraged consumer groups to take up the

[ -

3 .
fight against other ernvironmentali hazards with.the producgion of

*

"counter ads" on a/variety of Supjects and the simultaneous' filing

L .
of appropriate fairness comPlaints. When the FCC realized that the

- 4 ]

. A . ’ S
continued application of the fairness dectrine to commercial broad-:

casting threatened the economic basis of Ehe“eleetronic-media, ie

advised that the cigarette issue was to be a special case. Undaunted

-

by this, volunteer-based production houses, such .as the Stern Concern
in Beverly Hills, Calif., and the Public Media Center in San Fran-

cisco, began §o turn out a variety of counter ads 1ﬁich challenged

‘ -
the advertising of many gponsoring corporations. Then, in a.move

«

»

that outraged the brdadcasting and advertising industries, the Federal

Trade Commission ainounced support for the concept of "counter

ALY

advertising," but advised that its sister agency, the FCC was the
8

w P

reSponSible regulatory body since thercongept rests on the require-

-

ments of the fairnesé doctrine, an FCC ruliné}' A vigorous debate
. -, - < Kid A
ensued with the advertiging industty claiming that counter advertis-

*

ing "would foster economic ineffipiency...moreover...the‘patenfial -

T ‘i ~ N
- f

" of counter advertising to féduce,brand loyalties supplies'a powerful

. .
[}

reason against its adbption."zquc is this assertion by the opponents.

» - . ~
- of counter advertising that ‘is ked(ed in the present investigation.

'e ! . {
We are concerned with the pqtential effectiveness of counter

« " +
- N - . v




advirtising messages-their ability to influence perceptions of .

. . -
. . -

/ favprability toward the brand in question, and their effect on the

salience of the brand in the minds of audienqe members. . .

-~

. . .

Fortuna;ely, there is a 30-yeag body of research in persuasion,

. PN - ! - ! L3 .
"thebty to build upon, The “famous work by Hovland' and his associates

\ : " applies'fo the counter advertising question. Hovland et al., were
. L . ° . -

eancerhed with message sidedness, finding that receisers of mes- s -

@ [y

sages behave differently toward issues when oﬂe-sided or two-sided -

e N T

appeals are made.a' The concept of an "innoculation effect" was ~
}l‘ - -~ ! R 4
. ‘ derived from work by HovIand, Janis and Kelley. They found indi-

* + . '\ N »
viduals who had been exposed te both sides pf‘an argument (with one

3

side refuted). more fesistant'to later counter peisuasion'chan per-

-

sons who had heard only one side of the issue. ~The researchers .

- -
“suggest that exposure to both sides of an issue makes the .individual

. S e .

. more wary the next time he or sﬁé“heaté ah»adVDcative argument‘ Thegg
[4

findings, if extended, may be pertinent to adverEisinguand counter
. ‘

advertising. -According to the logic.reveale# by the researchers

--_7“~\§~ in persuasion, if the counter advertiser's message can be made o

. clear to the audiehce, there may be mére résistance to the ad- .-

. T V \yertiser's'one~sided pitch at a latet‘cime. In general, the
" oL ) }
L. .+v presentation of counter drguments abodt'the valej of product groups .
1 h: 4 ‘4 . N - . L4 .
. or brands may lessen the Impact of ka;er commercial messages.

Further, a two-sided presentation’'has been found to innoculate’
. w0 '

effectively even when the negative argument‘was presented one week.
. following the ipitiaﬁ positive argumenr..S fhis suggests that con-

flicting perspectives on the issue need not be Ppresented in the same

“utterance in order to innoculate well. do, in tadio-or television, it

\
. . .
-

' f - o i '

. N '
-~ - . Y ¥
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.
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may not be necessary to include the counter argument as_ part Of fhe
- - ‘

pos%tive,nessage or Follow it immediately. Even if viewed somewhat
. e - A -
later, counter advertising may prove to be persuasive in its ability

-

to lessen the impact of the initial appeal
. » v
Some-beginming analyses of !{e effectwenéss—“i counter advertis—

L nercials as having any‘signiigcant effect on them." rull found

/
E 3

~
.

A Also, non-users of Bayer were~§ore'likely to believe the counter ad

" as £o whether .the

S -

A . .
ingrhave beep made: Hunt has. shown that‘in the print media it has - o '

. an ability to significantly decrease attitude favorableness ﬁoward a
i

|
gasoline product under certain re§earch conditions.6 0 Keefe studief

- -

the ‘reactions-of audience members to the ant1-smoking ads discussed ¢ 2

*7 ’ : .
above.”" He. concludes that these counter ads are greatly limited in

e -

their ability to affect behavior, Ac¢ording to O'Keefe, "only those

persons who are already inclined zo give up smoking reported the ~com

'8 oL

only Qartial‘support for the hypothesis that subjects expoeed to T

an anti-Bayer-a%birin message would reduce attitude favorability 7

.

toward the brand more than those who had not seen the counter ad.9

Y - v .
. '

" . - .

than Bayer users.lo The research reported hereyn builds upon that . .o

study. ~ ' -\ . »
, i o N
\ s,

METHOD . . 4 ° '
\ . , : 'y - t > .
.

(S

Design of ¢ Study. A nesearch format was devised to measure

of the anti-Bayer counter advertisement. Subjects'

Py ~

brand pfeferences for aspirin products
later, ject&

"

to view a set of -

the pérsuasiveneé

ere ascertained. Ome month' -

.

re randomly assigned five treatment grouns'

>

levision commercials.' Treatment groups difﬁered . -

¢ ~

. v

viewed a pro-Bayer commercial, a counter-Bayer

comneféial, bothl pro- and counter-Bayer, or neither of these.
r ~ K . [
o) - \

L g—
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. The order'of treatment presentation was also systematically varied.

¢ . * _Following viewing, sgbjeéts completed a questionnaire which”aséer-

. . » b_“
tained thedr attitudes toward Bayer. A measure of brand ‘salience
F . [y , '
' was also made at this time. Analyses of variance were conductad t

- to determine differenceé between® treatment groups® “Details of ‘tllgge Y

L J

design considérations are pre%fnged below. - . .
‘gﬁf ‘ Subjects.® A total of 109 subjeé;slfrbm a beginning uhder-

\ .

graduate course in communication at the University of California

Santa Barbara, served as.volunteer subjects for the study.

. 1

Treatment Groups. | Subjects were randomly assigned to one of
| . .

. ’ ‘ t
five treatment groups. The viewing groups d®fered only in the

contegt of the commercial stimuli whicp were presented: - ,
p ’ e
) *  Group #l.- Five comm®rcials with pro-Bayer presented second \\\

.

and counter-Bayer f£ifth.
Group #2. Five commercials with counter-Bayer presented second
. -« ¥

and §ro-Bgyer fifth. N

Group #3. Four commercials with prosBayer presented second.

) Group #4. Four commercials with counter-Bayer presented second.
Group #5. Three commercials witﬂ neitﬂér pro-Bayer nor \
" counter-Bayer presented. -
The Coqmeécials. The pro-Bayer com;é%cial wég'parL of;a BEye} .
‘ television advertising campaign conduéted by Stecliné Dr?g‘in i§i3. L e,
\\' ‘ It feqkures a distingui;hed:appeéring ;:h‘;go ngtructs that Qfér
* pain, Bayer is proven'superiof!" The coun&er:Bayhr commercial, produced .
- at about the same.ti@e by the Stern Concern, -has Bu;t.Lancaster as
" the Spokésperéon. Holéing‘; gg;&le of Bayer aspirin in éle;r view of : ]

’

the camera, he claims that "there is no scientific-evidence to,

~

o . suggest that one brand of .pain’ reliever 1s batter fdr:relieving'

e -
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_ viewed were ao‘yt unrelated products and were included in the -

of sa!ience was derived. ‘ - . - g

. . ‘ T N ' ? . .
: 6 o
. N R .

' '
H - -

. , ~ . ’ ‘ !

pain than any other." - These two messages sharply disagree on the )

[ [

value and performance of/Bayer aspirin w\en compared to other plain

aspirin remedies. The three filler commercials which all subjects

'

v R

. %

-

Data Gathering Procedures. Subjects were given a consumer pro—
) Fi

file questionnaire one ‘month prior to the ‘time they viewed the com~-

mercials. A confederate, posing as a researcher interested in buying

habits, distributed.the questionnaire which inquired of the students'

i}

use of brands of several household products, including éspirin. !

Subjects were at no time advised that this consumer "study" had any

relationship-to the television viawing which was done .later, The,

. / - .

questionnaire provided a convenient means by which Bayer users and,

a

non-zusers could be identified ' v o .

» -
.

* One month lJter, subject groups viewed the commercials on a

standard color television monjitor in a communic tions,laboratoﬁy
After viewing, subjects in each treatment %:9hp were asked to com-~
}

plete a form which inquired of their attitudes toward all the N

. products advertised in the commer!ials they saw., Four validated

o

B

Likert-type items were used for each product presented in the com-
: . =

mercials, including Bayer. In thisxaey; the degree of subjects'

attitude favorability toward Bayer following the viewing session,

was ascértained. ' In order to measure attitude salience toward
: ¥ a .

11
Bayer after.viewing, the new Attitude Pie technique was employed.

With this instrument,“degrees of positive and negative feelings

toward Bayer were®assessed. By summing these indices, a measure

+

. ' ’ |

L

”
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/{P questionnaires. These provided.a test for possible short term T

‘'sions, " As these authors su est, random sample selection and fandom—
£8 AN

E- T )
" ‘which may exist in post-only 9ea3urement can be reasonably ac;r1- -

Following CampSell and Stanley'graévic we did not risk “‘. ’

subject sensitization towrrd the purpose of the study by pre- .

-’

testing spondents attttudes toward Bayer before the viewing ses- ‘

L]
. -

h

- _—_—

ized treatment group assignment.should insure that differences 3

‘

buted to treatmedt effect.’? . L V .V
v ’ : -

Two Weeks *fo owing viewing of the comfgrcials in. the treat—

ment groups affd completion of the post-stimulus meaéufﬁs, subjegts
N s . ] .

were again asked to complete the sape Likert-type and Attitude Pie ;

=® ’ '
regression toward initial attitudes, maintenahceizf attitude change, -
or'sleeper effect.” . . ] . .j’
¢ . , .

RESULTS ) o e, ‘

Subjects"res}onses to the four Likert items deéﬁing with
. A

~
Bayer .were summed to form scores reflecting favorabili;y toward .
. . - 1

Bayer. These were subjected to a three-way analysis of variance .

* .’ L ~
with repeated measurés (5 treatments X 2 user groups x 2 measurement’

times). Results arg giveﬁ/;n Table 1, ) -
*
L4 . - ¢+ . . .
Insert Table 1 about here i ) '

-
b

<

' )

Treatment Effects: The five treatment groups (i.e.; thosé who

had viewed different cohbinations of pro and counéereBayer ads)
failed to differ in their attitudes toward Bayer. Nor did treatment o
condition interact with either of the other two independent

! — .

variablegs.
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7

Effects of Subject Bse of Bayer: Subjects in this study who
| .

5 . .
were Bayer users démonstrated significantdy higher favorability - ‘
- PR ] > . 7 4

- toward the brand. than did non-users. Further, Bayer users fatled to
, . - Pl e ,
differ in their support for that prand whether they had seen pro-
- . . . . ' |
Bayer, couvpter-Bayer,.or no aspirin ade. C o
(3 , L S

.

3>

— —-——T—- *
. Effect of Time of Measurement: Subject gttltudes were measured
. Eal

1Y
4

at two points in time to determine whether groups differentiated by freat-

- .t - * .
, ment or brand use varied across time in theivvattitudes toward the product;

no such interactions were' found. However, angqunéxpected significant

.

- main effect was found on time of measurement. Favorability

. toward.Bayer increased for all subject groups during ‘the two K \

- A ‘ . ’ 3
weeks intervening between the first and secomd measures. Tt should

be noted that this.difference cviild have been an artdfact of the
different\ﬁettings used for the two measurements. The first took /'ﬂ~\ '

-

+ ‘place in a laboratory in the presenceiof the senior investiga\or, .

. L]
the second' in a classroom without on# of the investggators present.
© It is, of coﬁrse,'also possible that. the treatments employing adver-
) ' 7 .
tisements for a variety of products made the subjects thigk more
. ¢ 1

eritically about their preference for name-brand products, thus

having a depressing effect upon their first measurement scores in . )

» . N ‘ ~

general. One-way analyses of variance on Likeft itemq dealing
/I_V P L} ’

with the non-aspiriﬁgiis viewed by the sdhjects shodbd, for two of . -

1 . . . )
* the other three products, a similar increase in favorability of .

attitude from ‘the first to the second measurement (R <, 01)

-

Salience, the importance subjects attached to their positlve

e 4

. and negative attitud toward Bayer, was analyzed using the Attitude ‘
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[
s

»

»

.Indiyiduallsubject salience Scores for Bayer were com- -

Pie data.
putedhby summing "pdsitivity" aMd "negativity" scores on the Bayer
1item.1 As in the case of' the summed Likert scores, salience scores

were subJected to a threesway analysis of variance wfth repeated oo

measures (5 tteatments X 2 user groups X 2 measurement t;mes). No

F ratios, for either main effects or interactions ‘approached

stgtistical significance.: However, trends in the~data sugges;ed

that subjects who saw both the counter ad and the pto—Bayer ad

may have felt less sali%nce regarding their attitudes toward Bayer

\

than those who viewed only the pro or the ‘counter ad *

. ¢ . ¢
- * . . .
. ' A

DISCUSSION <. r
This research provides no conclusive evidence that one viewing
» * ‘. ‘e " ® -
of a teIevision counterradvertisement is powerful enough to signi-
. 1 E

ficantly alter the attitudes of' telev1sion q;ewers toward the

.

product. Of course, th1s assertion is made w1th rebognition ‘of the

possibility that the research design or measurement instruments ma

v d
Ve, .

" nat have been able-to detect possible effects of favorabillty.

~

H?wever, the significant main effects on Likert scores of -favor-
} . ' . ,
ability attributable to sybject use of Bayer and time-of measure-.

ment indicate thdt the measurement procedure was sufficiently sensi- '

- -

tive to detect meaningfulidif%erences. These findings, along with ‘ \F/(
t / 14

the rigorous experimental design controls employed, argue. strongly .

for the interpretatlon that failure to findstreatment differences ’

resulted' from the fact that the treatments did not differentiall
9 ) ’

affect'attitudes in the subjects. ‘The absence of treatment difFer-

”

ences on- the dependent variable of salience adds further snpporr to

! '

‘this interpretation; As employedﬁhere, the‘use of pro- and
- i 2 _ o . . - |
f ' oo 11 i |
, v 4 " A

\ . et ’ » .o B ' *
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counter-Bayér*ads appearsto have had no shbstantial effects upon *

- -

subjeces ﬁavgrability or salience -of attitude towhrd the brand .

“_c’ v e ‘e 4 »

-

) unde: invistigétton. o : o ﬁ I . LT . ' /(\

The- fact, t ut . ussrs of Bayér*maintained\a ﬁignificantly more_ "

4 '\
t " "l. '

TP Al oo - .
favorablﬁ zttitude toward the product, regardlsss of the commers ]

.
'

’ ' L
cials they Viewed is consistent with preVious research 13 In

1]

‘line with the commonly~held‘idea that.attitudes are particularly dif-

5 \
£icult to change ﬁsers of this prbduct, at least, did not 81gn1f1-v )
céntly diminish their attitudes toward Bayer even after vigwing a
- e st . .
prOfESSIOHal counter commercial which was blatantly critical of the .

product. & (// . : S B J
- 4 o » [
+ The’ trends!n the ylience data may have important' implmy:ions

™~and should” provoke further research. While ‘the F ratios failed to .
reach significance, there is some ‘suggestion fhat viewers tended -to
. ; N ] ¢
reflect a’'higher degree of salience of attitude toward thefproduct

; -

‘-after they viewed a one-sided"appeal. The preseﬂtation' of .both ”
3 4 e .

pro and counteg messages may .serve te suppress attitude salience.

Y

Perhaps,a one-gai ted message, either pro or cton, makes thinking about

> -

the issue (in this case the desirability of a particular brandf

less tensionrprbducipg, thus‘permittiné a persomw to assign-avhigher
« . -, . ‘ )

degree’ of aftitudipal impcrtance to X, The psychological reaction

. ' V4 ' v

to a two+sided prespntation (pro and counter ad within the game
commertial cluster) may be that the‘issue finds a less salient posi~
- . . J‘ .
tion in the cognitive structure, Further. reseatch is'required to
~ .\ e,

properly test this gotion. Wjith the Attitpde Pie instrument
- . b .

substantial within-group,variability mayxhave kept the differences

t . N L - +

in group scores from reaching statistical significance. Another
. !

measurement approach may successfully demonstrate differences betweeﬁ

.
. [
. - N - o
’ - ’ .12 . .,
. .
- N - -

\
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these gr*s on the salience.dimension. S

y
.

.

This research reveals‘that a single counter'advertisemeﬁt,,
1
. ac leasc concerning Bayer aspirin, dees not cause vieWers to

‘ [
‘ [ 4

‘ Lessen appreciably their aftitude favorability foward the,brand

‘o

-~ ' N

At this point, at least, 1t also appears that the preSentation of

-,

these messages may not affect

1
s aiience of at titude toward b

ubjects' feelipgs regarding‘tbe

indﬁstty-—that counter adveé:iJing ely undermine the

. marketplace-effectiveness of adcgrcised products--is not ‘sup-

.
~

ported by the presentnresearch Oﬁrcourse, subJects viewéd the

. . - ~t

"councer-Bayer commercial only once inléris study. The éfﬁedéivé—l

L4

. .

. qess of a countgr advert151ng media saturaciod campaign has not beea

W
3

tested in this research and may hold greater promise for q‘Pporter§

. S

. . N ) N N ° LN * ‘:'-
. ‘ . g , . '
3 A ’ ° .

~

/ /- ;
,
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