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Debates between theoreticians and practitionér§ of advertisin; are as Pld

;s the discipline jtse]f. Theorists wgu]d argue for their goal of finding fund-
amental principles of advertising, which could later be applied to practical
advert151ng problems. Practifioné}s would suggest that thedreitca] reSearch is

- often too abstract to be effect;vely applied to their specific advertising prob-

* lems. Yet, representatlves from both groups have identified pne commort probTem

as the':sbt of dlff]culty, an incomplete understaqung of how advertising works(3 7}
This paper will dttempt to Show how the logics of research for practitioners and
theoreticians are different. By doing so, it will identify strategies pf res-

earch for both practitioners and researchers which will result in more satisfact-

L

3

.ony explanations of how.advertising works.
\ - »

“The Un&er]ying Problem

! The phrase, 'understanding how advertising works,' could ée staig? another
way. It.could be referred to .as a 'knowledge of the causal relationships' in
*' adver§1s1ng Once causal re]at1onsh1ps/ye:e identifieds, theorists and pract-
itioners coyld spend their t1me applying this knowledge to the ‘solution, of
practi problems. Unfortunate]y. it doesn't take a third grade empiricist or

20-year veteran of management to know that the problem of causa]#hy is a

e

~ “sticky empirical anq philosophical problem. Unfortunately, the problem of

causality lies squarely at the root of differenée; between theory and practice

4

in advertising. . .

The dgfin$tions of 'cause' for advertising.theorists and practitioners must
differ. This difference is mandated by different goals for research. Quite
simply. the manager is attempting to find a solution to an advertising problem,
or support for a management decision. The theorist, should be attempting to

construct and validate explanations of the advertising process. According to
) L
Dodge, one of the primary problems in advertising’research has been the vholesale

-
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abandonment of validation rescarch in advertising, He suggested it w.as dﬁ;fer
to, "...put forth ten plausible techniques than it was to validate properly
" any one of ‘them" (7). ‘ -

If the assumEd'de?initiODS of "cause' for both theorists and practitidners
f * -

- — . v '
were Bxamined, subtle but important differcnces would be discovered. In general,

[

practitioners of advertising assume the definition of 'cause' to be as follows:

any change in an independent variable that produces a subseguent chande in a

Adependent variable. This oversimplified definition excludes msltiple independent

variables, because the logic is the same fof'mu]tip]e and individual variables.
Remember, this is only;an"a55umed definitign.'c The defipition is derived from

the objective setting management approach to research, and will be examined later in
more detail.. . -

/ While a theorist might uZe'the sa&e assumed definition of\'cause,' it would .
be contrary to-thé goal of exp1ahation for theoretical rés?!rch. .In order to

falsify conflicting explanations, the theorist must use the following assumed

_definition of "cause': any change in an independent variable which must necessarily
— - -

precede.a change in the dependent variablgkb For those fami]iar with terms of
conditionship bétﬁgen propositions, the differépce betwee? theoreticians and
practitioners is quite simple. Practitioners who use research strategies which
coincide with management-by-objectives have adopted a sufficiency ]ogié’for res-
earch. Th?PriSts have adopted, or should adopt, a ne;essitx 1ogic. 1In order to
demonstrate the differences more clearly, a time worn example from philosophy
should be reexamined. ' ®,
.Hhat are the necessary conditions for 'firé?" A simple answer mighi be, ){////
oxygen, combustible hwterial, and a match. Indeed, to have a fire, one Just
have oxygen and combﬁ;\ibie materia]f i.e. these are necessar}\conditions. But, T

4

could not a torch, spark, or lightning produce an equally dramatic fire. The
, .

match, torch, spark, and lightning are myltiple sbfficient conditions. In othgy

words, any of the conditions are sufficient to 'cause' a fire. lhenever

4
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.« multiple sufficient conditions are présent,'itﬁmeans that variable has been

-

conceptualized at a level of abstraction (21) too low Tor adequate inclusion

in a theoretical explanation. As will be seen in later discussions, it also' / \
Jmeans theoretical propositions about advertising, or apy other phencmcna, cannot

be disproved or falsified. 'Of course, if a theory cah never be subJected to test.

then it.will never he able to add to the present knowledge base about advertising.

What this also suggests is the parameters for a theory of advertis%ng. A theory

of advertisirg will be a set of interrelated propositions whose conclusions follow

by necessit; {5,13).Further constraints about geherality <Quld also be 3mpqsed.

but will not be at this time, v \ } | .

The differences in logics, necessity versus sufficiency, 5150 suggests an
ipféresting interaﬁetation of aif;iculties with prey10us conceptions of consumer
ﬂehavior, including early economic models.(la). fhe Nicosia {17}, Howard and Sheth
(12), and Engel “Kollat, and Blackwell models {8). First, through persona” intro-

; spection, 1f not through empirical research it would be possible to show how ind-
fviduals act on the basis of ;ationa] deliberation, impulsiveness, reflection upon
o group norms at different times in thelr’1nteract10ns with advertisers and marketers
" and their products. Furthermore. since each of the ‘mot jvations would constitute
"a sufficient cond1tion for act1on, the above models and theories woﬁfg be cast from
too low level of abstract1on.‘ In order to provide explanatory ‘power, a theory of
. advertising or consumer behavior must either describe a 'control mechanism' for the
.different patterns of behev1pr, or must describe precisely a domain“where the model

. . v
$s determinate and predictable. “If not, the model w111 not be falsifiable and

will lack practical utility. . v
For the.advertising theorist who would want, to construct a theory of_advertisin

the requirement for necessity would suggest ghat'cerfain relationships in advert:

ising be included in the theory. These necessary relationshiés would constitute

the major substance of the theoﬂy Conversely, any theory of consumer behavior

which dide¢not address the necessary issues of advertising, will not be able to
\‘l‘ -
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contribute to either theoretical ohypractical knowlcdge about how advertising ‘ '
works. This is not to say unsuccessf 1 attempts to build thegry qo not have
utility aswforerunners of more rigorous conceptualizations.

. One might be tempted 1o cr1t1C1ze the practitigner for u51ng a research
. Yogic which is counterprod ‘lee to theoretical development bn advert131ng But,
this would be a naive conc sion basedfon biqsed value Judgments about the importj
ance of theory. For the practitioner, the most important research goal is the
sol&libn of advertising problems, not the development of theory. *However, to the
extenF advertising theory helps solve practical problems, provision should be made
fn the research design to check theoretical connections and assumptions. An anal-
ysis of béth positions will highlight the advantage of using theory in practice

*

and in the extension of present knowledge about advertising.

/ /

L4
The Management Approach .to Research

[

L3

Whenever managers use an objective setting appropch for research, the research

¥

.s design is based on a sufficiency logic. In other words, what conditions w{11 be

v
’

sufficiest for the attainment of some specified objective. The DuP?nt approach
to research, outlined by F{etcher aéd Bogers, confirms this logic Qhen it akks,
.’“Nhat decision(s) will be made on the basis of.this research?” And, "Wﬁat are
the.alternative courses of action?” In identifying alternatives and evaluating

ar

¢
the effectiveness of each, tha manager adopts the assumed definition of ‘cause’

4

outlined earlier. {10} . \ |
‘honsider aﬂ advertising researcher who wanted to determine the relative effect-

fveness. of three pieces of copy, A, B, or C. Ipaeverjv piece of copy or design

for advertising, there is an implied tﬂebry of “how advertising works.' An emot-

10na1 piece of copy, or illustrative work, may be presumed to trmgger strong

emotional responses in the consumer. Long, thiona] copy mdy be used to descr1be

a second product. The assumed model of how advertising works presumas rationality

-,
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in the cohsumer, and a model of. advertising &ffectiveness ;hich reaies on -
the contribution of rat10na1 arguments to subsequent purchase dec1s1ons by this
consumer. In every case, whether it is stated or not, the copywrater layout
artist, account exeggtave. and client, make 1mp11C1t assumptions about how cons-
umers react to ad ertising. 1In marketing, Arthur°iover attempted to recoﬁ%truct
_the 'model of map' implied by marketlng'research (15) In the same way, it
\should be possible to recénstruct in part the heuristic theories of how advert-
ising is expected to work by an advert151ng manager. Oné might readily question

why the reconstruction might be helpful 1&\:;;erstand1ng.

- Long run effectiveness in making succes ul marketing orpadvertising decis-
1 ~

~J
'
fons depends upon perceptive understanding of .how consumers react to advertising.

Hpen three p1ec!s of copy are tested, as suggested earlier, the inmediate guest1on
for research would be, "Which piece of copy wasﬂnost effective in_persuading the
consumer?" A more beneficial question for a corporate manager would be, "Why did
copy ﬂ_stimu1atekmore're5ponse than copy B or C?" By addfhg a sef-of variables

to the Eopy measurements which reference the implied theory, an advertising manager
could acquire inductive support for the'implicit theory. If a piece of advert-
jsing copy was designed to change cognitions or knowledge abput the product in
order to stimulate sales, 2 set of qeastipns which weigtt affective and;conetfve
dimens;ons relative to the cegnitive dimension might be important. If the meas-
urement of affective and conative dimensions proved more reliable as indicators

of purchase beheyior, then support for. advertising copy which was oriented toward

.cognitions would be called into question.

.

Even with the add]t]on of variable sets wh1ch are connected to theory. the '
F)

- advertising researcher cannot rule out alternative theories about the effects
of advertising on’ consumers. As long as multiple sufficient 'causes,"' or conditions.

are possib]e it is impossible to evaluate a single explanation of how advertising

works. Instead. the conclusions to be made from research with sufficient conditions

.
[




will be relative in nature. Coby A can be considered more effective than Copy
B but no statement about why the relationship holds Qin be made from this type
of research, At the same t1me. one might question the effect of the prob]em< of
multiple 'causation’ on the exper1menta1 design chosen by an advertising manager,
or kesearcher. ,

Categorizing experimental designs:by three common }ypes, survey, laboratory,
and field experiment, makes it possible to show how the advantages of e;ch design
are re]ated to the problem of mu]tiple 'causation.' Survey designs typically
measure &variation between 1ndependent and dependent variables. Since no attempt
is made to manipulate the independent variable, 1%\15 1mp0551b]e tg say a specific
i;dependent yariab?g,js a sufficient condition for the dependent variable. In
o;ﬁer word!! a statement. of causatiog, even in the assumed sense sta%ed earlier,

' éennot be made because the researche; has not introduced the independent variable.

In laboratory situatibns, the experimenter has the ability to control cond-
itions, and to introduce the independent variable systematically. But, what does
controlling the conditions i;ply. Most researchers wolld say this control isolates
-the.refationship between experimental independent variable and the dependent var-
fable. In most careful experiments it does. Unfortunately, whén multiple syffic-
jent conditions are possible, it eliminates these other possible causes froﬁ the
laboratory situation. Therefore, while an experimenter may define causation as
the sufficiency of a variable in bringing about chanée in the dependent'variab1e,
no effective magnitude of the relationship can be measured, I% is preci;ely bec-
ause of th%s fact that variables thought to be important in the laboratory situat-.
. fon often eip]ain less than three peréent of the total varignce in_the ﬁependent

varjable when taken into a fie]d testi?d sjtuation. 'The laboratory situation has
made it impo;sib1e to determine the relationship between one‘multip1e 'cause,’

.
)

and a host of others.
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F1e1d experiments, as described by Haskins (11) and Boyd] Aestfa]], and Stasch
L
( 4}, have been exto%led for the]r‘ab111ty to gapitdlize on the advantages of
surveys and 1aboratory experiments. Ihen compared to these tuo d951gns, field

exper1ments add some meaSure of contro1 to the research sett1ng, usua]ly through

.

. mord, systematic apptication of the independent sariable. Because they are performed
- '

* §n a natural setting,.field experiments are able to measure the effect of the

&experimenta] indepehdeht variable in the presence of ‘other multiple 'causes’ of

]

change in the dépendent variable. The field setting provides an index of the

[

effect upon the dependent var1ab1e can be ascertained. Of _course, separat1ng the

effect§ of the multiple causes cannot be done. That is why experimental situations

magnitude of the experimental lndependent var1ab1e, as long as the independent

wiﬁh‘mu1£ip1e ‘causes' result in indeterminacy, and an inability to test explan-
aiions.about how edvertising works. This doesn't mead figld experiments are not
valuable. It means the ne&u]ts, 1ike any research 1nc}6§fng multiple 'causes,'
will be highly 51tuat1onJ§péc1f1c. Why? Because determinacy in the relationship
betweeﬁiﬁhe independe;i and dependent variable is affected by the presence of .
other causes. |

, An unsophisticated empiricist might suggest inc]qding the multiple gauses in
a multiple regression equation, in order to grind out a solution }o the problem.
But, multiple regression is a linecar combination of combined effects, rathsr than
jndependent 'causes,' Remember, this is the gimglified case. It is also possible
“to have sets of variable; that are sufficient for qnofher dependent ariable.
The bottom line for an advertising theorist is, any empir%c'1 studijased on suf-
f1c1ency relationships cannot proulde exp]anagory power for an underatand1ng of
the advert1s1ng processes. For the advertising ﬂﬁ\fger, research which 1nc1udes
troubling multiple.'causes' is not so bleak:

Most\i?veqtising hfnagers are interested in an5uer1ng very specific campaign

questions, for a specific product, in an identifiable envirorment. The specificity

available in field e&perimehts usually provides adequate estimates of the magnitude
. .
N f
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. of’effecg/:br experimental variagbles relative tJ other importaﬁt'fac;ors in the ;,
test environment. By introducing measures which are counected to thiory, the man-
ager wilT be_gb]e to maﬂe evaluations of important assumptions about how advertising
‘works. ﬁpplicatio& of. theory in the marLetp1;£q'wi11 also piovide insight'into
the\Pred%ctiveqcapabi]ity of a theory; %ut will not é110w satisfactory tests of

alternative explanations for advertising theories. The development of sound, sub-

stantiated theory demands more scientific rigor. - {

The Theoretical Approach to Research '

i The primar, purpﬁse of theory is explanation (13). Uuhile saaé authors, like
Zaltman, Piqson, and Angelmar (23), argue for prediction as a prjma}y goal for '
explanation, the deficiency of this. belief is evident from the p;evibus discussion
?det 5uffjcient conéition;. If prediction was the primary goal, then it woul
be impossib1e/to determine which of several mu]t%p1e"causes‘ were indeed'thé:f
primagy component of a theary, in terms of its predictive efficiency. Before

! examining the requirements for a thebry about haw advertising works, it would be
helpful }0 take a broader look at what advert151hg rescarchers would 1ike to
éﬁp]ain. ‘ /

’ Fodr levels o; explanation could easilty be identified. First, an advertising
;esearcher might attempt to explain the behavior of a consumer bascd on internal
factors within an individué] consymer. Theory at this intrapersonal level would

, require corre]at{ons of inthina1 Et;uctural var%ab1es, like the ﬁn}ormatiop.proc-‘
“ essing factors described by Bettman (2), with.effec} variables. The unit of

\study for the researcher would be an individual consumer, and, the varjables

would be internalpto the consumer. > * >

i
A second level of explanation, which could be called an interactional level,
might attempt to describe the inferactiqn of. consumers with their environment.
ExpTanations of this type may be the most'typica1 when the phrase, "explain how

advertising works,” is used.,hTheories at this level would focus on the bchavior

-
.
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of consumers and their interactions with each'other. But, in ordér to provide a
N

full and adequate explanation at the interactional level, the theory must incelude’
an implicit or explicit assumption about intrapersonal var1ab1es and the1r inter-
relat1onse/B§. In other wotds, if a researcher wanted to explain. how advert1sﬁng

works AND include perSOnal 1nf1uence var1ab1&s, some descriptions ab0ut how an ind-

* -

ividual consumer processes information should bLe made. If these descriptions or

assumptions are not made public, then their validity cannot be_va1iFated.
™~ v ’ !
To the extent that researchers would want to explain how firms are related
/ » o~
to the advert151ng ‘process, an organ12at1ona1 level of explanation could be ident- "

ified. ,In orden to make such exp1anat1ons, variables must be cast at the organ-
izational level. Yet like the other levels of explanation,. certa1n assumpt1ons
abot the consumer and advertising.must be made. These assunptions—should also
‘be made pub]icJéin order to facilitate va]idation.‘.Thedpﬁef of advertising at
this level might attempt to explain advertising/regularities jnsidefabsing1é firm,
as does the Nicosia model (17). Inc1uding t;;:firm in his modely Nicosia attempted
to explain the behavior of the f1rm in connection with his desc/)ptive model of
consumer behaV1or. On the other hand, ‘theoret1caJ researcher may try to describe
the interaction ‘betueen firms in the marketp]aée, as does Alderson (1,9). Both ¢
Nicosja and Alderson used a different “type of theQretlca1 explpnation, which will
not be discussed' 1t will not be d15cus;ed becauae the theory construction tech-
niques are typ1ca1 of functional explanations in Socio ogy It is adequate to say
that funct1ona1 explanations. aitempt to eXp1a1n}systems of variables, and must be:
evaluated on the basis of the1r cons1sté%cy with funct1ona} exp1anat1on. Budgeting
“and allodation theories “almost certam]_y are of this type. E\amp1es of these
theories can be examined in the mathematical work of Rao (19). '
a An explanation at the societal level would attempt to re1ate variables of
advertising to important soc1eta1 variables, like norms, aggregdte ﬁatterns of
behavior, etc. The institutional _and personal assumpt1ops would be igpplicit

»
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and must be made explicit for validation. This is perhaps .the mast general type
. v / .
of advertising explanation possible. 1t is probably the nost cowplicated because
¥ . L]

of its complexity. In this hierarchy of expldnation, the levels only suggest a
specific focus for thebrjes. To béjpracfica]]y applicable, thcories must delimit

N . L. L.
themselyes. If a theory .attempts to explain eveiything it becomes useless (23).

In common Eng]ish, what each Jevel explains is as follows: (i}"lntrapcr§ona1-theories

exp]aln what's gomng on inside the consumer and how it_affects an individual's beh-
avior.® (2) Interactional theories explaip 'how @ﬁfg::Tsing works' relative to

.“consumer behavior, inzgeneral. (3) 0?ganizationa1 theories eip]ain the relationship

. \
of a firm t& advertising success, or the relationship between fiims and the market- -

lace. (4) Sociefal theories of advertising explain the interrelationship bet-
P

een advertising .and its social eﬂfect?. Logically, this level would be extremely
" ’ ) . , t Ve
‘important for public polfcy decisions. Interactionaffand,organizational levels

would also be importanf. The hierarchy describted is heuristic. Its only purposé
Y ‘ .
" is to organize different types of ddvertising theories, based on the types of
: '
explanation attempted. 1In oraer to understand the theory building requirements |

more adequately, one level of this Qierarchy[will be examined’more closely.

£

, -
‘ Requirements for an Interactional Theory

,-\;Fushman (S), and many oEPers have indicated that a Fheo{ynmust be a set

of prooositions which express general AND necessaty relationships. The generality

requirement Qrov1des cr0554§1tuat10naT3consmstency The necessity requirement
,a11ows fa1s1f1cat1on of a theory. therefore a1terndt1ve explgmations can be evaluated;
Aan11ustrat1on of the prob]em in bu11d1ng a theory, withoyt necessary relation-

ships js the now famous, Lav1d9£ and Steiner “Hierarchy of Effects hode}ﬂLf
Rdvertising Effectiveness."(15) é

\ LY
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' ﬁn fa1rness to Lavidge and Stelner, some qua11f1cat1on of this criticism is
in order. The hierarchical model of measuring advertjsing effect1vcnoss was not "
designed to be a theory about 'how advertising wqus;} Instecad, it was rea]]y an
.evaluation model for the measurement of campaign effectiveness using intcrmediate ii
‘communi cation var1ab1es. One might qu1ck1y add;ébowever, that many writers of
introductory textbqoks in advert151ng 1mp1y that the h1erarchy is rea11y how
advert}Smng achieves its,effect. In addltron, his paper w111 not attempt to
d1st1ngulsh between mode]s and theories, even though the dlstlnct1on may or may
not be trivial. Jhe important focus far examinimg the Lav1dge and Steiner, model -
is. its logic. As conceptualized, the mode{'was a sufficiency model, like those
descrived in the eariier sectibn. \Sufficiency status for the e}ements of the
model could be argued from several different directions. Yet, this is not to °
say lavidge and Steiner believed it to be a sufficiency model. :
The most conclusive argument about the sufficiency, rather than necessity,

»

‘ . d '. C e e )
logic in the model was made by Michael Ray {20). In his discussion of the hier-

“

archy of effects, he prov1ded?v1dence for two other sequences of attitude and

behavior change, called-the 'd1ssonence attribution' and 'low 1nv01vement'
hierarchies. In othet words, he prOV1ded evidence for two other sequences of
relationship between the Lavidge ahd Steiner variables, Several, other possibil- .
jties were also questioned: As> neted *earlier, winever mu1cip1e su%ficient
conditions are present, tile researcher Has two a1ternaiives. The model can be -
reconceptuallzed at a higher 1e?e1 of abstraction ®hich 1ncorporates the multiple
conditions, or the researcher may attempt to specify the exact cond't1ons when ,
each of tng b¥erarchies are operative. Because of the multiple sequences, tests

oé explanation would be impossible. Further empirical evidence of problems jn

the hierarchical model were.uiscusSed by Palda {18). ﬁs a %ina] metathepretical
note, complications ‘in the fajsificqtion of the Lavidge and Steiper model could

also occur because of increased ‘empirical and theoretical problems in constructing

~ - ‘,‘Qh | ~ " S
N - 13 y
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and tesling hierarchical, or developmental, theories. the importance of necessary

re]&fﬁonshlps for theo,y testing cannot be overempha51zed More inportant, is'the

jdentification of tHe necessary re]at1onsh1ps.wh1ch must be outlined in order to '

L

' construct a theory of advertising, at the 1nteract1ona1 level.

| In order %o be tested, any theory of advertls1ng must describe and specify
three necessary relatlonsh1ps. The re1at10nsh1ps are as follows: (1) the relat-
i;hship bétqeen media variables and exposure to advertising; (2) how attention .
js related to message impact; and, (3) how messages are retated to behavior. ! .
If a theeretioal explanation did not ;hC1ude {1) or;(ZY. then the theory would
be” of no value to the megié or copy Strategist. If it didn't include (3), tth
there would be, no way to fal?ify'and test the effect of advertising on behavior,
or the advertising theory.. S . ‘
Before examining each of the three relationships 1ndependent1y, a short

’

i1lustration of the importance of these relationships should be sketched. Ouring
the 1960's, comprehensive behavioral models were constructed by Nicosia (1?),\
Howard-and Sheth (12), and Engel, KoTlat, -B1ackwe11 (8). A revigw of the models

by an advert1s1ng researgher cou]d easily prov1de evidence for the following |
arqument. Because none "of ;he models described any of the three re1at1onsh1pg ..
abd‘b the models were s.‘ a
This argument wou1d be aﬁpi;table. whether or not, each (ﬂfthe'mﬁde1s e1ved

“empirical support Trom other researchers. But, this is only one of the 1mp]1c-

:-5,11y useless'for an advert1s1ng pract1f1oneT’

ations of the expkénatory power of the three relat1onsh1ps d95cr1bed above.

Without being exposed to an advertls1ng message, the c?nsumer could ndt be
affected by advertising. Th1s simple truism hides the compTex1ty of the exposure
mechanism. Undoubtedly, the researcher vould have to take a\stand or at’ 1east
wrestle with the concept of selective exposure. The theor1st\ in order to const-
. ruct a more complete theory,jn1ght a1so have to posit mechepiims for the trans-

' mission of messages,through interpersonal networks. Varr/bles necessary for

' s
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maximum exposure would also have to be outlined, and specified clcarly. The
re]ationsﬁip bétieen attention and message impact would also be conplicated by
.\

W

similar factors:

The issug of se]ectﬁve attention mirrO(g the comp1$fity of selective exgt:ur
Admittedlyy\the issue of 'message impact' is a broad conceptua]f{gtion, which muys
be addressed, thi/do we mean by\impaci? Does it'mean the méssage was registere:
in the mind of the consumer, consciously or unconsciously? It‘must ajso ;ecipher
relationships between‘:isua] and verbal messages, and the meaning of 'attention’
itself. But, most important for the practitioner's use of theory is the search
for necessary variables which lead Fo'ipcrgased attention to advertising. v

' Spec%fication of how messages -affect behavior has not been an uncomplicated
\\\ "tégk\$0 date. Myriads of attitude researchers have attempted to outlipe attitud-
. %na] mechanisms:for th#$ influence process. Some of the theoretical problems have
been dﬁtqined'?n the wori by Cushman, {6 }. The explanation of message effect on
; behavior could be further complicated if messages have different effects on behavic

-

at different times, or in different situations. ' '
To makg a complicated situation more complicatea. the threeinecessary relat-
. Tonships for advertising theory only describe a static model of advertising. If,

as should be the case, the theorist wants to construct a dynamic model or theor}

- ¥

< of advertising, time must be considered and incorporated into the explanations.,
For media strategists, tﬁne implies frequency effects. * For 13nks to attention,
qjme has important imb[jcations for proéessing messages. And, for the liqh_bet-'
ween messages and behaviort time is connected to accumulated effect of meésaées.
Kfter stdz;ing'the complexities and requirements for building an advertising
theory, ope might ask, "Why go to all the trouble? Is the payoff that good?"
The answer is, if an advertise; wants to systematically increase efficiean. there

is no better way than to understand the advertising process. Understanding can

only arise from tested explanations; and explanation is the purpose of tpcony.

. t : . .lfi
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° Conclys fon . :
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In sunmary, important differenceghha;e been~shown betWEEﬂ'dedgtant oricntcd
research and theoretical research”fn advertising. Managenent resecarch is based
" on sufficiency logic, and ¢ould be improvedrby undcratanding and testing the. assunp-
tions behind the prob]eys studied. Mgnagement applications of thcory can prove
valuable for the honing of predictive alfility in thcory.  But, the sufficiency ’
1og1c of management reSearch doestnot allow falsification of explanations.

Like a scientist, advert1s1ng researchers wou1d like be able to explain,
predict, and conbrol the QdVQrt]S]hQ processes Exp]anations can on]y be derived
from theorys and)tested explanatlons offer the most precise method*of control.
Theory is not necessary for pred1ct10n but predmctmon must ‘be a part of\any
theory of advertising Since prediction is what a11ows theory testing.

/ In @ recent article, Vaughn (22) attempted to synthesize a ncw p1ann1ng model
of advertising in order to exp1a1n ‘how advertising works.' This recenf art1c1e

-

underscores the 1mportance oj theOry He auggtsted that advertising hLas traversed
through several eras, 1nc{ad1ng the,trad1t10na1 advertising theories of the 50's,
the consumer behavior mode]s of the 60 s, the h]gh/‘Oﬂ 1nuo1vement mode]s, to

his new modgl, the 'FLB»FdBe] Unfortunately, his 'FCB Model' doesn ?fprovmde
any more 1ns1ght{7nto explanatlons of 'how advertising works,' than any of its .
predecessors. It is not sufficient to be able to descr1be whether a product is
low involvement or high.inv01vemént in order to explain advertising. Instéad, it
'15 1mportant to be able to predict when %~ product w111 be low or high involving,
based on some mechanism or theory of advertising. vaughn has only offered a typu]-
ogy, not an exp1anaden. \ '

In terms of foture research, what would seem to be the—qgat likely area for:
successful understanding of the advertising process, at the interactional ]eve]?
Certain1y, the biggest payoff would come from an explanation of the ‘control
mechanism' which determines when specific patterns of bchavior are operative. If
behavior isE;tuationa1 exclusively, then Uuaft?earcher must attempt to specify

- - < )/ .
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the situational pajameters where advertising iegularities occur. Thxo;gh explan-
ation or specification of these pafFameters, nore accurate predictiuns of consuner
behavior relative tauggvertising messdges would be expected.

One must understand the relationship of theoretical rescach td'other }ypes
of. adv?rtising ré;earch in order to affix proper perspective to it. In gcnéra],
there is much more descriptive and exploratory rcscarch ié advertising that is
performed cach year, whether it is in industry or academic settings.‘ Uithout
discov?ring a reguaarit} b;tween 6;3}a, message, or behavior, theie cah be no
theory: So, descriptive and exploratory rescarch must be continued.  However,

e

an explanation of the advertising procgss can only be verified when these new
}
regularities and variables are connected to the necessary relationships menticned

in this paper.
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