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a close examination of these studies, one additional area of usage

consideration must be discussed -- the legal environment.

The Legal Enviromment

Due to the nature of comparative advertising, its legal limits are
drawn from common law, state or federal statutes, and FTIG standards.26
To discuss these legal limits, three main subdivisions are used:

actions by competitors, consumer's right of action, and actions by the

FTG.

Actions by Competitors. Two avenues are open to competitors who

seek action in comparative advertising situations. Competitors can
rely on tort law and state statutes or make claims under the federal

Lanham Act.

Tort Law and State Statutes. Common law regarding defamation and
disparagement can be used to provide relief in a comparative advertising
situation. Defamation is said to occur when a communication tends to
diminish the respect, goodwill, confidence, or esteem of the plaintiff.
Disparagement is a deliberate, demonstrably false, attack on the plain=-
tiff's product. In defamation, proof-of malice is not necessary. But
. in disparagement cases, the plaintiff must show that a statement in the
ad is false, or the existence of the intent to harm the plaintiff or to
adversely affect his interest. Disparagement is usually the case in

comparative advertising.

26This section is based on the following: Stewart E. Sterk, "The
Law of Comparative Advertising: How Much Worse Is 'Better' than 'Great!,"
Columbia Law Review, 76 (January, 1976), pp. 80-112.




In general, the courts have resisted using the disparagement law
where one product claims to be better on a vaguely defined basis but
have applied the law when a readily measurable basis exists.z7 However,
no action will be taken when the defendant accurately describes the
plaintiff's product but exaggerates the merits of his own. Also, when
disparagément relief is given, only damage relief is possible; no
injunctive relief can be granted due to the First Amendment's protection
to commercial advertising.

A second common law that can be used is the law of unfair competi=
tion. 1In one case, the court ruled that any disparagement case could
also be presented under the unfair competition law and, therefore, no
special damages needed to be proven.28 But, much confusion still exists
as to when this law really applies. Therefore, it does not seem to
provide a satisfactory solution to the problems posed by abusive compar-
isons.

A third common law that can be, but has not been, used much is for
the tort of false advertisings To illustrate why this law has not been
used much, in one case, the court held that there was no false adver=
tising, since it was not established that the advertiser was "passing
off" his goods as those of his competitor.29 Usually, where this law
applies, so does the Lanham Act. OConsequently, this provides a secend

reason for little use of the tort of false advertising common law.

ZTIbid. s Po 84,

28111d., p. 87

29 hide, p. 88.
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The Uniform Deceptive Trade Practices Act which has been adopted
by nearly a dozen states shows some promise as a means of obtaining
-religf from abusive comparatives.30 It grants relief in both cases of
disparagement and misrepresentation of an advertiser's own goods. But,
this Act also has its limits. First, only injunctive relief is possible,
none for damages. However, the Act does permit relief for damages to
be claimed under common law or other existing state laws. The other
limit to this Act is that there seems little chance of its becoming

standardized as the Uniform Commercial Code has.

Claims Under the Lanham Act. Originally passed in 1946 for prevent=
ing deceptive use of trademarks, the Lanham Act, and in particular,
Section 43 (a), has more recently been applied to comparative adver-

tisings In a recent case, the court listed five elements considered

necessary to file a claim under Section 43 (a). 31

(1) in its comparison advertisements, (the) defendant made
false statements of fact about its own product; (2) those
advertisements actually deceived or have the tendency to
deceive a substantial segment of their audience; (3) such
deception is material, in that it is likely to influence
the purchase decisionj (4) (the) defendant caused its
falsely advertised goods to enter interstate commerce;

and (5) (the) plaintiff has been or is likely to be injured
as a result of the foregoing either by direct diversion of
sales from itself to (the) defendant, or by lessening of
the goodwill which its products enjoy with the buying public.

Both damages and injunctive relief are available under this Act.

To obtain an injunction, only a likelihood of deception is necessary.

BOIbid- s De 90.

31Ibid., p. 93-
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But, a claim to recover damage requires establishing that the public
was deceived, and proof of either actual damages or at least the like-

lihood of injury to the plaintiff.

Consumer's Right of Action. Since in some cases, the consumer's

and the competitort's Iinterest may differ, the consumer shouid have the
chance to vindicate his rights without relying on competitor suits.
The consumer's right to action comes from both common law theories and

federal statutes.

Common Law Theories. Relief for individuals is possible under the
theory of misrepresentation.32 No proof of intent to deceive is neces=-
sary, but one must show proof of negligence and that the comparative ad
was directed to the consuming public. In addition, the plaintiff must
establish reliance on the representation and that the questioned repre-
sentation was significant to justify reliance. In the comparison
situation, reliance on a particular factor may be difficult to estab=-
lish, particularly if it can be shown that the consumer would have
bought the product without having seen the ad.

Relief may also be possible under common law's breach of warranty
theory, if one can show there was a reliance upon the representation.33
However, having to prove reliance also greatly weakens use of this
common law in comparative advertising cases.

Regardless of which of the two theories above are used by the

individual, any relief that is granted probably will not be worth the

32Ibido, Pe 95,

Pipia.
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consumer?s time or money spent in seeking the relief. Also, such relief

will only be a minimal deterrent to a major advertiser.

Federal Statutes. Legally, action by individuals is possible
under both the Lanham Act, Section 43 (a) and the Federal Trade
Commission Act, Section 5, but the courts have balked at allowing
consumer action under these two éections.3

Therefore, ;t seems despite the consumer having the right to
action, the current legal enviromnment affords the consumer little

means to exercise that right.

Actions by the FIC. Basically in abusive comparative advertising

cases before the FTIC, authority comes from Section 5 of the FIC Act
which declares "unfair methods of competition in commerce, and unfair

. . . s 35
or deceptive acts or practices in or affecting commerce!" as unlawful.

Comparative Price Advertising. This is the only area in compara-
tive advertising in which the Commission has been able to define
permissible limits in a precise manner. It has been done by defining
such terms as ''sale! versus ''regular" price, and the "area's competiéive
price,'" and "comparable value.' But, the real problem is in the vari-
ations in product features, other than price, which become part of a
comparative ade. In addition, there are other considerations such as the
intended use of the good by the purchaser, the exact needs of the
purchaser, and other subjective factors which are viewed differently

by each evaluator.

3 bide, pe 96.

351bido s Do 97.
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Quality Comparison Advertising. Puffery claims cause a great
deal of difficulty, since the basis used for determining a product's
superiority over another is not usually easy to establish. Thus,
meeting any reasonably defined burden of proof may be impossible.
Consequently, FIC policy concerning determinations of this type seems
unlikely at this tim.e.36

The next step an advertiser can take toward total misrepresentation
is deception, but the problem here is in defining and, in particular,
measuring degrees of deception or half truths. In trying to do this,
several rulings have been made. For instance, an advertiser does not
have to provide every finding made by an independent study group, but
must not misrepresent the basic study=-conclusions. Thus, Lorillard
violated this concept when it stressed its 0l1d Goid cigarettes as
lowest in tars, nicotines, and resins, which was technically true, but

the source of this fact was a Reader's Digest article stating that the

differences found in these three smoking by-products for all cigarette
f s 37

brands was not significant.

Half-truths have also been in the form of pictorial representations
such 2s an American Home Products ad which showed its product as a 100
per cent effective roach killer as compared to a competing brand. How=-
ever, the ad did not reveal that roaches of a known resistance to the
active ingredient of the competitor's product were used in the compari-

son.38 The Commission found the ad as deceptive and issued a cease and

Bﬁlbid- s Ps 100,

37Ibido s P 101.

381bido s Pa 103.
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desist order.

To further reduce half=-truths, the FTC began in 1971, a policy of
claim substantiation. The impact of this policy can not yet be measured,
but it is felt that advertisers are not morve reluctant to make claims
that lack supporting evidence.

From the above it should be apparent that there are some unigque
problems for comparative advertising from a legal envirommental perspec-
tive. In particular, the legal system needs to overhaul the current
patchwork scheme of public and private enforcement of its somewhat
vague standards.39 And, until this overhaul is performed, the problems
and confusion will remain,

In addition, as one considers this chapter in general, it seems
that further study needs to be performed before comparative advertising
can be fully understood. 1In particular, cne area needing additional
investigation is the effectiveness or influence of comparisons. The
following chapter presents an examination of marketing studieskwhich
have been performed and reported in the literature. Consequently, the
following chapter provides some insight into the effectiveness and in=-

fluence of comparative advertising.

391bidl s P» 112.



CHAPTER 1I

MARKETING STUDIES RELATED TO COMPARATIVE ADVERTISING

To date, five studies dealing with comparative advertising have
been performed and repoerted in the literature. These five studies
are examined in this chapter by using the following format: results,

- methodology, and other considerations.

Prasad!s Experiment

Prasad conducted a laboratory analysis to determine the communi-
cation=effectiveness of comparative advertising as compared to its

"Brand X" counterpart.1

Results

Prasad's study resulted in four findings. First, unaided recall of
advertised claims was greater in comparative ads than "Brand X" ads.
That is, recall was better when a competitor was named instead of
using terms such as '"the leading brand" or "our leading competitor.'

A second finding was that recall was not influenced by preference
for the named competitor. But, the perceived credibility of claims
was judged lower by consumers of the named competing brand. Thus,
claim recall was not affécted by preference for the naéed competing

brand, but claim credibility was.

IV. Kanti Prasad, “Communications-Effectiveness of Comparative
Advertising: A Laboratory Analysis," Journal of Marketing Research,
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Finally, subjects did not perceive the competitive position of the
comparative ad's sponsor as being higher than did subjects viewing the
"Brand X" type of ads.

Therefore, from Prasad's study, the only advantage that seems to
exist when using comparative ads, as compared to using "Brand X" ads,
is that with comparative ads there is a significantly higher recall of

the advertised claims.

Methodology

The methodology of the experiment was executed in four phases.

In phase oney, brand preferences were determined, particularly, pref-
erence for Kodak, since it was the named competitor used in the experi-
ment's comparative ad.

In phase twoy the subjects were divided into two groups with each
subject being given a portfolio. The portfolio contained twelve pages:
two articles, four filler ads, and a fifth ad designed especially for
the purpose of the study. 1In one group, that_ad was a compara;ive and
in the other it was a "Brand X" ad. In both groups the ad was third
in order of presentcation.

Phase three consisted of administering a questionnaire to deter-
mine brand recall and the level of claim recall, which was scored
according to how well the subject recalled the major and secondary
claims, The questionnaire also required the subjects to rate the
credibility of the advertised claims as well as the competitive posi-
tion of the sponsoring brand.

Finally, analysis of variance was used to determine results 1, 2,
and 4, and a Mann Whitney U test was used to show that perceived claim

credibility was judged lower by consumers of the named competing brand.



Other Considerations

The general purpose of this section is to point out factors or
influences which did or could have affected the validity and the reli-
ability of the study's conclusions. Consequently, a similar section
will follow each of the four studies that remain to be discussed. It
should also be pointed out that the order in which these factors are
pPresented is not‘intended in any‘way to be correlated with their impor-
tance or influence on the particular study under examination.

The first consideration to be made of Prasad's study deals with
the subjects useds That is, all subjects were students in business
administration at a mid-western university. Therefore, one should
consider how representative the sample was before generalizations are
developed.

The research design consisted of four groups -- exposed to the
comparative ad or the "Brand X" ad, and Kodak most preferred or not
most preferred. The number of students in each group ranged from 42
to 60.

A second consideration is the product used for testing -- a
movie camera. It would seem college students would not have a high
interest level in such a product and consequently, this low involvement
could have had some effect on the results.

“A third consideration is that the sponsoring brand for the two
ads of interest was a name coined for the experiment. Thus, each ad
represented the first exposure to the brand. The study concluded there
was equal brand-recall effectiveness (about 40% correct recall) for the
two ad types. This could have easily been the result of using an unknown

brand for a low interest product, rather than there being little difference
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in comparative ads and "Brand X" ads.

A final consideration is that the only real difference in the two
ads under study was the naming of the leading competitor (Kodak) or
the use of the phrase '"the leading competitor." Therefore, very little
difference existed in the ads. 1In terms of actual comparisons, only
three subjective ones were used. =~ "We took Kodak'!s great idea (the
existing light camera), and added perfection to it," " ., . . with
great features to ocutperform Kodak's XL camera," and "Ronar outperforms
and outfeatures Kodak." =~ Obviously, the comparison involved the mere

naming of a competitor and a few subjective product-superiority claims.

Wilson's Experiment

Wilson conducted an empirical evaluation of comparative ads which

provided little or no factual information.2

Results

The study concluded that consumers view comparative ads using
subjective messages as less believable, of less information value, and
more offensive. Wilson also noted random differences for the comparative
ads' ability to change the consumer's view of the product, product
quality rating, and trustworthiness of the sponsor. His general
conclusion was that non-factual comparisons should be avoided and that
they provide credence to the suggestion that comparative ads may further

add to the negative image of advertising.

2R. Dale Wilson, *"'An Empirical Evaluation of Comparative Advertising
Messages: Subjects' Responses on Perceptual Dimensions,' Advances in
Consumer Research, Sixth Annual Conference, ed. Beverlee B. Anderson
(Cincinnati, Ohio, October 30, 1975), pp. 53~7.




Methodology

Two groups were exposed to one of two portfolios containing eight
ads. The ads were either all comparatives, or all single-product ads
which had been modified by deleting the competitor's name or by using
phrases such as "any other brand" or "other brands." Well-known brands
were used, and the ad order was randomized.

After each ad, the subjects completed a2 page of seven~point
scales. Subjects rated each ad on the basis of amount of information,
believability, interest content of the ad, and offensiveness. The
advertised product was rated on changed view towards the product and
level of product quality. The sponsor was rated on trustworthiness.
Thus, seven response variables were collected on each of the portfolio's
eight ads.

The collected data were analyzed by using analysis of variance
and a comparison of mean differences of the seven responses for each

ade.

Other Considerations -

Wilson admitted the study was conducted on ; limited budget, in
one geographical area, and used a small sample and number of ads.

In addition to the admittedly small samples of 35 and 40 subjects,
the subjects were students emrolled in marketing classes at the Univer-
ity of Iowa. Therefore, the nature of the subjects must be considered
when studying the results given above.

Another consilderation is that Wilson collected ordinal scaling
responses and assumed they were interval responses, which seems to be

a common practice in marketing, In addition, he also assumed the

21
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responses were independent even though he stated that they were all
highly correlated. TFactor analysis did not provide sufficient evidence
as to which variables should have been eliminated, thus independence
was assumed with a warning to exercise caution when interpreting the
study's results.

A related consideration is that with this ordinal, highly corre=
lated data, analysis of variance was used -- an obvious violation of
the method's basic assumptions.

Still another consideration is the types of products used in the
ads. Most of them were low interest products such as soap, cat food,
deodorant, toothpaste and mouthwash. Two products that were used and
probably had some product interest were credit cards and automobiles.
With low product interést and little comparative information given,

a general conclusion that comparatives are not advantageous is not
any surprise.

Also of interest is the table presented with the study that shows
the mean differences in the two ad types for each of the seven response
variables to each of the eight ads. Of the fifty-six mean differences,
seventeen were not in the expected direction, that is, the comparative
ads were rated higher on the average seventeen out of fifty-six times.
Eight of these seventeen responses were responses to ads for credit
cards and automobiles. This seems to indicate that if some product
interest exists, comparatives may be more effective, == Note the
eight responses are out of a total of fourteen responses for the two
product categoriess

Of further interest regarding this same table is that for five of

eight products, comparative ads had higher mean responses for the
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variable, changed view of the product. This result seems to counter
the suggestion, not to use comparatives. This table also revealed
that half the mean ratings for sponsor trustworthiness were greatest
for the comparative ads. Similarly, product quality was rated higher
for comparative ads in half of the product categories.

The above seems to suggest that possibly if other variables are
considered, such as the amount of factual information, number of named
competitors, product interest, and others, then comparisons may be
more effective than single~product ads.

Finally, Wilson points out that the results were either product
or ad specific. Perhaps this was the result of not emough variables

being considered or controlled.

Golden's Experiment

Golden investigated the relative influence on purchase intentions
of comparative and non=comparative ads in terms of the advertiser's
competitive position, claim substantiation, and copy theme manipu-

lation.3

Results

From the investigation, Golden concluded that purchase influence
ratings were not significantly different for comparative ads. But,
copy theme was found to have a positive influence on purchase intention.

Thus, in choosing an advertising strategy, this finding suggests that

3Linda L. Golden, "Consumer Reactions to Comparative Advertising,
Advances in Consumer Research, Proceedings of the Association for
Consumer Research, Sixth Annual Conference, ed. Beverlee B. Anderson
(Cincinnati, Ohio, October 30, 1975), pp. 63=7,




specific comparative themes should definitely be considered.

Golden also found a significant interaction between copy theme and
competitive position of tﬁe sponsore. This interaction in turn was
found to influence purchase intentions.

Therefore, the overall conclusion of the study was that only when
copy theme is considered can comparatives be more effective than non-

comparatives.

Methodology

Golden's first step in collecting data was brand loyalty deter=-
mination. These results were then used to control for that variable.

Next, subjects were exposed to one of thirty-six ads. This was
necessary in order to test for two ad tjpes (comparative or not), three
brand competitive levels (first, third, or new), two levels of claims
substantiation (substantiated or not), and three copy themes (nature of
these themes was not given).

After subjects were exposed to one of the ad types, a questionnaire
was used to rate the likelihood of purchase and the importance of certain
product attributes. The second rating was done to verify the saliency of
the attributes used in the ad copy.

The data were then analyzed by use of analysis of covariance.

Other Considerations

As with the previous two experiments, college students were used
as subjectse Though a sample size of 594 seems impressive when one
considers that 36 ads or cells were used in the study, this yields an
average of less than seventeen students being exposed to each specific

ad type.
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A second consideration would seem to be Golden's failure to
describe the nature of the copy theme manipulations beyond a reference
of one, two, or three, This seems particularly important since copy
theme was shown to influence purchase intentions. Subsequent communi-
cation by the author with Golden, however, revealed that the copy themes
used in the experiment were product specific. Therefore, copy theme
manipulation represents a usage consideration more than a comsideration
to be made in accepting the results of this study.

Finally, a validation study was done to show tﬁat for a given
copy theme, there were no effects due to using a comparative versus
a standard ad. However, from the description given, the comparative ad
in the validation study apparently contained very little comparison,
as well as a very subjective one. It appears to have been little more
than naming a competitor. Wilson's study, discussed above, showed
comparatives which give little or no factual information are ineffective.,
Thus, it seems, the validation study should be questioned, particularly,
since the comparatives in the main study appear to have countained a

greater level of comparison.

The Qgilvy and Mather Experiment

This experiment was conducted to determine differences in the
effects of 30~second television commercials that name competitors

versus commercials not specifically identifying com.petitors.4

QThe Effects of Comparative Television Advertising that Names
Competing Brands (New York: Ogilvy and Mather Research, 1976).

25



Results

In this study three sets of ads were analyzed: all comparatives,
all non-comparatives, and a mix of comparatives and non-comparatives.
From the analysis, seven major findings were made.

(1) The set of all comparatives created greater negative atti-
tudes toward advertising in terms of believability and confusion.

(2) The comparatives did not create a higher awareness of the
sponsored brands.

(3) The comparatives did generate greater sponsor misidentifi-
cation with the named competitors benefiting.

(4) Despite its novelty, the only comparative (control) commercial
in the non-comparative group did not increase brand awareness.

(5) The comparatives created more skepticism toward the commer-
cials! claims and more miscommunication.

(6) In most cases, the comparative commercials were no more
persuasive than the non-comparatives.

(7) When only one comparative was seen in a group of non-~compara-
tives, it was found to be significantly more persuasive, in terms of
change in past purchases versus post-purchase intentions. But, note
that in result #4, this sdme ad did not significantly increase brand
awarenesss
Methodology

The experimental design was described as a pre-post copy test
which included exposure to one of three sets of 30-second television
commercials. The three sets of eight ads were comprised in the following
mannar: 7 comparatives and 1 non-comparative, 7 non-comparatives and 1
comparative; and the third group was a mixture of comparatives and non-
comparatives, including a control ad of each type.

In each set the same brands were used with the only difference

in the ads being whether other brands were mentioned or not. The items

selected for the study were of high incidence, usually purchased by
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females, had relatively short purchase cycles, and were low-ticket
items. The items included three brands of one health and beauty aid,
twe brands of.a drug product, and one brand of a second health and
beauty aid product. In addition to these items, the control, compara-
tive commercial was for a household product and the control, non-

comparative was for a beverage.

Other Considerations

Since the report that presented the study only described the re-
search design as a pre-post copy test and gave little detail of the
actual methodology, very little can be pointed out as considerations
to be made concerning the results. However, a few points can be made.

The sample consisted of three sets of 150 female heads of house=:
holds 1In the study to follow, it was found that men showed a greater
positive response to comparatives than women. Thus, this consideration
must be included. However, one also must note that the test products
were products that are normally purchased by women.

A second consideration is that all the comparisons were 30-second
television ads. But, as pointed out in the following study, can a
forum as short as a 30~second commercial be adequate to fairly communi-
cate a comparison?5 Even this study indirectly makes this point in
its conclusion and further suggests that different effects may be found

for other media, such as print.

5Ernest A. Rockey, Comparative Advertising, Fair or Unfair?
Effective or Ineffective? A Report to the A. N. A. Television Workshop,
New York City, February 24~25, 1976, Prepared by Gallup and Robinson,
Inces 1976, p. 1.




Related to the above is that the comparisons were apparently the
mere naming of competitors. It was pointed out above, the only differ-
ence in the three sets of ads was whether the commercials named compet-
ing brands or note. Thus, it seems little information was given for the
purpose of comparison.

Finally, the study used three brands of one heaith and beauty aid
plus one brand of a second health and beauty aid. Consequently, half
the ads in each set of eight ads were for health and beauty aids. With
such similarity of products, plus only 30-second ads, plus the naming
(and apparently only that information) of competitors, it is fairly
easy to see why most of the study results were found, in particular,

the misidentification of the ads' sponsors.

The Gallup and Robinson Study

The Gallup and Robinson study differs from the above studies in
that they were experiments while this study was an analysis of brand
contrasts which appeared on television over a two and one-half year

period.

Results

From their analysis of 97 comparisons, Gallup and Robinson dis=-
covered a number of interesting results concerning usage of compari-
SONSs.

First, correct sponsorship naming can be a problem and consider-
able attention can be given the named competitor. This also was found

in the Ogilvy and Mather study. A second finding was that '"brand

6Ibid., PP« 1-19,
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registration" differences were significant when audio and video compara=
tives were used.versus audio only. This result seems reasonable since
there would be a greater chance of a viewer perceiving a cémparative ad
which shows, at least, a competing brand, oxr even better, gives-a
visual demonstration of superiority over a competing brand, as compared
to a mere mentioning of a competitor. It might also be noted that by
using both the audio and wvideo elements of a television commercial, a
sponsor can usually provide more information that can be comprehended
and retained than by audio only. GConsequently, more informational
comparisons are possible.

Another of the study's findings was that greater brand registration
existed when two or more product attributes were compared. Greater
registration also accompanied comparisons which compared two or more
competitors. This correlates with the peoint made above concerning the
use of both audio and video for-comparisons. ~= When more information
is given, comparative ads seem to be more effective.

The study also found that when price was emphasized, brand
registration was below normal while non-price emphasis had the highest
registration.

Finally, the study found brand registration was significantly

better for men than women.

Methodology

The study consisted of analyzing 97 comparisons on television
from mid=1973 through 1975.
Recall was used to find quantitative and qualitative reactions

to the comparisons. The exact nature of the qualitative variables



was not given, only that they had no significant influence on favorable
buying attitude.

The study did control for commercial length, sex, time of day,
and year of broadcast. The analysis evaluated each commercial against
all other commercials used for the same brand, thus, brand was also

controlled.

Other Considerations

Since the actual methodology was not given in detail, little can
be done to suggest considerations to be made in using the study results.
Therefore, it is necegsary to assume that the results are valid. 1In

general, this seems to be a reasonable assumption.

Summarizing the Studies

If one is willing temporarily to assume that the results found in
the preceding five studies are valid, despite the shortcomings which
have been discussed, then the figure on the following page can be used
as a2 guide for comparative advertising usage.

In Figure 1, three basic communication factors are given:
communicator, message, and response.7 Under each communication factor
is listed various outcomes found in the preceding studies. Each of
these separate outcomes was found to have certain influencing variables.
These influencing variables are shown linked to the various outcomes by
use of dotted lines. For example, in the Ogilvy and Mather experiment,
a single comparative ad among non-comparative ads was found more per-

suasive than sets of all comparatives or all non-comparatives. This

7A general discussion of communication factors is given in the next
chapter. :
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Fign 1

‘KNOWN RESULTS AND THEIR INFLUENCING FACTORS

Communicator Message Response
Misidentification More claim recall (1) [More persuasive (42}5__. — — Absence of other
(4 & 5) comparatives (4)
1 Less believable (2 & 4) ‘
Presence of other Low claims <& _ _|Preference for
comparatives (4) tziiei?§§rmation credibility (1 & 4) named competitor (1)

More offensive (2) -—{Eapy theme (3)

| Confusing (4)

Purchase

intention (3) Competitive level

of sponsorship (3)

Little brand difference

Note:

seen {5)

Higher brand

registration (5)

__I'T :f'l

Audio and video

|
|
|
| Miscommunication (4) Juser (5)
|
— __|Low interest products — —{Sex (5)
(1, 2, & 4) |
l Non=price 1___ _|# of brands
| _lLittle given information comparatives — —] named (5)
(1, 2, 4, & 5) used (5) |
—

Arrows indicate empirical linkages.

Numbers reference the corresponding studies and their findings:

# of attributes
given (5)

(1) Prasad (2) Wilson (3) Golden (4) Ogilvy and Mather (5) Gallup and Robinson

(13



