Demetrios Vakratsas & Tim Ambler

How Advertising Works:
What Do We Really Know?

The authors review more than 250 journal articles and books to establish what is and should be known about how
advertising affects the consumer—how it works. They first deduce a taxonomy of models, discuss the theoretical
principles of each class of models, and summarize their empirical findings. They then synthesize five generaliza-
tions about how advertising works and propose directions for further research. Advertising effects are classified in-
to intermediate effects, for example, on consumer beliefs and attitudes, and behavioral effects, which relate to
purchasing behavior, for example, on brand choice. The generalizations suggest that there is little support for any
hierarchy, in the sense of temporal sequence, of effects. The authors propose that advertising effects should be
studied in a space, with affect, cognition, and experience as the three dimensions. Advertising’s positioning in this
space should be determined by context, which reflects advertising’s goal diversity, product category, competition,
other aspects of mix, stage of product life cycle, and target market.

ith much advertising expenditure wasted in inef-
erctive campaigns (Abraham and Lodish 1990;

Lodish et al. 1995a), advertisers should be con-
cerned with how advertising affects consumers, how it
works, in order to formulate more effective advertising
strategies. The first formal advertising model was probably
AIDA (Attention — Interest — Desire — Action), attributed
to E. St. Elmo Lewis in 1898 (Strong 1925, p. 76). These
types of “hierarchy of effects” models (Lavidge and Steiner
1961) have dominated the literature ever since. Prior inte-
grative studies pertaining to advertising focused on particu-
lar models or effects of advertising (e.g., frequency of
exposure and scheduling, Naples 1979; market response,
Clarke 1976 and Assmus, Farley, and Lehmann 1984; wear-
in and wear-out, Pechmann and Stewart 1989; hierarchy of
effects, Barry and Howard 1990; affective responses, Brown
and Stayman 1992) rather than evaluated the full range of
different theories and models. One hundred years later, it is
time to establish what is, and what is not but should be,
known about how advertising works.

We deduce a taxonomy of the different models as a
structure for the discussion of their theoretical principles
and empirical evidence and then summarize the findings in
25 conclusions, from which we form five generalizations.
To identify what should be known, we discuss what issues
the various models in the taxonomy fail to address and pro-
pose additional research by formulating five directions.

To choose among the many advertising-related journal
articles, proceedings papers, working papers, and books, we
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first formulated study selection criteria on the basis of a sim-
ple framework of how advertising works (Figure 1). Adver-
tising, of own and competitive brands, is shown as an input
for the consumer. Scheduling of the media, message content,
and repetition (Singh and Cole 1993) are components of this
input and constitute the advertising strategy that triggers a
consumer’s response.

The intermediate type of response implies that, con-
sciously or unconsciously, advertising must have some men-
tal effect (e.g., awareness, memory, attitude toward the
brand) before it can affect behavior. Cognition, the “think-
ing” dimension of a person’s response, and affect, the *“feel-
ing” dimension, are portrayed as two major intermediate

FIGURE 1
A Framework for Studying How Advertising Works
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TABLE 1
Taxonomy of Models of How Advertising Works

Model Notation Sequence of Effects

Market response -) No intermediate advertising effects considered
Cognitive information C “Think”

Pure affect A “Feel”

Persuasive hierarchy CA “Think"— “Feel” — “Do”
Low-involvement hierarchy CEA “Think” — “Do” — “Feel”

Integrative (CY(ANE) Hierarchy not fixed, depends on product, involvement
Hierarchy-free NH No particular hierarchy of effects is proposed

advertising effects. Individual purchasing and product usage
behavior, or changes thereto, represent the consequential,
behavioral effects of advertising in our model. For most
products, and especially the frequently purchased packaged
goods in which much research is interested, the consumer’s
mind is not a blank sheet awaiting advertising but rather al-
ready contains conscious and unconscious memories of
product purchasing and usage. Thus, behavior feeds back to
experience, which is our third principal intermediate effect.
Individual responses to advertising are mediated by factors
such as motivation and ability to process information (Ca-
cioppo and Petty 1985; Maclnnis and Jaworski 1989) and
attitudes toward the ad (MacKenzie, Lutz, and Belch 1986).
These mediating factors can alter or radically change re-
sponse to advertising. They therefore can be considered fil-
ters of the initial advertising input. Our notation to describe
the different theories and models of how advertising works
follows Holbrook’s (1986): C for cognition, A for affect. In
addition, we use E for (memories of) prior experience of
brand purchase, usage, and advertising.

The studies we eventually included were selected from
an extensive database of advertising research, constructed
primarily by searching the ABI/Inform database using
advertising-related keywords and consulting Broadbent’s
(1992) synopsis of 456 studies of how advertising works,
122 of which were case histories. Extensive networking al-
so identified candidate studies. The study selection criteria
were as follows:

(1) Each study should focus on behavioral and/or intermediate
effects (Figure 1). Thus, studies pertaining to general eco-
nomic and social effects of advertising were excluded;

(2) The study should report empirical results or discuss (re-
view) empirical results of other studies;

(3) The study should be recent (i.e., after 1960) and reflect the
current, more systematic approach to studying advertising
effects;

(4) The study should be written in English;

(5) The majority of the studies were published in marketing
journals. Relevant books and unpublished studies (working
papers) also were included. Although this led to some vari-
ation in quality, the key consideration was whether the
study (potentially) contributed to the stock of knowledge of
how advertising works.

We make no claim that this selection is complete.
There will be practitioner and academic papers we
missed. Furthermore, practitioners employ models of how
their advertising works that they do not publish. The stud-
ies selected, however, as far as we can determine, include

every significant and current theory of how advertising
works. Our study also has an international flavor, because
it examines research by academics and practitioners in the
United States, United Kingdom, Australia, and the
Netherlands.

Our approach to evaluating the models and empirical re-
sults involved the following two steps: (1) Classification of
the different models and theories of advertising effects, in
other words, developing a taxonomy of models of how ad-
vertising works. We discuss the theoretical principles for
each class of models and their most robust empirical find-
ings subsequently; and (2) Generalizations based on the em-
pirical findings. We chose the literature review approach
(Bass and Wind 1995) to forming such generalizations
rather than meta-analysis or content analysis because of the
diverse designs of the studies considered (field, single
source, experimental) and the measures employed
(advertising-sales elasticities, purchase intentions, aware-
ness, and so forth). Each generalization was supported by at
least two different conclusions.

Taxonomy

Our taxonomy, summarized in Table 1, describes the various
models and theories of how advertising works. [t builds pro-
gressively from models that assume no intermediate effects
(market response is “—” in our notation) to models that as-
sume only one type of intermediate effect (C or A). Then it
describes models that assume more than one type of inter-
mediate effect in a certain hierarchy (persuasive hierarchy
models, CA, or low-involvement hierarchy models, CEA),
followed by models with varying hierarchies of effects (in-
tegrative models, [C][A][E]), and finally models that as-
sume no hierarchy of effects at all (hierarchy-free, NH).

Market response models, which are econometric models
of market response to advertising, do not consider interme-
diate effects at all. They typically relate advertising, pricing,
and promotional measures to behavioral (sales or brand
choice) measures. This has the advantage of employing ob-
jective (secondary) data and eliminating intermediate mea-
surement uncertainties.

According to one historian (Nevett 1982), advertising,
from its earliest days, has been regarded as providing strict-
ly factual information. Such models of advertising purely as
information transfer are termed “cognitive information” (C).
C models rely heavily on economics (Nelson 1970, 1974;
Robinson 1933; Stigler 1961; Telser 1964) and assume con-
sumer decisions to be rational. Conversely, pure affect mod-
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els (A), which appeared later in the literature (e.g., Zajonc
1980), pay little or no attention to cognition.

As we noted previously, the main stream of advertising
research began with AIDA. Originally a model of personal
selling, it was adapted only later for advertising (Strong
1925, p. 76). From this emerged the class of persuasive hi-
erarchy models (Table 1), summarized by Kotler (1997, p.
611) as Response Hierarchy Models: AIDA, hierarchy-of-
effects (Lavidge and Steiner 1961), and innovation-adoption
(Rogers 1962). All these models follow the cognitive stage
— affective stage — behavior sequence, or CA in our nota-
tion, meaning that cognition is followed by affect. Note that
C always appears before A, advertising is perceived as per-
suading the consumer to buy (more), and E does not feature
at all.

Recognition of the importance of product trial and usage
experience led to another class of models, which we call
“low-involvement hierarchy” models (e.g., Ray 1973). In
this category, advertising merely serves to reinforce behav-
ior rather than causing it. Advertising may create awareness
(C), but affect and brand preferences are formed after prod-
uct trial and experience, thus, cognition — experience — af-
fect — behavior, or CEA in our notation. This class of
models is sometimes known as the “weak theory” of adver-
tising (Jones 1990), to distinguish it from the “strong” or
persuasive hierarchy (CA). This is similar to operant, or in-
strumental, conditioning in which learning follows perfor-
mance (Skinner 1938; Thorndike 1911).

More complex hierarchies have been classified as “inte-
grative,” or (C)(A)E) in our notation, where the brackets in-
dicate that the order of a particular effect (C, A, or E) in the
sequence is not fixed and depends on the context. For ex-
ample, the FCB grid (Vaughn 1980, 1986) has C, A, and E
in various sequences, depending on the consumer’s involve-
ment in the product category and whether consumer choice,
in that category, was determined primarily by cognition or
affect. Our final category is hierarchy-free models, for
which no particular processing sequence is assumed. This
category is the most sparsely populated, but recent applica-
tions of postmodernism and anthropology to advertising ef-
fects suggest that this class can be expanded. Modern
neuroscience, as we discuss subsequently, has important in-
sights for advertising research.

Models and Empirical Results on
How Advertising Works

Market Response Models (-)

Market response models typically relate advertising, price,
and promotional measures directly to purchasing behavior
measures such as sales, market share, and brand choice in a
regression or logit model framework. For example, mea-
surement of loyalty would be based on repeat purchasing
behavior rather than an attitude of mind. Market response
models can be classified further into aggregate level (Bass
and Clarke 1972; Blattberg and Jeuland 1981; Hanssens,
Parsons, and Schultz 1990; Little 1979; Rao 1970; Rao and
Miller 1975; Rao 1986; Zufryden 1987) and individual lev-
el (Deighton, Henderson, and Neslin 1994; Pedrick and
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Zufryden 1991; Tellis 1988; Winer 1991). Aggregate-level
studies use market-level data, such as brand advertising ex-
penditures or gross rating points, and brand sales or market
share. Individual-level studies use measures such as individ-
ual brand choice and the number of exposures for an indi-
vidual (or household) derived from single source data.

Many aggregate-level econometric studies interested in
the long-term, or carryover, effects of advertising (Bass and
Leone 1983; Broadbent 1984; Clarke 1976; Dhalla 1978;
Srinivasan and Weir 1988) conclude that the duration of ad-
vertising effects depends on the data interval (weekly, bi-
weekly, monthly, and so forth). Intermediate interval data
(bimonthly, quarterly) appear to provide more realistic re-
sults, though the issue of the appropriate data interval is still
open. Clarke (1976) and Assmus, Farley, and Lehmann
(1984), in meta-analytic studies, suggest that 90% of the ad-
vertising effects dissipate after three to fifteen months.
Leone (1995), in an empirical generalizations study, sug-
gests that the range be narrowed to six to nine months.
Dekimpe and Hanssens (1995, p. 18) apply persistence
modeling, a time series methodology, to monthly data from
a home improvement retail chain and conclude that the ef-
fects of advertising “did not dissipate within a year.” This
apparent contradiction with Clarke (1976) and Leone (1995)
was attributed to the evolving nature (in terms of sales and
advertising) of the industry under study. Winer (1980), using
split cable panel data from an undisclosed, frequently pur-
chased category, finds no permanent advertising effect on
consumption, apart from a transitory effect. This transitory
effect was found to last for approximately 16 weeks for one
brand and at least 32 weeks for another, both within the
bounds suggested by Assmus, Farley, and Lehmann (1984).
In contrast with the previously cited studies, which used
aggregate-level data, Mela, Gupta, and Lehmann (1997) use
individual-level data on purchases of an unnamed product
category and conclude that advertising helps a brand by
making consumers less price sensitive and decreasing the
size of the nonloyal segment. Promotions, conversely, make
consumers, especially nonloyals, more price sensitive.

A large-scale, single-source study by Lodish and col-
leagues (1995a) concludes that increased advertising
weights increased the sales of established brands in only
33% of cases and in 55% of cases for new brands. The im-
plication, consistent with empirical results reported by Par-
sons (1975), Arora (1979), and Parker and Gatignon (1996),
is that advertising elasticities are dynamic and decrease dur-
ing the product life cycle. Winer (1979), using data pub-
lished for sales of the Lydia Pinkham patent medicine, finds
that though carryover effects decline over time, current ad-
vertising effects increase during the same period. Although
the first result is consistent with the product life cycle theo-
ry, the second result is attributed to the ability of that partic-
ular product to attract more new purchasers rather than
retain loyal customers. In a study of similar design to their
first, Lodish and colleagues (1995b) suggest that short-term
effects are a prerequisite for the achievement of long-term
effects, a conclusion also reached by Jones (1995a) in an-
other study using single-source data across several product
categories. Lodish and colleagues’ (1995a, b) two studies
use an extensive database compiled by Information Re-



sources for the “How Advertising Works” projects (see for
example, Advertising Research Foundation [ARF] 1991, p.
13). Advertising elasticities consistently were found to be
low, typically in the range 0 to .2 (Assmus, Farley, and
Lehmann 1984; Lodish et al. 1995a), and short-term promo-
tional effects were shown to be larger than the advertising
effects (Deighton, Henderson, and Neslin 1994; Jones
1995a; Tellis 1988). The studies by Tellis (1988), Deighton,
Henderson, and Neslin (1994) and Jones (1995a, b), along
with the original single-source study conducted by McDon-
ald (1971), suggest that short-term advertising effects di-
minish fast. More specifically, after the third exposure,
response to advertising levels off. When three exposures per
household are achieved, advertisers therefore should focus
on reach (see also Pedrick and Zufryden 1991, 1993). These
results are in general agreement with the conclusions of
Naples’s (1979) review of various empirical advertising
studies: “An exposure frequency of two within a purchase
cycle is an effective level” (p. 64), and “by and large, opti-
mal exposure frequency appears to be at least three expo-
sures within a purchase cycle” (p. 67). The relative effect of
media reach and frequency on purchasing behavior also has
been the focus of other market response researchers (Dana-
her 1988, 1989, 1991; Leckenby and Kishi 1984; Mether-
ingham 1964; Pedrick and Zufryden 1991, 1993; Rust 1986;
Rust and Leone 1984). The market response category find-
ings are summarized as conclusions 1 through 8 in Table 2.

Cognitive Information Models (C)

This class of models assumes that consumer preferences, for
example, the relative weights of attribute importance, are
not changed by advertising and that consumer decisions are
only rational. Advertising provides information and/or utili-
ty in reducing search costs, for example, shopping time
(Bharadwaj, Varadarjan, and Fahy 1993; Nelson 1970,
1974). An advertisement in the Yellow Pages saves the cus-
tomer having to go from store to store. Goods are classified
into two major categories: experience and search (Nelson
1974), with experience subdivided into high, in which con-
siderable use is required before quality can be assessed by
the consumer, and low (Davis, Kay, and Star 1991). For
search goods, product quality and the truth of the advertis-
ing claim can be judged by inspection (without trial) and
evaluation of relevant objective information (e.g., price). A
third category, credence goods (Darby and Karni 1973), can
be used to refine the preceding classification. For credence
goods, the average consumer cannot determine the quality
of the good even after experience (e.g., designer clothes).
Advertising is expected to be more effective for experience
and credence than for search goods because it provides in-
formation that inspection does not (Nelson 1974; Verma
1980). Classification of goods into search and experience
(or credence) may be problematic, because many goods
(e.g., autos) consist of both search (e.g., leather seats) and
experience (e.g., driving feel) attributes. A distinction, there-
fore, between search and experience attributes, rather than
goods, appears more accurate and realistic (Wright and
Lynch 1995).

Firms producing high-quality products may have large
advertising expenditures to signal their quality to the con-

sumers, thus achieving long-term advantage (Nelson 1974;
Verma 1980). High-quality image and differential advan-
tages reduce consumer price sensitivity and permit a gradual
increase in price, according to the market power theory (Co-
manor and Wilson 1974, 1979). The economics of informa-
tion theory (Stigler 1961; Telser 1964), in contrast, suggests
that advertising increases price sensitivity because it facili-
tates consumer search (Chiplin and Sturgess 1981; Eskin
and Baron 1977). Empirical testing of the two competing
theories brings mixed results. Using aggregate data, Wittink
(1977) and Eskin and Baron (1977) find support for the eco-
nomics of information theory. Using individual-level data,
Krishnamurthi and Raj (1985) support the market power
theory, whereas Kanetkar, Weinberg, and Weiss (1992) fa-
vor the economics of information explanation. Lambin
(1976) uses brand-level data to conclude that advertising
leads to lower price sensitivities. Finally, Eastlack and Rao
(1986), after analyzing advertising experimental data for
V-8 vegetable juice, conclude that the combined effect of
advertising and a price increase was a temporary increase in
price sensitivity, which then returned to historical levels. In
the long run, therefore, advertising allowed a price increase
while maintaining the price sensitivity level. In a meta-
analytic study, Kaul and Wittink (1995) conclude that non-
price advertising decreases price sensitivity, whereas price
advertising increases price sensitivity and ultimately leads
to lower prices. This confirms prior conjectures about the
differential effects of price and nonprice advertising by
Boulding, Lee, and Staelin (1992), Farris and Albion (1980),
and Krishnamurthi and Raj (1985).

We should note the emphasis given to factual informa-
tion by practitioners. Reeves (1961) created his unique sell-
ing proposition as part of the long-standing recognition of
the idea, now called posirioning, that a brand must differen-
tiate itself, if possible, through tangible product attributes
and then communicate that differentiation positively. Ogilvy
(1983, p. 159) pays tribute to Dr. Johnson’s theory that
“promise, large promise, is the soul of an advertisement”
and stresses the informative role of advertising. Their work
and that of other practitioners (e.g., Fletcher 1992) may be
largely affective, but their publications emphasize the cog-
nitive. The findings from the cognitive category are summa-
rized as conclusions 9 through 12 in Table 2.

Pure Affect Models (A)

In contrast to the economics paradigm, some theories pay
little or no attention to cognition but focus on affective re-
sponses, the familiarity and feelings advertisements may
evoke (Aaker, Stayman, and Hagerty 1986; Alwitt and
Mitchell 1985; Peterson, Hoyer, and Wilson 1986). One
class of these theories, the so-called “mere exposure” theo-
ries, suggests that awareness of the advertisement is not nec-
essary, though awareness of the brand is. According to this
approach, consumers form their preferences on the basis of
elements such as liking, feelings, and emotions induced by
the advertisement or familiarity triggered by mere exposure
to the advertisement, rather than product/brand attribute in-
formation (Batra and Ray 1986; Gardner 1985; Holbrook
and Batra 1987; Janiszewski and Warlop 1993; Mitchell and
Olson 1981; Shimp 1981; Srull 1983; Stuart, Shimp, and
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TABLE 2

Summary of Empirical Findings

Model Topic Conclusion Studies
-) Short-term 1. Advertising elasticities range from 0 to Assmus, Farley, and Lehmann 1984; Leone
effects: .20. and Schultz 1980; Lodish et al. 1995a.
advertising 2. Advertising elasticities for durables Leone and Schultz 1980; Sethuraman
elasticities are higher than those for nondurables. and Tellis 1991.
3. Promotional elasticities are up to 20 Lodish et al. 1995a; Sethuraman and
times higher than advertising Tellis 1991.
elasticities.
-) Dynamic 4. Advertising elasticities are dynamic Arora 1979; Lodish et al. 1995a;
advertising and decrease during the product life McDonald 1992; Parker and Gatignon
elasticities cycle. Advertising elasticities are 1996; Parsons 1975; Winer 1979.
therefore higher for new than for
established brands.
=) Long-term 5. Purchase reinforcement and habitual Givon and Horsky 1990.
effects: loyalty effects are stronger than
advertising advertising carryover effects.
carryover 6. 90% of the advertising effects Assmus, Farley, and Lehmann 1984;
dissipate after three to fifteen months. Clarke 1976; Leone 1995.
) Advertising 7. Returns to advertising are usually Deighton, Henderson, and Neslin 1994;
response diminishing; the first exposure is the Jones 1995a; McDonald 1971; Pedrick
functions, reach, most influential for short-term sales or and Zufryden 1991; Simon and Arndt
and frequency share gains. 1980; Tellis 1988.
8. For frequently purchased package Deighton, Henderson, and Neslin 1994;
goods, share returns to advertising Krugman 1972; McDonald 1971; Naples
diminish fast, typically after the third 1979; Pedrick and Zufryden 1991, 1993;
exposure. After the third exposure, Tellis 1988.
advertisers should focus on reach
rather than frequency.
(C), (CEA) Advertising for 9. Advertising is more effective for Hoch and Ha 1986; Nelson 1974; Verma
search, experience than search (ambiguous) 1980.
experience, and goods. Furthermore, advertisements
ambiguous goods for search goods contain more
product-oriented information than do
experience goods advertisements.
(C) Advertising as a 10. Increased advertising signals high Tellis and Forneli 1988.
signal of product quality when costs of producing
quality quality are low and consumers are
less responsive to advertising.
(C) Advertising 11. Price advertising increases price Kaul and Wittink 1995.
effects on sensitivity, whereas nonprice
consumer price advertising decreases price
sensitivity sensitivity. Furthermore, price
sensitivity leads to lower prices.
12. When consumers rely on memory to Mitra and Lynch 1995.
retrieve product information,
advertising increases price sensitivity;
when consumers rely on point-of-
purchase information, advertising
decreases price sensitivity
(A) Advertising and 13. Advertising need not be informative to Aaker and Norris 1982; Gorn 1982; Healy
affective be effective, nor need be verbal only; and Kassarjian 1983; Krugman 1977;
responses emotional and visual elements Resnik and Stern 1977; Rossiter and
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enhance preference.

Percy 1978, 1983; Sawyer 1981; Stern,
Krugman, and Resnik 1981; Stern and
Resnik 1991; Weinberger and Spotts
1989; Zajonc 1980; Zajonc and Markus
1982.



Studies

Model Topic Conclusion
(CA) Brand attitude 14. Brand attitudes are not formed
formation exclusively on the basis of beliefs
about the product/brand attributes.
They also can be based on emotions.
For example, attitude toward the ad is
a significant moderator in the
formation of brand attitudes.
(A), (CA) Ad likability, 15. Ad likability highly correlates with
attitude toward brand preference.
the ad 16. Attitude toward the ad affects brand
attitudes only in nonelaborate
situations.
(CA) Effects of 17. In low-involvement situations,
message repetition of different versions of an
repetition on advertisement prevents early decay of
awareness, advertising effects.
recall, and 18. Recall and attitudes can be
attitude formation maintained at a high level if an
advertising campaign consists of a
series of advertisements.
(CA) Attitude—behavior 19. Attitude—behavior correlations range
consistency between 0 and .30.
(CA) Sequence of 20. The concept of a single hierarchy of
intermediate effects is not supported.
effects
(CEA) Advertising— 21. Product usage experience dominates
experience advertising influence on beliefs,
interaction attitudes, and behavior.

22. Advertising is superior to product
usage in communicating quality for
credence goods; product experience
dominates advertising for search and
low-experience goods (attributes).

23. Advertising has a stronger effect on
consumers with high behavioral
loyalty.

24. Advertising is relatively more effective
when it precedes usage experience
(predictive framing), in particular
when such experience is negative.

([CI[AIED), 25. The relative importance of C and A
(NH) Advertising depend on context. Beliefs generally
process build cumulatively with awareness,
interaction trial word of mouth, promotions, and

advertising. These effects act
interactively and simultaneously.

Aaker, Stayman, and Hagerty 1986; Batra
and Ray 1986; Brown and Stayman 1992;
Burke and Edell 1989; Homer 1990;
MacKenzie and Lutz 1989; MacKenzie,
Lutz, and Belch 1986; Smith 1993.

Biel 1990;
Haley and Baldinger 1991.
Drége 1989.

Cacioppo and Petty 1985.

Calder and Strenthal 1980; Rao and
Burnkrant 1991; Zielske 1959; Zielske
and Henry 1980.

Fazio, Zanna, and Cooper 1978;
Wicker 1969.

Barry and Howard 1990; Heeler 1972;
Palda 1966; Ray 1973; Rothschild 1974;
Sawyer 1971; Strong 1972.

Hoch and Ha 1986; Marks and Kamins
1988; Olson and Dover 1979; Smith
1993; Smith and Swinyard 1983, 1988;
Tellis 1988; Winter 1973.

Wright 1990; Wright and Lynch 1995.

Deighton, Henderson, and Neslin 1994;
D’'Souza and Rao 1995; Raj 1982; Tellis
1988.

Deighton 1984; Deighton and Schindler
1988; Hoch and Ha 1986; Levin and
Gaeth 1988; Smith 1993.

Deighton 1984, 1986; Franzen 1994;

Kupfermann 1991; Martin 1991; Rose

1993; Smith and Swinyard 1982, 1983,

1988; Sutherland 1993; Vaughn 1980,
1986.

Engel 1987; Zajonc 1980, 1984; Zajonc and Markus 1982).
Two of these theories, namely, response competition (Harri-
son 1968) and optimal arousal (Berlyne 1960, 1966; Cran-
dall 1970), suggest that unfamiliar advertising messages
create hostility and take longer to reach their optimal effec-
tiveness. That may describe the advertising “wear-in” effect
observed frequently in advertising studies (Blair 1987;
Pechmann and Stewart 1989): A minimum (threshold) num-
ber of exposures is necessary for the advertisement to have
an effect on the consumer. The two-factor theory (Berlyne
1970) also suggests a wear-out effect: After several expo-

sures, the effect of advertising decreases. Thus, the advertis-
ing response function has an inverted-U shape.

Affective responses to advertising can be classified fur-
ther into two types: one leads to the formation of an attitude
toward the brand, and one leads to the formation of an atti-
tude toward the ad, or an expression of the likability of the
advertisement itself (Mitchell and Olson 1981; Shimp 1981;
for a meta-analysis of attitudes toward the ad studies, see
Brown and Stayman 1992). Empirical evidence regarding
affective responses and ad likability is based on both exper-
imental and field research. Gorn (1982), in a classical con-
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ditioning experiment, finds significant effects of back-
ground music on preference. Bierly, McSweeney, and Van-
nieuwkerk (1985), in another experimental study, also find
music effects on preference ratings, and Janiszewski (1988)
concludes that affective processes can be formed indepen-
dently of cognitive processes. Both the cumulative effect of
liking and its correlation with sales seem to generalize em-
pirically, but not uniformly. The ARF copy research project
(Haley and Baldinger 1991; Joyce 1991) and the study on
U.S. prime-time commercials by Biel (1990) suggest that ad
likability s correlated positively with behavior (preference).
However, Hall and Maclay (1991) and Stapel (1987) sug-
gest that the influence of ad likability on brand preference is
not strong. Brown (1991) suggests that ad likability has a
long-term effect.

The absence of cognition suggested by pure affect mod-
els is difficult to show, because cognition usually intervenes
in measurement. Asking about feelings brings cognitive
processes into play and induces cognitive bias, a bias toward
cognitive methods and models (Sawyer 1981). Noncogni-
tive measures have been developed, such as projective tech-
niques and the Facial Action Coding System developed by
Ekman and Friesen (1978). Bogart (1996, p. 73) notes skin
conductivity, pupil dilation, and “brain waves” measured by
EEG (electroencephalograph). Unfortunately, none of these
is yet reliable for measuring advertising affect (Scherer and
Ekman 1982). Rothschild and Hyun (1990) use EEG tech-
nology to show that television advertisement recognition
was increased when the right brain was employed initially
but the left hemisphere dominated during the following sec-
onds. Bilateral processing was greatest for rational commer-
cials and least for emotional ones, with mixed-appeal
commercials between those extremes. Cognitive bias prob-
lems aside, models based purely on affective responses are
rather improbable, because some awareness appears to be a
necessary condition for advertising effectiveness (Franzen
1994). However, Shapiro, Heckler, and Maclnnis (1997)
show how preattentive (noncognitive) processing of adver-
tisements leads to more favorable ad evaluation than atten-
tive processing. Advertising typically works on both the
cognitive and affective planes (Agres, Edell, and Dubitsky
1990; Holbrook and O’Shaughnessy 1984). This class of
models (A) essentially introduced affective responses to the
study of advertising effects, and they consistently have been
shown to be important (Aaker and Stayman 1990a, b). Con-
clusions 13, 15, and 16 in Table 2 summarize the findings
from the A category.

Persuasive Hierarchy Models (CA)

The idea that, if advertising is to promote sales, it must in-
form and then persuade has intuitive appeal. Persuasive
models introduced the concept of a hierarchy of effects, that
is, an order in which things happen, with the implication that
the earlier effects, being necessary preconditions, are more
important. The hierarchy concept has played a large part in
the development of advertising research. The number of
stages may be increased or refined (Aaker and Day 1974;
ARF 1961; Colley 1961; Greenwald 1968; Lavidge and
Steiner 1961; McGuire 1968, 1978; Robertson 1971 Rogers
1962; Wright 1973), but the underlying pattern is cognition
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— affect — behavior (CA). Two important mediating fac-
tors (the filters in Figure 1) of individual responses to ad-
vertising, involvement and attitude toward the ad, have been
studied extensively within the persuasive hierarchy frame-
work (Batra and Ray 1985; Burke and Edell 1989; Caciop-
po and Petty 1985; Homer 1990; MacKenzie and Lutz 1989;
MacKenzie, Lutz, and Belch 1986; Petty, Cacioppo, and
Schumann 1983; Sawyer and Howard 1991). Because we
discussed the concept of attitude toward the ad in the previ-
ous section, we should first briefly discuss the concept of in-
volvement before considering persuasive hierarchy models
and their empirical results.

Krugman (1965, 1967) operationalizes involvement as
the number of linkages made between the advertised prod-
uct and the consumer’s life during exposure to an advertise-
ment. Several definitions since then have followed (e.g.,
Houston and Rothschild 1978; Lastovicka and Gardner
1979; Mitchell 1981; for reviews, see Greenwald and Leav-
itt 1984; McWilliam 1993). Rothschild (1984, p. 127) de-
fines involvement as “an unobservable state of motivation,
arousal, or interest. It is evoked by a particular stimulus or
situation and has drive properties. Its consequence are types
of searching, information-seeking and decision making.”

One of the most comprehensive persuasive models is the
Elaboration Likelihood Model (ELM) (Petty and Cacioppo
1981a, b). The ELM distinguishes between elaborate (at-
tribute evaluation) and nonelaborate (paying attention to ex-
ecution elements, for example, celebrity endorsers)
information evaluation. Elaboration is essentially cognitive,
and the model introduces alternative paths for consumer re-
sponses to advertising. The two alternative paths, however,
follow the same CA sequence. Other multidimensional ver-
sions of the persuasive hierarchy paradigm have been pro-
posed by Maclnnis and Jaworski (1989), Maclnnis,
Moorman, and Jaworski (1991), and Bloom, Edell, and
Staelin (1994). More specifically, MacInnis and Jaworski
(1989) propose a model with six levels of mental processing
(intermediate effects): (1) feature analysis leading to mood-
generated affect, (2) basic categorization leading to pure af-
fect transfer, (3) meaning analysis leading to heuristic
evaluation, (4) information integration leading to message-
based persuasion, (5) role-taking leading to empathy-based
persuasion, and (6) constructive processes leading to self-
generated persuasion.

The Maclnnis and Jaworski (1989) model integrates the
brand-processing (Gardner, Mitchell, and Russo 1978:
Mitchell 1980) and four-level audience involvement
(Greenwald and Leavitt 1984) models. Greenwald and
Leavitt, after reviewing definitions of involvement, relate
levels of involvement to stages of consumer information
processing as follows: (1) preattention related to sensory
buffering and feature analysis; (2) focal attention and chan-
nel selection, perceptual and semantic processing; (3) com-
prehension related to syntactic analysis; and (4) elaboration
related to conceptual analysis. According to Greenwald and
Leavitt’s model, complex advertisements, which require in-
ferences of brand quality based on persuasive arguments,
should require a high level of involvement—mainly elabo-
ration. In contrast, advertising that links a brand to attrac-
tive objects should only require focal attention—a



lower-level type of involvement. Bloom, Edell, and Staelin
(1994) use the Fishbein-Ajzen (1975) framework of atti-
tude formation to distinguish among communication,
brand, and product category beliefs. These three types of
beliefs iead to corresponding forms of attitudes (attitude to-
ward the ad, brand, and product category), which interact in
influencing behavior.

Batra and Ray (1985), still within the persuasive hierar-
chy category, suggest an alternative to ELM. Citing evi-
dence from Bagozzi and colleagues (1979), Bagozzi and
Burnkrant (1979), and Bagozzi (1981), they challenge the
Fishbein-Ajzen attitude formation model (Fishbein and
Ajzen 1975; Lutz 1975, 1991) adopted by ELM, in which
attitudes toward the brand are “utilitarian,” or based exclu-
sively on beliefs about hard product attributes. They suggest
that consumers may develop a “hedonic” effect based on
pure liking without an evaluation of hard product attributes
(Hirschman and Holbrook 1982; Holbrook and Batra 1987).
The multidimensionality in consumer response, according
to Batra and Ray’s framework, is therefore the result of the
different ways attitudes may form (utilitarian versus hedo-
nic), rather than of the degree of elaboration. This suggests
that measures of affect should include both utilitarian and
hedonic components.

Applications of persuasive hierarchy models highlight
the importance of involvement as a moderator of advertising
effects. Using the ELM framework, Petty, Cacioppo, and
Schumann (1983) suggest that highly involved consumers
choose an elaborate way to evaluate message information
(relying on message argument quality to form their attitudes
and purchase intentions), whereas low-involvement con-
sumers choose a less elaborate way (relying on the celebri-
ty status of the product endorser). Cacioppo and Petty
(1985) conclude that repetitions of different versions of an
advertisement have a positive effect on low-involvement
persons but no effect on high-involvement persons. In other
words, repetition of a series of advertisements can prevent
(or delay) wear-out. Similar results on the differential effects
of repetition (single versus series of advertisements) are
suggested by Zielske (1959), Zielske and Henry (1980), and
Rao and Burnkrant (1991), who find that varied ad execu-
tions maintained ad recall at high levels. Batra and Ray
(1986) find that, in low-involvement situations, affective re-
sponses influence brand attitudes more positively than in
high-involvement situations. Similarly, using the ELM
framework, Droge (1989) shows that attitude toward the ad
positively affects attitudes toward the brand only in low-
involvement situations. By enhancing brand beliefs to in-
clude nonutilitarian attributes, Mittal (1990) shows that the
(still significant) contribution of attitude toward the ad as a
predictor of behavior is reduced.

Correlations between measures of attitude (affect) and
behavior reported in the literature are usually low (between
0 and .30; Fazio, Zanna, and Cooper 1978; Wicker 1969),
which prompted some researchers to reject the persuasive
hierarchy (Heeler 1972; Palda 1966; Ray 1973; Rothschild
1974; Sawyer 1971; Strong 1972). Barry and Howard
(1990) report that only two studies have tested the sequence
properly (Batra and Vanhonacker 1986; Zinkhan and Fornell
1989), with inconclusive results. Some support for the per-

suasive hierarchy sequence, however, is provided by earlier
work (Assael and Day 1968; O’ Brien 1971) but has not been
replicated since.

Our conclusions from this research are backhanded: Al-
though there is little support for the persuasive (CA) hierar-
chy per se, there is considerable support for a multipath
approach such as ELM; namely, different people respond to
different advertisements in different ways, depending on
their involvement. Although attitudes correlate poorly with
behavior, possibly because of cognitive bias (which we dis-
cuss subsequently), affect is relatively more important in
low-involvement and nonelaborate situations. Cognitive and
affective beliefs may be independent in these circumstances
(Wilson et al. 1989). Conclusions 14 through 20 in Table 2
summarize the findings from the CA category.

Low-involvement Hierarchy Models (CEA)

The main alternative to the persuasive approach is cognition
— experience — affect (CEA), though “cognition” may
mean no more than passing awareness in categories in
which the consumer has low involvement. Ehrenberg’s
(1974) awareness — trial — reinforcement model is typical
of this class of models and suggests that product preferences
are formed after an initial trial. In low-involvement hierar-
chies, product experience is the dominant factor, and adver-
tising reinforces existing habits, frames experience, and
defends the brand’s consumer franchise (Ehrenberg 1994;
Pechmann and Stewart 1989). In our notation, these experi-
ences, habits, and recollections are collectively termed “ex-
perience.” This category is a low-involvement hierarchy
(Harris 1987; Ray 1973; Smith and Swinyard 1978, 1982;
Swinyard and Coney 1978), because it is associated with the
routinized choice behavior more likely to occur in low-
involvement situations.

Empirical applications suggest that product usage expe-
rience has a greater impact on beliefs, attitude formation,
and choice than advertising, which instead reinforces habits
or frames usage experience (Alba, Hutchinson, and Lynch
1991; Deighton, Henderson, and Neslin 1994; Marks and
Kamins 1988; Olson and Dover 1979; Smith 1993; Smith
and Swinyard 1983, 1988; Tellis 1988; Winter 1973). More
specifically, Smith (1993) finds that advertising tends to
mitigate a negative trial effect when it precedes trial but has
no impact on beliefs and attitudes when trial is positive.
Levin and Gaeth (1988) and Hoch and Ha (1986) provide
evidence that, when exposure precedes usage experience,
advertising is relatively more effective. Both empirical re-
sults suggest that advertising’s framing effect is more per-
sistent when it precedes usage experience or that advertising
has a predictive framing effect. Similar evidence is found by
Deighton (1984) and Deighton and Schindler (1988). Hoch
and Ha (1986) also suggest that advertising’s framing effect
is stronger when the product category is ambiguous, that is,
when quality is hard to determine. To the extent that high-
experience goods (attributes) can be characterized as am-
biguous, this result is in accordance with the cognitive
information conclusion on advertising effectiveness for
search and experience goods (attributes). The reinforcing
role of advertising is supported by Raj (1982), Tellis (1988),
Deighton, Henderson, and Neslin (1994), and D’Souza and
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Rao (1995), in that advertising has a greater effect on loyal
consumers. Conclusions 9 and 21 through 24 in Table 2
summarize the findings from the CEA category.

Integrative Models ([C][A][E])

In this class of models, different hierarchies of C, A, and E
are assumed, depending on the context in which advertising
operates. For example, product category and level of in-
volvement may determine the order of effects. In some of
these models, context also may determine the strength of
each effect.

The FCB grid (Vaughn 1980, 1986) uses involvement
(high/low) and think/feel (C or A as the dominant consumer
motivator) as the two dimensions for classifying product
categories. The type of involvement used by the FCB grid is
therefore category involvement and not brand, personal, or
situational involvement. The primary grid validation study
was conducted in the United States among 1800 consumers
across 250 products (Vaughn 1986). It was then extended to
more than 20,000 interviews in 23 countries. The FCB study
carried the operationalization of involvement from laborato-
ry to survey. The managerial implication was that advertis-
ing should be designed according to the quadrant in which
the product category belonged. Frequently purchased pack-
aged goods, for example, were likely to be low involvement
and affect motivated. McWilliam (1993) verifies that in-
volvement was determined by category, not by brand.
Rossiter and Percy (1997) suggest a development of the
FCB grid. The Rossiter-Percy grid (see also Rossiter, Percy,
and Donovan 1991) uses awareness as a necessary condition
for the effectiveness of advertising and replaces the
think/feel dimension with a more directly motivational one
(informational/transformational). They also distinguish be-
tween product category and brand choices and prescribe ad-
vertising tactics that fit the cells of their grid, as defined by
involvement and motivation.

Smith and Swinyard (1982) distinguish between high-
er order (strongly held) and lower order (weakly held) be-
liefs to introduce context specificity in the way advertising
affects the individual consumer. According to their Infor-
mation Integration Response Model (IIRM), for low-
involvement goods, for which trial is easy and inexpensive
(e.g., frequently purchased products), advertising is more
likely to affect lower order beliefs, mostly by increasing
awareness and introducing uncertainty. Such beliefs are
updated after product trial and experience. Experience
would resolve uncertainty, confirm or disconfirm lower
order beliefs, and either lead to commitment to or rejec-
tion of the brand. Higher order beliefs therefore are
formed only after many trial purchases. Such a scenario is
consistent with the CEA or low-involvement hierarchy
suggested by Ray (1973) and Ehrenberg (1974). The dis-
tinction between trial and committed purchases in the
IIRM is similar to that proposed by Ehrenberg (1974) and
Robertson (1976). For high-involvement products for
which trial is risky and expensive (e.g., household appli-
ances), higher order beliefs are formed immediately, but
they need not be based exclusively on advertising. Other
external information sources (word of mouth, magazine
articles) and prior experience also should affect higher or-
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der belief formation. In this case, advertising’s effects are
expected to follow the persuasive hierarchy CA, but be-
cause of the influence of other sources, the effect of ad-
vertising may not be strong.

Deighton’s (1984, 1986) two-stage model is conceptual-
ly similar to Smith and Swinyard’s (1982) [IRM. In the first
stage, advertising provides initial arousal and helps develop
expectations (or hypotheses) about the advertised brand,
similar to the lower order belief formation stage in the
IIRM. The second stage is the product trial/experience
stage, in which initial expectations are confirmed or discon-
firmed. Because confirmation might not be immediate (i.e.,
after the first product trial), these two stages continuously
interact with experience, updating expectations. Conceptu-
ally, the model can be perceived as a hierarchy in which C,
E, and A exchange positions. Using experimental data,
Deighton (1984) provides evidence for the existence of in-
teractions between expectations and usage experience.

The (C)(A)(E) category evidence {mostly based on the
application of the FCB grid) robustly supports the concept
of involvement and the idea that C or A determining choice
is dependent on the product category. The research assumes
individual homogeneity, whereas we would expect involve-
ment to be personally as well as product driven. No evi-
dence supports the idea that consumers process advertising
information in a hierarchic fashion. Conclusion 25 in Table
2 summarizes the findings from the (C)(A)E) category.

Hierarchy-Free Models (NH)

‘Although most research falls more or less neatly into the
previous six categories, we reserved a final section for all
others. This proved to be the smallest category, which in it-
self provides some support for the classification methodolo-
gy. This last category generally presents a more
person-centered view of advertising, which can be thought
of as an extension of a basic reinforcement model. It dis-
counts the persuasive view of advertising (see CA) and ra-
tional decision making and suggests that advertising is part
of a brand totality (King 1975; Lannon 1986, 1994; Lannon
and Cooper 1983). The example of New Coke beating the
“real thing” in product tests (attribute evaluation) but not in
the marketplace (where the real thing is an established enti-
ty) is an illustration of the added value framework. It also
could reflect the artificiality, or cognitive bias, of that type
of research.

Anthropomorphizing the brand and accommodating it in
the consumer’s real world (Buttle 1991; Troiano 1996) may
help the understanding of marketers and copywriters and
clarify the nature of the communications they are creating,
namely, brand advertising. The literature does not reveal,
however, how these models actually work or how the effects
of advertising may be measured. In other words, empirical
validation is largely experiential. This category includes the
treatment of brands as myths and advertising as myth-mak-
ing, which was sourced from anthropology (Lannon 1994;
Lévi-Strauss 1963; Stern 1995) and its neighbor, semiotics
(Mick 1988). Stern also has analyzed advertising from the
standpoints of feminist literary (1993) and drama (1994)
criticism. In the latter, she usefully distinguishes sympathy
(for the characters in television commercials) from empathy.



The length of the commercial gave time to recognize the
plight of the protagonists but not to identify with them.

Postpositivist/postmodern researchers (e.g., Hirschman
and Holbrook 1986) regard introspection and experiential
learning as a valid methodology, alongside the hypothetico-
deductive tradition that underlies most of the work reported
here. The flavor of the debate between the various new
“isms” and the traditionalists is provided by Hirschman and
Holbrook (1986), Hunt (1992), Peter (1992), and Zinkhan
and Hirschheim (1992). Much of this is philosophic; at the
pragmatic level of how advertising actually works, we con-
clude that the postpositivists have, thus far, broadened the
width of our understanding, but not the depth. For example,
we have not found research to advise the practitioner as to
which measures predict advertising effectiveness.

Neuroscience indicates that the brain receives and han-
dles information in a parallel fashion (Rose 1993; Suther-
land 1993). Although serial hierarchies exist to pass
information from stage to stage, the different functions of
the brain (in this case, C and A) receive information in par-
allel (Martin 1991, p. 335). Sensory information, apart from
smell, reaches the brain through the thalamus, which relays
it to the cognitive functions in the neocortex and, indepen-
dently, the affective functions of the limbic system (Kupfer-
mann 1991, p. 737). These in turn are massively
interconnected, because higher cognitive functions affect
feelings and emotions, and vice versa. It would thus seem
likely that C and A, if they are both engaged at all, are en-
gaged simultaneously and interactively. The human brain
has been called the most complex structure in the universe
(Fischbach 1992); thus, steps into this territory must be
rather tentative. From the way the brain processes (advertis-
ing) information, it would appear that the hierarchy of ef-
fects concept is deeply flawed.

Generalizations

Our generalizations use the following criteria: (1) quality,
objectivity, and consistency (Bass 1995; Bass and Wind
1995) and (2) scope, precision, parsimony, usefulness, and
linkage with theory (Barwise 1995). According to conclu-
sions 5, 6, 13, 14, and 20 through 24 of Table 2, C, A, and E
are significant when studied in combination or in isolation.
According to conclusions 5 and 6, advertising carryover re-
quires E; conclusions 13 and 14 suggest that both C and A
are required; and conclusions 20 through 23 stress the im-
pact of E on beliefs, attitudes, and advertising effectiveness.
Furthermore (see conclusion 24), beliefs, attitudes, and
choice build cumulatively with awareness, trial, word of
mouth, promotions/distribution, and advertising, any of
which can be reinforcing or negative. In summary, the evo-
lution of models from relatively simple (C) to more complex
([C][A][E]) has shown the persistent significance of all three
key effects and suggests that omission of any one is likely to
overstate the importance of the others. Our key conclusion,
therefore, is that all three effects should be included consis-
tently in studies of advertising effectiveness. Thus,

G,: Experience, affect, and cognition are the three key inter-
mediate advertising effects, and the omission of any one
can lead to overestimation of the eftect of the others.

According to conclusions 1, 3, 5, and 20 of Table 2,
short-term advertising elasticities are low (0 to .2), approxi-
mately 20 times lower than promotions, and weaker than
product usage experience effects. They are, however, signif-
icant for approximately one-third of established brands and
half of new brands, which suggests that advertising is more
effective in the beginning of the life of a product. Unfortu-
nately, a similar generalization for the long-term effects of
advertising cannot be made. Although studies (primarily of
the market response models variety) consistently have pro-
vided evidence for the significance of such effects (Assmus,
Farley, and Lehmann 1984; Clarke 1976; Dekimpe and
Hanssens 1995; Lambin 1976; Leone 1995), there has been
no general agreement for their duration. Thus,

G,: Short-term advertising elasticities are small and decrease
during the product life cycle.

According to conclusions 7 and 8 of Table 2, single-
source and experimental studies have repeatedly and inde-
pendently verified that one to three exposures per
purchasing cycle are enough to trigger a consumer purchase.
Accordingly, though more exposures would increase effec-
tiveness, they represent poor value for the advertiser. This
agrees with previous conclusions of Krugman (1972), Si-
mon and Amdt (1980), and Lambin (1976). Lambin notes
that “doubling the amount of advertising does not double
sales, because the efficiency of increased advertising expo-
sures always decreases beyond the threshold level” (pp.
97-98). Krugman (1972) suggests that the third exposure
“clinches a decision” and further exposures have little val-
ue. These conclusions empirically reconcile both economic
theories about diminishing returns to advertising and theo-
ries of learning and affective response that recognize that the
first exposure is the most influential. The research support-
ing conclusions 7, 8, 17, and 18 was based largely on fre-
quently purchased packaged goods for which the brand was
already known to the consumer. Thus,

G;: In mature, frequently purchased packaged goods markets,
returns to advertising diminish fast. A small frequency,
therefore (one to three reminders per purchase cycle), is
sufficient for advertising an established brand.

Depending on product category, brand, consumer, and
time factors, some intermediate effects are more important
than others. According to conclusions 9, 10, 17, and 21 of
Table 2, when product involvement is low and/or quality
cannot be assessed objectively (e.g., credence or long-term
experience goods), the impact of trial, usage, and the other
forms of communication will be relatively low. In those cas-
es, advertising could be relatively more important. In low-
involvement situations (or for low-involvement products),
consumers do not resort to counterarguing and rather pas-
sively receive the advertising message. Because low-
involvement consumers do not engage in elaborate
information processing, advertising messages in such situa-
tions should emphasize peripheral, affective cues (celebrity
endorsers, execution elements, and so forth) rather than fac-
tual product information. The success of the recent humor-
oriented Snickers campaign (Advertising Age 1996)
exemplifies this situation. Similarly, credence, long-term
experience, and high-quality goods brands should advertise
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more to resolve ambiguity, enhance their quality percep-
tions, and ultimately increase their ¢redibility. According to
conclusion 20, experience is more important than advertis-
ing in mature markets, and conclusion 4 suggests that ad-
vertising is more effective in the early stages of the product
life cycle. Conclusions 1 and 3 point out that, in the short-
term, promotions are more effective than advertising.

The evidence noted in the previous paragraph suggests
that the significance of the three key intermediate effects (C,
A, and E) depends on the context in which advertising oper-
ates: C is more important than A for high-involvement goods,
A is more important than C for low-involvement goods, E is
the most important for mature, familiar products, and so
forth. This suggests that a three-dimensional (C, E, A) space
is a more realistic model of advertising effects than a hierar-
chical model. In such space, the weight (coordinate) of each
dimension may vary depending on the advertising context.

The hierarchy framework, in which effects take place in
a particular sequence, does not allow for interaction between
effects. However, interactions between advertising and ex-
perience have been well documented, as is suggested by
conclusion 23. What seems to be significant here is the im-
portance (dominance) of each of the effects, rather than any
temporal sequence, and that the importance of these effects
is influenced by context-related factors, such as product cat-
egory and stage of product life cycle. This concept of se-
quence lacks evidence in the literature (conclusion 20) and,
using the opposing neuroscience conclusions from the
hierarchy-free section, cannot be supported. Thus,

Gy: The concept of a space of intermediate effects is sup-
ported, but a hierarchy (sequence) is not.

According to conclusions 13 through 16 of Table 2, af-
fect and advertising effectiveness are not exclusively, or at
all, dependent on a person’s cognitive response. Yet conven-
tional forms of attitude or other affect measurement typical-
ly involve verbal questioning, which subjects responses to
rationality by both respondent and researcher. At each level
of subsequent formal processing, that is, as it is thought
about, written down, and presented to others, cognition
dominates affect.

Wilson and colleagues (1989) research attitude—
behavior consistency in studies conducted between 1981 and
1988 and conclude that having to give reasons for attitudes
disrupted those attitudes. In other words, the application of C
to A disrupted A. They cite a film festival judge who had to
resign because the necessary analysis destroyed his judg-
mental ability. If the respondent is an expert and has beliefs
and knowledge that have long challenged each other interac-
tively, this problem may disappear, though it did not for the
film judge. But in the low-involvement, nonelaborate cate-
gories discussed in this article, it would be most acute. The
issue, therefore, is how affect can be measured unobtrusive-
ly. We find it noteworthy that emotion has only surfaced rel-
atively recently in the literature (mainly since 1980), even
though the conclusions of Table 2 suggest that affect can be
more important than cognition. We conclude that cognitive
bias tends to both understate the role of affect and, because
of measurement problems, misreport reality. Thus,

Gs: Cognitive bias interferes with affect measurement.
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Directions for Further Research

G, suggests that the framework implied by persuasive hier-
archy cannot be supported because it assumes a sequence
of effects and ignores the role of experience, both the way
it is affected by advertising and the way it affects subse-
quent behavior. Our discussion of G4 further suggests that
context should receive more attention in additional re-
search, including

*Goal diversity: Some advertising seeks to convey factual
information through cognitive appeals, some seeks liking and
affect, and some merely reinforces habit;

*Product category: Advertising varies for high-, medium-, and
low-involvement categories, durables and nondurables, and
industrial and consumer products; high-quality brands should
advertise more than their low-quality competitors;

*Competition: The extent of competitive advertising influences
its effectiveness;

*Marketing mix: The extent of nonadvertising promotional
activities;

«Stage of the product life cycle: The advertising effects sought
for new products are different than those for mature or post-
mature products; and

*Target market: The target consumers are themselves diverse;
consumers may vary with respect to their involvement.

We propose the following five directions for further re-
search, based on the preceding principles.

Integrating All Three Intermediate Effects

G suggests that cognition, affect, and experience are the
three key intermediate advertising effects, and G4 presents
them as a space rather than a hierarchy. Beliefs (cognition),
for example, are not the only, or even a necessary, condition
for the formation of attitudes. We thus propose a three-
dimensional space (EAC Space) for the study and measure-
ment of intermediate advertising effects (Figure 2). The
coordinates of each dimension (w|, w,, and w3) indicate the
relative strength of the corresponding advertising effect and,
therefore, the position occupied by a particular advertising
message.

We propose that advertising’s positioning (i.e., the coor-
dinates in EAC Space) is determined by context. For exam-
ple, a classified advertisement for a second-hand bicycle
requires minimal experience and affect but extensive factu-
al (cognitive) information (make, age, condition, price). In
this case, w3 should be considerably higher than w; and ws,
and advertising should be positioned close to the cognition
axis. Conversely, a television commercial for laundry deter-
gent might minimally target C and concentrate on A, using,
for example, warmth and liking (Aaker and Stayman
1990b), as well as reinforce habit (E). In this case, w; should
be higher than w; and ws, and advertising should be posi-
tioned close to the affect axis. This positioning of advertis-
ing would help clarify the client-agency creative briefing
process and track advertising performance.

Context

The discussion in the beginning of this section suggests that
five factors characterize context: goal, category, competi-
tion, stage of the product life cycle, and target market. Any
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of the context components could serve as a starting point,
but we prefer to begin with the goal the advertising is sup-
posed to achieve. Researchers conventionally have assumed
that advertising’s task is to increase sales or market share,
but this is not necessarily true. Advertising may be used to
support premium pricing or, in response to competitive ac-
tivity, simply maintain share. If all brands in a category ad-
vertise to increase share, they cannot all succeed, and yet,
any brand that decides to opt out would be likely to lose
share. Experience goods and service brands need more cre-
ative and affective advertising and can expect a higher re-
turn than industrial and search goods brands, which must
rely on a rational/informational approach. New products
would need to advertise more than established ones to break
through the clutter, achieve target awareness levels, and es-
tablish an image. Target market can dictate changes in ad-
vertising strategies even for the same brand. For example, a
breakfast cereal brand will use a different appeal (mainly
emotional and experiential) when its target audience is chil-
dren rather than adults buying for their children.

The U.K. Institute of Practitioners in Advertising (IPA)
biennially publishes winning case histories of effective ad-
vertising (IPA 1981-95). These and similar sources contain
the context in which the advertising works and may be a
suitable foundation for analysis of the effects of the diversi-
ty of advertising context. Future IPA competitors will be re-
quired to identify this contextual information.

Long-Term Effects

Most of the research we examine in this article has focused
on short-term advertising effects, which generally are con-
sidered weak (G,). Although fewer advertising studies have
dealt with long-term effects, due perhaps to data availabili-
ty and model complexity, both practitioners (e.g., the long-

term effects category in the IPA case histories) and acade-
mics (e.g., Leone 1995; Lodish et al. 1995a, b) have identi-
fied and measured them. The study of long-term effects,
however, has been primarily at the market rather than the in-
dividual level. One exception, discussed in the Market Re-
sponse Models section, is Mela, Gupta, and Lehmann’s
(1997) study, which used individual-level data, albeit from
a single product category. We need more studies of long-
term advertising effects based on individual-level, single-
source data, which should build on and extend the results of
previous single-source studies (Deighton, Henderson, and
Neslin 1994; Kanetkar, Weinberg, and Weiss 1992; Mela,
Gupta, and Lehmann 1997; Tellis 1988). Additional re-
search also should concentrate on developing and compar-
ing different methodologies for reliable measurement of
long-term effects.

Combining Intermediate and Behavioral Effects

The preceding discussion of econometric market response
and conceptual models of intermediate advertising effects
(e.g., hierarchy of effects, affective response, integrative
models) suggests that, in terms of knowledge contribution,
these two streams of models complement each other. One
stream (econometric studies) focuses on objective market-
ing mix and purchase behavior measures and studies the ef-
fects of advertising on purchase behavior to provide reliable
estimates of the size of behavioral effects. The other stream
(conceptual) focuses on prepurchase, intermediate effects of
advertising using subjective measures of cognition (beliefs,
recall, awareness) and affect (feelings, emotions, attitudes).
Primarily experimental procedures isolate advertising ef-
fects from, say, promotional and competitive effects to de-
termine the causality of behavioral effects. We propose that
the consumer profile information that typically accompanies
single-source household purchase data should be augment-
ed by including cognitive, affective, and experience mea-
sures with respect to the particular brands and their
advertising. When such databases are compiled, research
should focus on the study of long- and short-term, main, and
interactive effects of advertising, promotions, cognition, af-
fect, and experience on consumer choice. An opportunity
therefore exists to exploit the advantages of each stream and
study both intermediate and behavioral effects in a single,
natural, nonexperimental setting.

Cognitive Bias

More work is needed to calibrate measurement methodolo-
gies of affect. Empirical research so far has suggested that
there are at least two components of affective response: util-
itarian and hedonic. The traditional measurement of atti-
tudes through cognitive analysis has been shown to be
disruptive (Wilson et al. 1989) or inadequate (Batra and Ray
1986). Alternatives such as facial, projective, and other non-
verbal measures are available, but none has become domi-
nant in practice, an indication that perhaps they are not
entirely satisfactory (Bogart 1996, p. 73). Further recogni-
tion should be given to the cognitive bias in subsequent da-
ta processing. The problem is not just with the collection of
raw data from respondents, but also with the way it must be
made explicit and verbalized when it is summarized and
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transmitted from researcher to manager and thence through
a series of increasingly senior client and agency executives.
Similar considerations arise with academic research.

Conclusions

In this article, we have classified and reviewed prior re-
search of intermediate and behavioral effects of advertising
using a taxonomy of models starting from market response
(-) and concluding with integrative ([C][A][E]) and non-
hierarchic (NH) models. A major generalization (Gy4) con-
cerned the persuasive hierarchy (CA) category of models of
advertising effects. Although such models have been active-
ly employed for 100 years, we find them flawed on two
grounds: the concept of hierarchy (temporal sequence) on
which they are based cannot be empirically supported, and
they exclude experience effects. These observations led us
to our first direction for further research: We propose that

advertising be evaluated in a three-dimensional space using
the dimensions of experience, affect, and cognition (the
EAC Space). The emphasis of a particular advertising cam-
paign therefore can be determined by the coordinates of the
three dimensions. The EAC Space coordinates should be ad-
justed according to the context: product category, competi-
tive environment, other marketing mix components, stage of
the product life cycle, and target audience. We also suggest
that behavioral (brand choice, market share) and cognitive
and affective (beliefs, attitudes, awareness) measures be
compiled in single-source databases to enable researchers
both in academia and industry to test the interaction of con-
text, intermediate effects, and long- and short-term behavior.
In this effort, we also must relieve measures of affective re-
sponses from cognitive bias. This will be especially impor-
tant for low-involvement products for which habit and affect
are much more important than cognition.
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