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A GENERALXSED SCALE FOR PRETESTING PRINT ADVERTISEMENTS

Subhash [. Mehta*
H.5. Chhabra
V.R. Raju

Adugrtising is uged as a nan-pasrscnal form of communication for
increasing the awareness o% existing products and introducing new ones
to thé target customers with the ultimate aim of persuading them to buy
the company's offerings. With ircreased competition and government's
regulation of advertising, affecting both the content and the appropr-
iation, the marketing executives aTe beginning to increasingly concern
themselueé with productivity ang efficiency of advertising. As a first
step, companies want to ensure that whatever advertising campaign they
launch, it should meet the objectives set forth. The company exscutiyves
have to determins whether the campaign is likeiy to perform its expected
tasks efficiently or slse there is scope for effecting some improvements.
Pre~launch measures beceme all the more important since later advertising

effectiveness measurement is highly eomplex and confounded.

Increasing desire for result oriented advertising on the part of
advertisers has led to newer and better techniques for pretesting of
advertisements. Pretesting is of particular importance 2specially when
consumar perceptions and ecpinions about an advertisement ﬁight contradict
the expectations of the company, If a partipulaf advertisemant is

supposed to be amusing, and the consumers during the pretest think that

* Subhash C. Mehta is Professor of Marketing and H.S. Chhabra and V.R.
Ra ju are doctoral students at the Indian Institute of Management,

Ahmedabad.



it is not, such an informationfof vital importance to the cempany. If Lis
the advertiser thinks that an advertisement concsived by him is very
interesting to the consumer and is likely to stimulate consumer's desire
to buy the product but the consumer finds it boring and stupid during

a pretest that is an equally important finding. In such a case the
advertiser would like to take corrective action before he commits large
sums of maney tc the campaign. Similarly, in the case of a particular
proposed theme, the company' executives would like to knouw how effective
it is likely to be? 1In case of two or more alternative advartisements

or themes they would want to know which one is bestter for the objectives
in mind. Here, there are generally a varisty of concerns. Will people
understand the advertisement? Will they like it? Will tbey like one
advertisement more than the other? Which advertisement has more stopping
power? Do people believe in ths claims beging made? Which advertisement
is more interesting to the consumers? These are only some of the quest-
ions on which pretests have to provide some indicative ansuwers to the

likely effectiveness of an advertisement.

Different research technigques and methods have bgen used in the
pretesting of advertisements. Each of them sarve specific objectives.
same of the most popular ressarch techniques are 3

i)  Recognition Measurement Methods;

ii) Recall Measurement Methaods;

iii) Attitude and Opinion Measurement Methods:

iv) Coﬁprehansiun Measuress

v) Believability Measures;



vi)
vii)

viii)

Persuasion Measuress
Buying Pre-disposition Measures; and

Behavioural Measurement Methods.

For ecach of thesa methods, company oxscutives have used different

sets of ciiteria for pretesting of advertisements, the most freguently

used being

i)
ii)
1ii)
10)
v)
vi)
vii)
viii)
ix)
x)
x1)

xii)

-
°

Attontion getting ability;
Involvement g

Recalls

Communication comprehension;
Brand imagej

Credibility:

General Like/Dislikes;

New Learning:
Intelligibility;
Distinctiveness;
Persuasive powery and

Fmot iongl arousal.

The specific company objectives in a given

instance determine which

research techniques or set of technigues have to bs employed. Most of the.

methods and techniques discussed above, however, are quite elaborata,

and time consuming.

hibitive cost of advertising ressarch.

Their wide scale use is often limited by the pro-

§ince company executives are

often faced with the decision problem regarding the selection of tha DQSF



advartisement from several alternatives, thay need a quick and ready
method for choosing the best alternative. In this paper an attempt is
made to find a solution to this problem by developing a gensralised

scale for pretesting and comparing alternative print advertisements.

Research Methodalogy

A camprehensive list of words/ad jectives, hopefully covering all
important dimensions over which consumers could possibly perceive an
advertisement, was prepared. This list was then screenad for eliminmating
duplications, unusable slangs and words difficult to comprehend. In this
manner 197 words were chosen and these were randomised while administering
the guestionnaire. Six black and white advertisements, as different from
eacﬁ other as possible, were then selected from an fnglish weskly magazine.
While selecting the advertisements, care was taken to avolid duplication
in theme, style, and presentation. Each of the six advertisements was
rated by 100 well educated respondents on a 5-peint scale. The respond-
ants were First asked to carefully examine 2ll aspects of sach advertise-
ment. They were then requestad to read the iist of words one by one and
determine how well sach word described the advertisement they had Just
seen., To elimimate the influence of product biases on the ratings, the
respondents usre teld to concentrate on the advertisement per se while
rating it and not to bother abaut the product advertised. The respond-
ents were then asked to put a number tetween 1 and 5 against sach word,

~depending on whether they considered that the word did mot fit the
advertisement ot all, fitted a little bit, fitted gquite a bit, fitted

well or fitted extremely well, rospectively. To avoid spurious data,



the respondents were given the opticn of putting a zero if they did not
know the meaning of the word. This zero was later replaced by the mean

score of the advertisement on ths word at the time of data analysis.

Data Analysis

The First step in tha analysis was ta subjeect the consumar ratings
on gach word ta an analysis of variance ({Anova) to find out the wards
that discriminated between advertisements at a chosan level of significe
ance. F-value correspending to .05 level of significance for the degress
of Freadom.available is 2.37. Hsnhce 211 words having F-value less than
2.37 Prom Anova were a2liminated,the assumption being thet words which
produced almost similar mean ratings on the six advertisements, despite
the fact that advertisements chosen for the study wers guite different,
were paor discriminaters of the different guslitative aspects of the
advertisements, The remaining 115 words (Extibit 1) uere subjected to
factor analysis. To keep the computer time and costs within limits,
ratings data for only 3 advartisements out of the six available were
subjeseted to factor analysis, To obtain more clsar cut factors, varimax
rotation was performed. The next gtep in the aralysis was identification
of the factors obtained by examining the Factor leadings. Exhibit 2
shows tha detailed composition of sach ef the important factors that
emerged in the analysis. while some of the words had high loadings
onafactor for each of the thres =ds, others had loadings above .55 on
only twe or in spme cases on one ad. The words under each of tha first

five factors farmed some stable themes which could be identified and named,



The final step involved naming the basic thames or facters/salecting ALand
a sharter list from the longer list of words which lpnaded well an the
factor, which to—gqther well described the basic theme. The following
criteria was used to make the final choice of words representing a
particular factor :

a) high factor loadings;

b) high F value from Ancovaj;

c) Consistency of factor loadings zcross the thres advertisements;

d) merging of the word with the basic theme; and

e) elimination of duplication.

Identification of Factors

Factor 1

Under Factor 1 we find that the words like lovely, wonderful,
beautiful, pretty, enjoyable, attractive, delightful, artistic,
impressive, charming, exciting, pleasant, touching, romantic, and
refreshing (Exhibit 2) got high loadings., Thesc words have the same
basic theme, expressing positive feelings and emotions, and the same
theme ran across all the three advertisements which were factor analysed.
This factor was namedlas 3

STNSUOUSNESS (Positive feelings and emot ions )

tising the above mentioned criteria, the words finally selected to
represent this basic theme were lovely, artistic, excgting, romantic

and refreshing.



Factor 2

Under this factor words like misleading, rubbish, false, exagger-
ated, stupid, nonsensical, pointless, tiring, horrible; confusing, lousy,
pdd, end foolish (Exﬁibit 2 )} aot high loadings., These words connoted
negative feslings and emotions towards (a) the total prescentation of the
advertisement and (b) the coupy content. The basic theme represented
by these words ran across all the three advsrtisements. This factor

was named as 3
SENSUOUSNESS (Negative feelings and emotions)

The final words chosen as per the criteriz were misleading, false, stupid,
exaggerated, non-sensical, pointless and confusing., The first tﬁree of
these were primarily related to the copy content of the advertisesment

and the last four to the total praesentation of thc advertisement.

Factor 3

WYords like inmematiUE, truthful, belieyable, convincing, descri=
ptive, explanatory, rational, factual, logical, superficial, etc. under
this factor seemed to express a basic theme mhiéh ran across all the

three advertisements (Exhibit 2) and could be termed as §

CREDIAILITY (Messago and Claims)

Tho words Fimally chosaas por the criteria were informative, truthful,

belicvable, and convincing.

Factor 4

Under this factor words lika vulgar, soxy, nugative, and femining

got high loadings. Thasu words suggested e basic theme which also ran



across all the thrae advertiscements and could be named as ¢

SEX APPEAL

The words selucted as per the suggested criteria sncompassing the

meaning of this thome, wore sexy, vulgar, =nd faminine.

Factor 5

Under this factor, the words with high factor loadings were silly,
1ifploss, irritating and dull. Though, none of the words really satisfied
well the selected criteria, they somewhat appeared to represent the eye
appsal that the advertisement evoked, This factor wes.Tamed 48 T

EYE APPEAL

The words selected to represent this theme were lifeless, and irritating.

Thus, the basic themes which emerged from the factor analysis werss
1. Sensuousness (positive feelings & emotions)

2. Sensuousness (negative feelings & emot ions)

%, Credibility (Message & claims)

4, Sex appeal

5. Eye appeal

These emerged as the most basic factors or dimensions of an advertisement

on which consumer reactions could bhe gathersd in evaluating an advertisement.

The Generalised Scale

Having identified the words which can bs included in a gensralized
scale for evaluating and comparing advertisements on the important
dimensions, it appgars appropriate to suggest that these items be used

in the form of a semantic differential scale for obtaining consumer



9

fatings. The reason is that since the selscted list of words includes
both positive and negative items, a measurement bias may come which can
be well taken cars of by transforming the scale into a bi-polar 7 or 9
point semantic differential scals. FEven otherwise it is inappropriate
to ask a consumer to rate an advertisement on words like "stupid" or
"False" while the same objective can be servsd by asking him to rate it
on "Intelligent - Stupid" and "True - False” dimensions. This would
also have the added advantage of knowing that if a particular advertise-

ment is not "Stupid", how "Intelligent" it is perceived to be. The final

scale, thus, would bs in the following form 3

1 Sensuousness (Positive feelings and emotions)
2 - ~ o~ -2 —3 ,
1. Lovely ~ +f " 3 ﬂ (4 Not Levely
r j] ¥ 1 T ¥ 4
2. Artistic 2t e =1 =2 =3 istic
L I T Y v T )
3. Exciting +3&-—— 2H o =1 =2 =3 Gnexeiting
T T 1 b ] 1 T
4. Romantic *+3 t2 1 © "? _? TS Unromant ic
¢ H 1 ¥ 3 1 L
5. Refreshing *3 2+ < -1 "? "% Not refreshing
T ! g L ¥ ' '
I Sensuousness (Negative fealings and emotions)
6. Intelligent#3 +2 41 o =1 -2 -3 gy 44
H 1 1 ! 4 1 |
7. Sensible ﬁ3 ﬁz ﬁ1 ? “? "? 73 Nonsengical
I ¥ | T T = 1
B Meaningful Y5 #2 +1 o =1 -2 3 L
¥ F| 1 T i T 1
9. Does not *3 ~ +2 +1 < -1 =2 33 Misleading
miglead ! ! ! e . ot
10.  Not exagg~ *+3 2 +1 0 -1 =2 -3 fxaggaerated
arated ' ’ ' ! ! i '
11.  Clear B %2 a2 =3 eoneusing
} —
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III Credibility (Message and claims)

_ +3 +2 41 0 =1 =2 =3
12, Informative i I . , ; ., Lacks information
r_ T 4 T T + 1
13. Truthful B3 +2 +1 0 =1 =2 -3 ralee
¥ 1 LN 5 t 1
14, Believable 3:3 +2 +g g -1 =2 ~3 Npt believable
| ! | i [
15. -Convincing TS +? +f q 11 72 '? Unconvincing
= ¥ T T y 1 3
. +3 +2 +1 0 ~1 -2 <3
16. Logical ; i i | | ; . Illogical
! n] I ! T T
IV Sex Appeal
_ +3 +2 +1 0 -1 =2 -3
47. Sexy . 1 1 L N ¢ ; Not sexy
v T L T T 1
18. Feminine Ts +? +n ? 11 72 _:? Masculine
F T ¥ ~t 1 T 4
19. Vulgar T3 +? ﬁT 9 Tﬂ 72 _:? Decent
r 1 T ! 1 1 !
Y  Eye Appeal
\ . +3 %2 i} - -2 -
20, Full of life | ; +ﬂ | n ,2 ? Lifeless
I T T ui ! T T
24. Pleasing 13 +? +ﬁ 9 11 12 A:E Irritat ing
Ly ¢ T 1 T :

These 21 words can be randomised, and will form the questionnaire for
sliciting consumer responses. The purpose of randomisation of the words
in the guestionnaire is to eliminate the possibility of the Tespondents

looking through them as a set of words which may thus hias uheir ratings.

pdvertisgment Profiles

This gemeralised scale can be used to develop a profile for the
test advertisement(s) to see the items where particular strengths or
weaknesses are perceived by the consumers. Such an exsrcise was done

on the data for the three advertisements which were used for factor
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analysis in this study. The profiles that emerged zre shown in Figﬁre 1. -
Advertisement 1 was perceived as weak on Factor 1 (Sensuousness: Positive
feelings and emotions), but on Factor 2 (Sensuousness: Negative feslings

and emotions) it was not seen as very poor, meaning thereby that it did not
evoke strong negative feelings. On Credibility dimension (factar 3) this
advertisement scored fairly well. On sex appeal (Factor 4), it was seen

as feminine but not vulgar or sexy and on Eye appeal (Factor 5), it evoked
an average response. If one were to improve this advertisement, ofe would
look for ideas to make it more exciting and eye appealing without disturbing
its‘strengthslun cfadibility and decency., Similar profiles can be examined
for Advertisements II and IIT. Perhaps profiles would be somewhat sharper
and clearer with the use of a semantic diffsrential SCal%’which was not done

in the present case,

Canclusion
The genaralised scale developed here can be usaeful in a number of
ways ¢
1. Perhaps the most important use of the scale is that it can
help in matchirg company expectations with consumer perceptiong,
The scale developed here snables tha company to determine whather
there is a match betwsen its objectives and consumer perceptions
on the most relevant basic dimensicns or concepts of an advertise-
ment. It also enables a company to review the proposed advertising
campaign before launching the campaign and committing larga funds

for this purpose.



Figure 1

PROFILES OF THREE ADVERT ISEMENTS ON GENERALIZED SCALE
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This scale helps the advertiser to compare different advertisements
over the basic dimensions or concepts for choosing the bast one as

per the objectives sut forth.

The third important use of this generalised scale 1s that it helps
determine changes in the consumer perceptions over repeated exposdres
to an advertisement. This information is extremely ugeful in dgciding
the time when changes in advertising prBSQHtation and copy are called
for.

Finally, the scale may be helpful in the development Df.new advertise-
ment &. The feedback received on an aduertisement can be helpful in

redesigning future advertisements.

Limitations of the Study

1.

It is possible that certain respondents rated some of the words without
properly grasping the meaning, despite instructions to uss 2ero when
they did not understand the meaning of the word. Some of thsm might
not have wished to admit that they did not know the meaning of a

certain worde.

Though each respondent was instructed to rate the advertisement per se
and not bother about the product, it is likely that some respondents

were influenced by the product advertised in ratiné the advertisement.

The study should be viewed primarily as a demonstration of a me thod=
ology and the resulting scale may nged tc be further validated through
similar analysis of ratings over a larger number and variety of

advertisements.



Words

Absorbing
tbstract
fasthetic
fdvis ing?t
fggressive
Agreeabie
Amus ing
Annoying
Apologetig
Appealing
Appropriate
Arouses
Curiosit
Artistic
Asgertive
Assuring
Attent ion
getting
nttragtiue
Awful
Beaut iful
Believable
Biased
Boastful
Bogus
Boring
Charming
flever
Classic
Llear
Comical
Common
Conforming
Conflicting
.
Confusing

Controversial

Convaentional
Convincing
Crazy
Creativ
Crowded

F-value*

Coiz.00
L12,27

3.13
4.26
1. 73
2,02
3,95
2.92
1.85
4.55
3.69
1.52

B.39
0.61
1.91
3,38

6.66
3.10
14,14
4,35
2.35
4.50
2.13
3.74
17.08
0, 47
2.08
3.55
4,33
2.76
1.81
0.85
4,96
2.25
1.07
3.82
3.48
4,99
19.190

Exhibit 1

Words

Deceptive
Defensive
Delightful +
Descriptive
Depressive
Differant
Direct
Distinct ius_a
Disgustigg
Dramatic
Dreaming
Dull”

Easy to
remember+
Easy to
understan
Educative+
Effective
Embarassing
Ego—Boosting
Emoticnal
Enjoyable*‘+
Exaggerat ed
Exceptiogal
Exciting
Explanatory
Eye Catghing
Factuil
false
Familiar
Fascinat&ng
Feminine
Fictitipus
Foolish
Fmrcejul
Fresh
Frightening
Frustrat ing

Fuil of ideas

Funny
General

Initial Words list for Ratings

F=value*

1.09
3.57
5,38
6,00
1.74
.63
0.72
o33
3.34
7,00
18.27
5.45
10, 03

2.83

3.78
2.55
1045
4,05
1C.60
4,659
4,13
1.09
2.94
5. 01
10.1%
3.67
3,79
0.85
G.93
36.91
2.07
- 4,03
0.56
8.97
0.28
1.41
2.0
1.88
2,42

4

* Figures 'gainst ench word .givi F-unlues from ‘novn, which wes dona to ses ©f 1
All the words with F=-value above
2,37 produced at least .ona of ths means among 6 ads. sigpificantly differant

than the others bayond .05 level.

+ Only words with plus (+) signs were dineludad Por foctor analysis.

of six agds, on a word differed significantly.

Words f-valuer
Gentle++ 6.63
Genuine 3,13
Glamouroust 13.31
Gloomx D0.87
Haavy " 2.88
Heart—ugrming 2.79
Helpfui 7.36
Home 1y 7.73
Homest 1.46
Horrible 2,76
Humourous 3.57
Ideal L 1.14
Imaginative’ 6.40
Imitation 5.79
Important 2.48
to me
Impressive 2.76
Inadeguate 1.15
In good taste 2,05
Indifferent 1.68
InFluential+ 0.53
InFarmati¥e 2.51
Insulting 3,89
Interesting 2.15
Intolerable 2.69
Intelligent 5,45
Irrglevant 0.86
Irritatigg 2.89
Lifeless 3.18
Likeabie 1.35
Lively 9.21
Logicgl 2.64
Lausy 4 3.77

. Lovely B.35
© Makes Me 1.19

Want to buy
Meaningfu 2.22
Memorable 6.0
Misleading 3.92
MischiiuiDUS 2.74
fMadern 4.28

‘tinger



dords

Natural+

N ew
fegative
Nansensical
Notaworthy
kot for me
Noval

Dddi
Gffensive

Dld fashioned

Pasgive
Pecul iar
Pleasant
Pertinant
Polite
Popular
_Pointless
. Powsr Ful
"Pretty
'Fractica.‘[+
Profasgional
Promising
Radical
Rare
Aational
Refraghing

Favalyp+

£.38
1.73
2.85
3.96
0.66
1.26
1.64
4.82
1.21
3.32
1.70
2.29
5.75
2.05
1.65
4.91
314
1.23

14.69

2.57
1.85
2,05
3,54
.73
3.33

12.34

Words

Romant ic
Remarkabl
Realistic
Reasonable
Reliable
Recognizabl
Respongibl
Repetitiva
Relevant
RidicuLQUS
Rubbish
Rura

s5ad
Sarcastic
Satisfying
Sensational
Sensitiv
Sensibl
Serious
shocking
5iily’
Simpie
Sexy
Snobbish
Sabar
Soothing

F-value*

25.56
0.81
4,07
J.72
2.2
1.42
2.66
564
1.54
3.83
2445
1.45
2.31
0.36
T.52
170
3.50
2,96
2.87
2,03
Z.61
1.63
31,20
G.66
2.57
5.55

Words

Strange
S5timuiating
Striki&g
Stupid

Superficial

Suspiciogs
5uikable
Supsrg
Swest
Tempting
Tense
Terrihle
Thrilling
Tiring
Thuughtfgl
Touching
Trustwarghy
Truthful
Unagualled
Unique
Unusua
Ysafu
Yague +
Vulgn
witty
Wonderful

wnith locking

at

Marth+ﬂamemh-

aring

1%

F-ya,

.0

o

(LR NSNS
2EeR

-

6.20
1493
4.51
1. 01
6.94
1.23
0,86
1.40
0.95
5.79
1.3
7.90
2.50
3.76
0.43
1,83
2.12
10.39
2.55
3.36
3.73
3,23
7.87

4,00



Exhibit 2

Factor Loadings For Three Aduvsrtisemsnts*

(From Rotated Factor Matrix)

VARTABLES

fdvertisaement

1 I1 111
Factor 1
Pleasant £17 04 55 Confusing
Lovely . 76 . 80 .67 Misleading
Wonderful .75 « 50 .86 fxaggerated
Beautiful 74 - 75 . 71 Horrible
Pretty T4 .67 .58 Foolish
Eye catching .72 .68 .06 Nongensical
En joyable .72 .68 .64 Lousy
Sweet 71 o 73 .55 Irritating
Attractive .68 .58 .69 Yague
Delightful .66 <74 W17 Stupid
artistic .66 .59 .59 Pointless
Heart-warming - .65 .67 .50 Odo
impressive .64 .70 .67 Ridiculous
Charming .B3 .82 61 Negative
Memorable B3 .49 .64
Lively .53 .50 £47 Factor 3
Intelligent .61 .40 .48 )
Exciting .60 .65 .70 Informat ive
Sensitive 59 .43 .43 Desirlptl”e
Fresh 58 .57 .42 ::Eizzzgizy
Gentle .95 .40 .23 T ruthful
Romantic .52 .64 .70 Rational
Touching .48 . 72 57 Factual
Important to me .47 .59 .50 Lagical
Attention getting.40 .65 .58 Convincing
Creative .40 .62 .66 sensible §
Effective 37 27 .62 ﬁractical
Emotional .3{) .63 .52 advising
Striking 22 «24 .62 Useful
Refreshing 015 .58 .64 Realistic
fFactor 2 Ezgitzorthy
Rubbish « 75 73 .72 Common
False .65 . 40 67 super ficial
Tiring .63 « 15 .40

16

Advertisement

I Il III

.61 .10 .86
.61 .69 .59
.58 .62 .33
«58 .19 .51
.50 .72 .72
.50 o 72 .63
<43 »50 .66
.40 .59 .43
1y, 17 .62
.27 L7775
« 21 .58 . 74
.16 .38 67
.15 .30 .59
.09 .01 .66

. 73 .03 .56
.69 .13 42
+65 « 11 + 30
.04 .16 467
.64 .01 .73
.63 «15 « 33
.62 17 .40
.61 .01 « 40
.60 o33 .57
.58 .04 253
.56 .06 .13
56 o 24 .40
+51 .01 .58

.50 .02 .62
T34 .22 <61

.33 40 .55
022 57 .23
.18 .64 .09

# Only data on three ads. were factor analyzed. Figures against gach word
give the Pactor loadings for each of the three advertisements, respectively.



Factor 4

Vislgar
Saxy
Megative
Feminine
Confusing
Tiring

Factc; 5

Faticnal
Silly
Lifeless
Negative
Annoying
Irritating
oull
Senagible
Glamouppus
Factual
Logical
fgo~boosting

Advertisement
1 Ir 171
.83 .23 « 10
55 40 <19
«28 .13 .08
e25 L3 «99
3] .68 .20,
. .67 40
.88 .59 .05
"?4 l22 .Dg
.65 . U2 17
64 .03 .06
.53 27 A7
55 .18 « 13
.24 06 225
« 17 54 L3
.11 18 o 56
.10 .59 17
.09 .57 .08
. 02 .30 Bd

17



