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Abstract

In this paper we demonstrate that the positiveceff@f comparative advertising are
significantly diluted when a compared-to brand feii@s. Retaliation introduces

sequencing in advertisements. We therefore evalsatgielized advertisements (both
comparative and noncomparative) alongside compegatidvertisements and ordinary
advertisements. We show that, given no threat ohpewmative advertising from

competitors, sequelizing a popular advertisement rha as potent as comparative
advertising, in terms of improving consumers’ récas well as preference for the
sponsored brand. Furthermore, an advertisement agessnay be directed at core
benefits (and/or attributes) that a brand promisasat a stylized theme or storyline that
use peripheral cues to indirectly convey the brandéliverables. We incorporate this
dimension of communication focus and conclude Widle comparative advertisements
are more effective with objective messages, nonamtipe sequelized advertisements

work better with thematic or story based messages.
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1. Introduction
When Audi attempted to promote its A4 sedan withildoard featuring a photo of the
sedan alongside the tag line, “Your move, BMW”, BR&\yrompt response featured a

photo of the BMW M3 saying, “Checkmate.” (Ensha 200

Competitive advertisements interplay under varitarsnats in today’s markets. While
some advertisements compare brands (Chevins 197&ieVénd Farris 1975), some
others (refer opening example) are sequelized dreeadvertisements in an attempt to
spoof a competitor’'s claim or to retaliate to ageging comparative claim made against
it (livemint.com 2008). Wilson (1978) defines Comgave Advertising (CA) as an
advertisement that makes specific or generic coatpar claims about the sponsored
brand and brand(s) competing with it. Sometimes &4 referenced or anchored on
earlier-aired advertisements of competing brandsis Tessentially “sequelizes” the
advertisements in the minds of consumers. The elend sequelization (or referencing)
and comparison form the crux of this advertisingtsigy that is referred to as Sequelized
Comparative Advertising (SCA) henceforth. Some n¢examples of SCA have been the
aforesaid billboards war between Audi and BMW, #mel CA and retaliating CA of the

burger giants Burger King, Mc Donalds, etc. (St&r2809).

Advertisements may also be sequelized in the nopacative format. For example, when
brand ‘Daewoo’ was launched in 1994 in Australia¢ tommunication task was to
reassert the Australian customers about the rétiabf brand. The commercial featured
a mnemonic called ‘Cane’, a cattle dog, losing ampetition with a Daewoo car that
outdid Cane in terms of being obedient to its ntasé® ex postqualitative research
revealed that Cane had instantly appealed to Aissisas reliable and adorable, and they

associated him (and his core value of reliability)brand Daewoo. Given the above
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findings, the next set of Daewoo commercials (ordet® Espero, Cielo, and Nubiro, in
Australia, Britain, and Italy) featured Cane and hcts of obedience, to reinforce the
reliability feature of brand Daewoo (Aitchison 200Zhe primary identifiable element of
this category of advertisements is that it is auséghence, has a forerunner
advertisement. We refer to this format of advergsas Sequelized Advertising (SA)

henceforth.

In this research, we conceptualize advertising &rdecision as a choice amongst four
mutually exclusive and exhaustive alternatives the¢ broadly categorized as (i)
comparative and non-comparative advertising straseand further subcategorized as (ii)
sequelized and non-sequelized advertisements. thatethe concept of format choice

will be treated as a choice amongst these alteemti

An important dimension in the assessment of CA maseffective strategy is that of
retaliatory action from an attacked (or comparedbi@and. Sequelization, as discussed
earlier, may result from a compared-to brand’snaptieto retaliate a previous CA move
made against it (Barry and Tremblay 1975). The phemon of CA-counter-CA
warfare, wherein market players engage in an ekg@ind often prolonged repartee of
claims and counter-claims about self as well aspaiimg brands, is a critical focus of
this research. Germane to our context, strateggalitire suggests that competitive attacks
that are directed to the central core of a brarlae visible to the consumer will elicit
competitive reactions (Chen and Miller 1994). Engair evidence, such as our
illustrations above, supports the importance oéliation as a strategy. Therefore, our
formal inquiry in studying the effect of retaliatioto comparative advertisements is

purported to fill an important gap in the marketiitgrature. We assess the of impact of
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retaliation to CA thus providing normative strategnsights from the perspective of

attacked or compared-to brands; an aspect hith@gsing in the literature.

Aligned to the means-end theory of consumer psygylGutman 1982), competitive

advertising attacks on a brand may be directedeatdre benefits (and/or attributes) that
the brand promises, or at a stylized theme or kbarythat use peripheral cues to
indirectly convey the target brand’s deliverabl€e. illustrate this difference let us cite

two examples: (i) an advertisement that featuredltioride content in a toothpaste brand
that promises prevention of tooth decay, and (ii)advertisement that may feature the
user of a particular toothpaste brand being at#mre of attraction at social gatherings
among friends. The effectiveness of CA is moder&iethe focus of portrayed message
(Chakravarti and Xie 2006; Pechmann and Ratnesh@@i). Hence, in order to make a
comprehensive evaluation of the sensitivity of raldive advertising formats on

consumers’ perception, we study how advertisinghedrand focus choices interact in the
context of comparative and sequelized advertisesnentiffect a brand’s evaluation by

consumers.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: 2nvg provide an overview of the
relevant literature and subsequently motivate oesearch context, concepts and
hypotheses; in 83 we briefly describe the researethodology; followed by a discussion
of our results and analyses in 84. Finally, we bahe in 85 and provide managerial
implications of our findings and directions fordue research.

2. Literature, Research Overview and Hypotheses
2.1 Literature
A considerable volume of marketing literature onextising investigates the efficacy of

CA vis-a-vis the more traditional non-CA formats.i$ established that although CA
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evokes more counter-argumentation, questioningoafce credibility and lower claim
acceptance among customers, it improves brand asdage recall as well as purchase
intention in favour of the challenger brand (Prad@d6; Demirdjian 1983; Gorn and
Wienberg 1984; Grewal, et al. 1997). Adding furtlseipport to the above are studies
focusing on practitioners’ perspectives of CA, whargue that marketers regard CA as a
highly potent yet legally and competitively riskyragegy (Hisrich 1983; Rogers and

Williams 1989).

The effectiveness of CA is moderated by the intgradi the comparative claim(s) posed
in an advertisement. While Chakravarti and Xie @08nd Miniard et al. (2006) argue
that the effectiveness of CA improves with expliess and substantiability of a
comparative claim, Donthu (1992) and Jain and Pas#2004) infer that the increase is
not monotonic: an extremely intense comparison may the sponsored brand. Due to
referencing and comparison of specific productitattes (or benefits) to a competing
brand, CA, especially SCA, may demonstrate a higknisity of comparison. In the
context of our research, it is important therefdtegt we control for the intensity of

comparison at a moderate level.

Discussing the aspect of firms’ relative marketifpass in CA analyses, Droge and
Darmon (1987), and Pechmann and Stewart (1990kdtwt in cases where brands are
asymmetric, (e.g., they are unequal in terms ofketashares held, perceived quality of
products, etc.) a CA war would affect them difféahenthan in cases where the
competition among brands are largely symmetri¢his research our attempt is to isolate
the effect of sequelization and comparison in ailiag strategies. Therefore, we design

our experiment by maintaining the assumption ofrsgatny among competing brands.
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Finally, although marketing literature in the codtef sequelized advertising is relatively
sparse, some inferences with respect to campaigart&bments and motion picture
sequels are of relevance. Jin (2003) infers thaswmer's recall of an advertisement
campaign is better when the campaign is precedea jyblicity event dedicated to it.
The rationale for this follows the encoding varidpihypothesis (Melton 1970), which
states that an event (or word) is encoded in aivithehl’s memory based on the
cognitive context which they relate it to. Unnavad éBurnkrant (1991) argue that the
context in which a piece of information is storednfis part of the memory trace for that
information. Hence, various contexts when relatedtitat information increases the
retrieval tracks for the same, thus increasingtisnce of recall. Few research studies on
sequels with respect to films and motion pictures aso available. A finding reported
with respect tdilm-sequels(films run as follow-ups to previously aired films) that -
with sequels, the risk of going unnoticed is sigaifitly lower than those vis-a-vis non-
sequel films (Sawhney and Eliashberg 1996; Rav@R1®8asuroy, Desai, and Talukdar
2006). Further, empirical evidence suggest thay tmbse films that have been received
well by the target audience are followed up witlgusss; it is like working with a

successful formula: “once it is found it may wodaa” (Ravid 1999, 480).

2.2. Overview of Research Concepts: Advertisementnit and Message Focus

We now provide the basic operational definitionsaalvertising formats. Given our

research interest in investigating competition agsbrbrands via advertisement formats,
we categorize formats under the dimensions of coatipa and sequelized advertising
strategies. Hence, we have four advertisement fissmaamely, Comparative

Advertisements (CA), Sequelized Advertisements (SAequelized Comparative

Advertisements (SCA), and Other Advertisements (O@nder assessment in this
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research. Having defined CA in section 1, we nowvjgle formal definitions of SCA,

SA, and OA, based on the observable characteristittee concepts.

A Sequel Comparative Advertisement is an advertsgnthat makes a comparative
claim with reference to a prominent claim, activitly an identifiable element from the
theme of at least one of the earlier-aired advartents of a competing brand.

A Sequelized Advertisement is one which refers nol/ar extends the whole or an
identifiable element of the theme or storyline teatl in an earlier run advertisement.
Advertisements that are neither comparative nowualeed are referred to as Other

Advertisements (OA), in this research.

As discussed earlier, marketing literature suggdss assessing advertisement format
options would be sensitive to the degree of spatif(or objectivity) in the message. CA
and SCA may vary in this aspect. CA may either ljjeciive or subjective as this format
compares competing brands; SCA, on the other hawtdpnly compares the brands but
also anchors itself with elements of the compelirand’s advertisement. As a result, we
may expect a lower level of objectivity in SCA (BA). We therefore also examine the
effectiveness of advertisement formats separatalynfessages that (i) directly portray
brand attributes or benefits and (ii) use themadiory-based, or peripheral cues to
indirectly convey the brand’s message. Interaatidects, if any, amongst the dimensions
of format and focus in advertising, will have siggant implications at the execution

forefront of competitive advertising.
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2.3. The Dependent Variable

In this research we assess the differential imgéicany) of different advertisement
formats on consumer behaviour. Narayana and Mgd@75), Silk and Urban (1978),
and Nedungadi (1990), recommend the assessmemntuodl becall and attitude towards
the product category and brand, as critical inrd@t@ng a brand’s impact on consumers.
They argue that choice is limited to a small numbkbrands. The measurement of
perception and preference for brands can be distdyy including alternatives that are
irrelevant to a consumer’s choice algorithm. Themef an exercise of evaluating the
potential of a brand can be addressed by assessimgumers’ evaluations of that, and
competing brands, in their choice sets (Howard @hnelth 1969). The set of alternatives
relevant to a consumer’s purchase process is teflen the set of brands that they report
in an unaided recall exercise (Silk and Urban 19T8)s set, referred to as the relevant
set in marketing literature, represents those lrdhat a consumer is familiar with, and
hence has access to, when considering purchasendists of brands that are considered,

brands that are not considered (Narayana and Maexib).

Let us denote the unaided recall for brand ‘i' bgnsumer ‘X’ by UR(),

UR (i) =1 if consumer x recalls bran

=0 otherwise;

Advertising influences brand accessibility duriig tretrieval process, thus affecting the
probability that a brand is included in the relavaet of alternatives (Nedungadi 1990;
Mitra and Lynch 1995). Furthermore, any intervemtlike advertising, word of mouth,

purchase and consumption experiences, etc., wiipest to each brand, primes
consumers’ preferences (attitude and purchasetiotesh) towards brands. The ensuing
set of positively evaluated alternatives that ascomer considers when purchasing a unit

of that product class, forms a consumeximked se{ES) (Howard and Sheth 1969;
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Narayana and Markin 1975). Having defined the E&jsamers choose the most
positively evaluated of all brands contained intthet. Clearly, any positive effect on
preference for a brand that is already in a conssnrelevant set will heighten the
probability of that brand being chosen (or purckad® that consumer. We incorporate
this by conceptualizing specific weights for brarmmtained in a consumer’'s ES. A

brand with a higher preference would have higheidence in consumers’ ES.

Several scales have been recommended to measusdtithde and purchase intention
towards a brand. However, Spears and Singh (200dpoped a composite and
unidimensional scale for simultaneous measurentetiteotwo constructs (appendix 1).
The resultant scores for the individual construcas thus be summated (Anderson,
Gerbing, and Hunter 1987). Lé&tref, () denote a composite preference score of brand
for each consumex. In order to be deemed as suitable for the cunesgarch, we tested
this scale for reliability using 105 usable resgmsrom the population chosen for this
research. An exploratory factor analysis usingpitiecipal components analysis revealed
a single factor loading. We followed this up wittcanfirmatory factor analysis to test
Spears and Singh’s second order factor structwiéoving recommendations of Hu and
Bentler (1999), and Hoyle and Panter (1995), weriefl a good fit)? (34, N = 105) =
49.75, p = 0.040, TLI = 0.978, CFI = 0.983]. A higmonbach’s alpha score of 0.953

ensured the reliability of this scale (Gerbing @milerson 1988).

Finally, an assessment of the incidence of a bmmmmbnsumers’ ES can be made from

consumers’ reported recall and preference scorlsgi®l Urban 1978). LeP, (i) denote

the incidence of a brand) (in ES for consumek, given k brands that consumer was
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exposed to. Hence, using Silk and Urban’'s (197&cifipation of the performance

model, we have:

b (i) = IR ()*Pref, ()]
Y [UR(K*Pref, (K]

2.4. Research Hypotheses

Existing research suggests that although CA iscéstenl with less source believability
(Prasad 1976, Jain 1993), it generates more aitenthan noncomparative
advertisements. Further, such advertisements are eftective in increasing awareness
for the advertised message as well as the sponamdompared-to brand names. This
in turn improves attitude and purchase intentionthe sponsored brand (Grewal et al.
1997). Research on sequels with respect to theomgicture industry, highlight a few
interesting findings with respect to film sequelBhe risk of going unnoticed is
significantly lower with sequels (Sawhney and Hilsesrg 1996; Ravid 1999; Basuroy, et
al. 2006). This is especially true for a case vatprequel that consumers have a high

recall of; a proposition agreed upon by advertigiractitioners (Shah 2008).

Unnava and Brunkrant (1991) argue on grounds ofetieoding variability hypothesis
(Melton 1970) that varied executions of an adventisnt result in higher recall for a
brand, as compared to repeated execution of the sainmessage. The authors argue that
this outcome results due to the creation of addtitiosoutes, for that brand, to consumer’s
memory, thus resulting in improved recall in thenfier case. Jin (2003) argues that the
effectiveness of an advertisement campaign impraigsificantly if it is announced
before launch to target consumers. Sequelizatimmparative or noncomparative)
portrays a varied execution of an ad message déwvermgh there is a thematic connection

between the ads.
B ]
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What is the difference between an ad with a newcephand a sequelized ad, when
viewed from the consumer’s end? The differencbas there is an the additional thematic
connection (by this we do not mean the brand nant{at exists between a sequel and
its original ad. At the consumer’'s end that is fled with innumerable ads from
innumerable brands, figuring out a sequence demaddsional personal involvement -
“the number of conscious “bridging experiences fimections, or personal references per
minute that the viewer makes between his own lifé the stimulus” (Krugman 1965,
355). Greenwald and Leavitt (1984) and Celsi ansb®1(1988) investigate the effect of
high versus low involvement of consumers on theierdion towards the subject of
concern. They argue that consumers who experiemeatey involvement in an
information processing situation dedicate greatgndive resources and attention than
do consumers who experience less involvement. €urtbre, Cialdini, Petty, and
Cacioppo (1981) argue that consumers, when highlolved in an information
assimilation process, are more likely to exhibitained positive attitude and behaviour
towards the concerned brand (Krugman 1965), edpeeiaen the message does not
trigger counterargumentative behaviour from thescomers. Hence, consolidating the
logic in the arguments listed above and assumirgg the prequel is a popular
advertisement or activity (one that consumers aeady familiar with) we construct the

following hypotheses.

Hla: As compared to non-sequelized advertisements, Beggieadvertisements, when
referenced on a popular advertisement, would gé&memasier recall for the

sponsored brand.
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H1lb: As compared to non-sequelized advertisements, Beede advertisements
(comparative or noncomparative), when referenced @opular advertisement, would

result in a higher incidence of the sponsored brambnsumers’ evoked set.

Hlc: A brand’'s incidence in consumers’ ES would increaseder sequelized

comparative advertisements, than under non-segaetimd noncomparative advertising.

Incorporating the aspect of advertisement focusrieh (1983) argues that comparative
advertisement messages that highlight specifiabates or benefits of compared-to
brands are more informative to consumers. Sucielaby virtue of their being more
substantiable, are more credible and hence mosuasive on consumers (Chakravarti
and Xie 2006; Pechmann and Ratneshwar 1991). Aesequthe other hand, is a similar
extension of a successful prequel (Basuroy, €2G4l6), or more generally of an existing
theme or concept. Thus, it may be expected thatedizgd advertisements would perform
better in a thematic or story-based advertisemesgsage. We therefore propose the

following set of hypotheses:

H2a: A brand’s incidence in consumers’ ES would be highéth a comparative
advertisement featuring the core attributes or fiksnef the sponsored brand, as opposed

to when the advertisement is based on a storylinieeme.

H2b: A brand’s incidence in consumers’ ES would be highden it chooses a
sequelized advertisement that is based on a poptdayline or theme, as opposed to

when it features the core attributes or benefitthefsponsored brand.
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H2c: A brand’'s incidence in consumers’ ES would be highden it chooses a
sequelized comparative advertisement that is based popular storyline or theme, as

opposed to when it features the core attributdseoefits of the challenger brand.

SCA is a variant of CA. It is also, by definitidmased on a pre-existing theme or storyline
that is focused on the core element of the corredipg prequel. However, as argued in
Grewal et al. (1997), due its inherent attribute cafmparing brands it generates
counterargumentative attitude amongst consumerss. ifihturn may generate negative
attitude amongst consumers and supercede the vyeosffects of high involvement

caused due to sequelization (Cialdini, Petty, amadi@ppo 1981; Krugman 1965). We

therefore propose the following hypothesis.

H3: A brand’s incidence in consumers’ ES would be argithen it chooses an attribute
or benefit featuring comparative advertisement, opposed to when it chooses a
sequelized comparative advertisement, assuming ttieatchallenger brand does not

retaliate in both cases.

Chen and Miller (1994) argue that a competitiveackt would be retaliated by a
competing brand, based on the centrality and Visibof the move made by the first
brand. Hence, a CA (or SCA) message when diredtadcampeting brand and focused
on core features of that brand, will generate iaiah from the compared-to brand (Barry
and Tremblay 1975). Anderson (1971) provides errgiirevidence that people assess
information from various sources based on theipe@esve source credibility. Birnbaum
and Stegner (1979) further argue that source diigils decomposable into perceived
expertise and biases (if any) attributable to terce of information, and the assessor’s

own point of view. Hence, if the competing brandsguestion are assumed similar to
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each other in terms of market shares held and ptaglality as perceived by consumers,
it may be expected that any retaliation to CA frilra compared-to brand will dilute the
positive effects of the prior CA (Levine 1976, é®dnner 1998). Finally, Pettit-O'Malley
and Johnson (1992) demonstrate an attitudinal meedétr the comparison brand (in case
of no retaliation to a comparative ad move) andiarthat it is as good as a favorable
attitudinal shift for the sponsor brand. Therefoxe, propose our next set of hypotheses

about the impact of comparative advertising onsfensor and compared-to brands.

H4a: If we compare two situations: 1) brandhooses comparative advertisement and the
compared-to branddoes not retaliate, and 2) branchooses comparative advertisement
and the compared-to brapdloes retaliate, bran¢s incidence in consumers’ ES would

be higher in a situation 1 than in situation 2.

H4b: If we compare two situations: 1) brand chooses sequelized comparative
advertisement and the compared-to brardbes not retaliate, and 2) brand¢hooses
sequelized comparative advertisement and the cadgarbrand does retaliate, brand

I's incidence in consumers’ ES would be higher gitaation 1 than in situation 2.

H5: A brand’s incidence in consumers’ ES would be lowet does not retaliate to a
comparative advertisement from a competing braat blas claimed its superiority over

it.

3. Method
3.1. Design of Experiment
Experiments, as opposed to field experiments amdpany data, provide for higher

precision in terms of “control” and “measurement’ the variables of interest (Smith
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1982). Bartels (1993) further argues that self-reppwith respect to reactions to media
exposure may Yyield biased responses from partitspam their sub-conscious attempts
toward providing socially desirable responses. Afetwo experiments, with tournament
based incentive structure (where respondents cengabngst themselves for rewards),
to collect data for this research. As per argumardde in Falk and Fehr (2003) and Van
Dijk, Sonnemans, and Winden (2001), a tournamestdbancentive structure is best
suited to ensure appropriate administration ofttneat on participants. In addition to
encouraging participation in the experiment, thitimod disguises the real purpose of the
exercise from participants, thus helping evasiorumivanted psychological effects of
respondents (Aronson, et al. 1990). Furthermondgppraance based rewards demand real
efforts from respondents, thus reducing the inaiderof random responses. The
tournament also incorporated a high scoring maatpr check exercise, thus abiding by
Smith’s condition of saliency that requires rewatdlde ‘associated indirectly with the

message action of subjet{Smith 1982, 931).

Announcements for the tournament - its expectedatdur and the associated prize
money, were made before the actual experiment dBtsicipation was kept voluntary.
Furthermore, participants reported the tournameni@resting at the end of the process.
This set of features ensured that the processfisdtithe condition that incentives
provided for participation were not more than resjents’ perceived costs of the same

(Smith 1982).

Finally, in order to control for external validityf the inferences, we ran rounds of
experiments amongst different populations of sttglaVe identified student populations
across two different cities, and there was repitasien from both genders. Considering a

possibility of differential effect of treatments eluo social-economic variables, (e.qg.,
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gender or location), we tested the data-set foh seifects. There is no significant
difference in effect due to such variables (detaiflsanalyses are available with the

authors).

We designed two experiments to cater to the twawged focus of this research. The first
experiment, with the purpose of studying the impafcadvertising format and focus on
consumer’s recall and preference for brands, h&g2afactorial design. While the first
factor, advertisement format (F), was administexefbur levels: OA, SA, CA, and SCA,
the second factor, Advertisement Focus (AF), wasniadtered at two levels:
advertisements where the message is focused omgirattribute or benefit (ABF) and
storyline or imagery focused advertisements (STR).the second experiment we
employed a 2x2x2 factorial design with the primabyjective of studying the impact of
retaliation to comparative advertisements on tliecéfeness of CA, operationalized as
before. The factor retaliation was administeredvat levels: the compared-to brand
either did or did not retaliate to the first bras@A or SCA, which is the second factor
(type of CA). The third factor in this advertiserhevas advertisement focus (ABF and

STF).

There being 8 treatment cells in each experimeatemployed a between subjects design
in order to minimize participants’ fatigue to reige exposure to treatments. Multiple
rounds were administered and respondents were magdassigned to one of the 16

aforesaid treatment cells.

3.2. Respondents and Test product
A total of 615 graduate and undergraduate studehtson-business streams, from

universities in two cities, participated in the ekments. We assigned fictitious brands as
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test brands in order to overrule effects of bramghlty and “any possible confounding

effects due to prior familiarity or affect of subje” towards the brands (Belch 1981).

Gresham, Bush, and Davis (1984) and Vakratsas amolek (1999) argue that moderate
to low involvement products are relatively more log®neous (hence, more suitable for
experiments of this kind). Furthermore, impact sp@sure to advertisements for such
goods is more on consumers, especially when a mamdhls being evaluated. Hence, in
order to choose a test product relevant to thectlerespondent population, we
administered a questionnaire (appendix 2a) on gRomrdents from a similar population
as that of the experimental sample. The basic gerpd this questionnaire was to extract
information on i) frequently purchased products dodv which respondents exhibited
medium to low purchase decision involvement andré$pondents’ most preferred
attributes and benefits for products mentioned)in\(/e used Mittal’s Purchase Decision
Involvement (PDI) scale to measure “the extentntériest and concern that a consumer
brings to bear upon a purchase decision task” @4it989, 150). Toilet soap emerged as
the product reported as most frequently purchaeddwed by shampoo and toothpaste,
in the set of 52 frequently purchased products akk by the respondents. We chose
toothpaste as the test product due to commondlityast preferred attributes and less
heterogeneity across current brands, vis-a-visother two categories. A second set of
students from the same population was used forsthgaames for the test brands. The
choice of brand names was based on how well theepanere liked and considered
suitable as toothpaste brand names, from amorggt @ ten names and brand attributes

simulated from the preceding exercise (appendix 2b)
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3.3. Stimulus Advertisements and Procedure

Treatment advertisements designed for this resemech designed as full-page coloured
print advertisements, with similar layouts. Theiges were created as similar in terms of
I) voice or tone of comparative claims made, aptiow competition is addressed, if it is
a comparative advertisement. The intensity of CAnibu 1992) was maintained at a
score of 3 in attribute or benefit based CA (SCAJl & in non-attribute based thematic
CA (SCA); the ads were direct in addressing contipatiand negative in comparing

brands.

While the factor F is clearly orthogonal, orthoglityaamongst levels of factor AF was
controlled for in the advertisement designs. An ABdvertisement was designed such
that there was no story or unrelated imagery backlimect claims on attributes and
benefits of the product. STF advertisements wergsigded with a story or theme
concluding with a benefit based claim. These adsarients were then tested amongst

members from the population chosen for the exparime

Treatments were embedded in a tournament to beeghlay respondents. The primary
challenge that was faced in this was that it wasessary to ensure that interaction effect
of these two sets, on respondents’ conditioninglkeyreflected in their responses), was
factored in while analyzing the data. A comprehemsskill test was designed as the
aforesaid tournament. It was designed as a twoeplest of participants’ ability to

comprehend print advertisements that were showthdm during the test. In order to

ensure that manipulations were unobtrusive andréadaany recency effect of exposure
to advertisements, when measuring recall, the aestertisements were embedded

alongside other contemporary advertisements, usedlistracting fillers. Treatment
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advertisements were professionally guided in desigach that they were not

distinguishable from contemporary advertisements.

The game rounds were run in batches, such thatreaplondent was randomly assigned
to one of the treatment conditions. This step extueduction of experimenter bias, if
any (Aronson et atl990). The game apparatus consisted of a 15 papkagifolio, and a
set of questionnaires to be distributed in phaSash folio was divided into two sections,
to be viewed by respondents in two separate romfidee game. It was ensured that
respondents scanned the first section only initeerbund; however, no such barrier was
maintained in the second round of the test. WHike gurpose of the first round was to
introduce respondents to the test brands and adqtie@m with the respective brand
offers and promises, the second round was thentezdtadministration round. However,
participants were kept unaware of the purpose tf bounds. All advertisements shown
in the first round were of the OA format. At thedeof this round, participants were asked
to answer five dummy questions. Treatment adventsgs, one for each test brand, were
embedded amongst 8 dummy advertisements in thexdeoond. After participants had
scanned the advertisements, two sets of questi@snaiere distributed sequentially to
them. While the question to assess brand recall emgained alongside dummy
guestions in the first part of the second roundstjoenaires, the second part was
designed as a manipulation check (i.e., whetherotra respondent had perceived a CA
as CA, recognized a retaliation, if any, and sa &imally, after the game was announced
as completed respondents were requested to rdoairdpteference scores for the two test
brands, which we mentioned were under considerdtiobeing introduced in the market.
This task was announced as voluntary and thatespondent’s performance in the game

was not contingent on it. Finally, respondents waebriefed, thanked, and dismissed.
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One complete experimental round lasted 25 miniResards were distributed on a later

date.

In order to avoid respondents’ fatigue from recogdpreference scores for each of the 12
brands shown to them, they were requested to reabeid preferences only for the two
test brands. Clearly, if a participant recalled fethver brands it implied a small relevant
set, and as a result, a strong consideration farhasing any recalled brand. Hence, the
recall score for any test brand should incorporafiemation on how many of the other
brands were recalled by a respondent. Given thenamuent based nature of our
experiment, it is possible that this score is cuggint on a respondent’s ability to
memorize. As was mentioned earlier, we are requicediscount for the interaction
between tournament effect and treatment effectlendmalyzing the data. Therefore, we
modified recall score for other brands (RO) is nfiedi to account for the tournament
effect and minimize the aforesaid bias. A partioifgmperformance in the tournament is
included as the denominator so as to incorporgimay to their capacity to memorize.

Hence, respondent x’s recall score for other bramdsnoted by:

RO Number of other brands recalled by subject

x (Score obtained by subject in tournament)
(Total score attainable in tourname

UR (i)
RQ,

Hence, the recall score used for analysis i&éi) =

The final structure of the construct, representimg incidence of brandin the ES of

consumek (also referred to as the weighted preference sasrtf)erefore given by:

ESO)=RO*RY e

- (A)
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4. Results and Discussion

4.1. Method of Analysis

The exercise of embedding the manipulation chesk ta the main design ensures that
we know whether or not a respondent is treated antintended condition. However, the
disadvantage of this is that at the end of the aiserwe are left with an unbalanced
design. 278 and 308 respondents passed the maioputheck exercise for experiments
1 and 2, respectively. We used the SAS softwanesjore 9.1, for analyzing the data. We
employed a General Linear Model procedure (PROC HaMl referred to the Type Il
Sum of Squares (SS) for analysis and interpretgtamobucci 2001). This is because the
Type Il SS is an SS for a balanced test of eafdtefadjusted for every other effect, that
is, the relevant function that it tests is indepentdof the number of observations per
treatment cell. We employed one-way ANOVA to tést impact of advertisement format
on a brand’s recall and preference and two-way ANRQY test respondents’ reactions to
advertisement focus and format. For analyzing @i experiment 2, we used a three-
way ANOVA: Format x Retaliation x Focus. Table pnesents treatment-wise cell sizes

and means.

We followed up the analyses with the hypothesizedrwise comparisons using

Bonferroni’s test. This is an extension of t-tastch that it makes one-sided comparisons,
calculating theper comparison error rat@at a/“C, :al(% k(k—l)j, where a is the

confidence level for the test akds the number of treatment effects to be compatiad.

(1996) and Rafter, Abell, and Braselton (2002) neecend Bonferroni’s test for multiple
comparisons with smaller number of preplanned pagéwcomparisons. It is a
conservative procedure, as it maintains the peilyagnror rate at a level of significance

less than or equal to the chosen level.
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Table 1. Summary statistics for Treatment Groups inExperiments 1 and 2

Experiment 1 ABF STF
Brand 1 Brand 2 Mean Std. No. of Mean Std. No. of
Dev. obs. Dev. obs.
OA OA 49.02 40.15 29 50.14 35.51 24
SA OA 79.25 23.85 25 203.27 66.15 25
CA OA 342.18 102.38 41 128.72 75.49 39
SCA OA 154.42 71.25 47 164.09 75.3 48
Experiment 2 ABF STF
Brand 1 Brand 2 Mean Std. No. of Mean Std. No. of
Dev. obs. Dev. obs.
CA Retaliates 70.73 16.89 30 70.27 21.98 34
Does not Retaliate 342.18 102.38 41 128.72 75(49 3
SCA Retaliates 73.14 36.185 33 74.41 38.32 35
Does not Retaliatg 154.42 71.25 47 164.09 75.3 48

4.2. Analysis and Interpretation

1) One-way ANOVA of advertisement format on prefexe scores showed that

advertisement format has a significant impact enstores [F(3,278)=21.82; p<.01]. The

effect on weighted preference score for Brand 2 r@edll scores for both brands were

also significant [R2): F(3,278)=33.95, p<.01; ;R): F(3,278)=14.88, p<.01; R):

F(3,278)=19.97, p<.01]. Follow-up contrasts empigyi Bonferroni's multiple

comparisons (figure 1 and table 2) showed a pesitmnd significant impact of

sequelization (p<.05), on an advertisement’'s abtlit influence recall for the sponsor

brand. Hence, hypothesis 1la was supported. Howewasjdering hypothesis 1b, impact

of sequelization was found as marginally signific§o<.10) in positively influencing

preference for a brand.

The impact of SCA, though significant on the recalbres of both test brands, was not

significant on the weighted preference score ofgpensor brand. However, the impact

was significant (p<.05) and negative on the weidhpeeference score of the non-
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retaliating compared-to brand. However, repeating test with the measur®, (i)
provides support (p<.01) for hypothesis 1c. Furtlvenforming to inferences found in
existing literature on CA, we find evidence that G&quelized or otherwise), when left
unretaliated, has a positive impact on the weigptrederence score of the sponsor brand

(p<.05) and recall scores of both challenger amdpared-to brands (p<.10).

Figure 1: Profile Plots showing Impact of Ad Formas on Recall and weighted Preference

Scores
—e— Recall 1st Brand
— /A — Recall 2nd Brand
2+ . X Preference Score 1st Brand
--o--- Preference Score 2nd Brand
1 ]
0.8 1
0.6
0.4
0.2 1
0

*1% brand plays OA and"2brand plays OA; other notations have similar interpretation

Finally, pairwise comparisons involving differentwvertising formats revealed that
sequelized advertisements perform as well as catiparadvertisements in terms of
effect on recall and preference scores of compdiragds. However, unlike in SA, with
CA the sponsor brand shares media-space with thgpaed-to brand, resulting in a

significant increase in the latter’s recall scdrkis, to the best of the authors’ knowledge,
]
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Table 2: Impact of Format: Bonferroni’'s Multiple Co mparisons Procedure

Comparisons Brand 1 Brand 2
SAOA-OAOA* | 5.98 (H1a) -1.21
Recall Scores CAOA-OAOA 4.58 4.63
(Rx(i)) SCAOA-OAOA | 6.2 (Hic) 5.13
SAOA-CAOA 2.04 -5.86
SAOA-OAOA | 4.24 (H1la) -5.86
_ CAOA-OAOA 7.2 -7.72
We'ght(eEdSZES‘;erenceb SCAOA-OAOA | 3.73 (H1c) 7.82
CAOA-SAOA 2.44 -1.17
SCAOA-CAOA 4.2 -0.17
Probability of SAOA-OAOA 7.73 (H1a) -1.7
Purchase (amongst 2| CAOA-OAOA 11.39 -11.4
test brands) SCAOA-OAOA | 9.5 (H1c) 9.5
t (critical value with Bonferroni adjustments): 1% = 8.58; 5% = 4.857; 10% = 3.74

*A comparison ‘SAOA-OAOA'’ is to be read as comparigmiween two situations, namely — (7j brand
plays SA and % brand plays OA and (i) both brands play OA. Other notatiane lsimilar interpretation.

2) In our next exercise with the set of hypothe2asto 2c and 3, we examine the
interaction effects of advertising format and foomsthe aforesaid dependent variables of
interest. We employ two-way ANOVA to interpret timepact, assuming that the second
test brand employs OA. The overall model is sigaifit [F(7,278) = 45.53, p<.01]. In

addition to advertising format, the interactioneeff of advertisement format and focus is

significant [F(3,278) = 66.42; p<.01]. However, tlimpact of focus alone is not
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significant. Figure 6 represents the effects of eatising focus and format on the

weighted preference scores of test brands.

Figure 2: Profile Plot showing impact of Focus, Fanat, and Retaliation on Preferences

0.9 —O - ABF / 1st Bran
=i ABF / 2nd Bran
0.8
) XN . —A— STF / 1st Brand
0.7 | —0O~ STF/2nd Bran
0.6
0.5
0.4
0.3
02 T T T T
OAOA* SAOA CAOA SCAOA CASCA* SCASCA

*1% brand plays OA and"2brand plays OA; **1' brand plays CA and"2brand retaliates; other notations
have similar interpretation

Follow-up contrasts, using Bonferroni comparisaiablé 3) confirm hypotheses 2a and
2b. Thus, as opposed to sequelized comparisonsequoalized comparisons have a
stronger impact (p<.01) on the sponsored brandighwed preference scores, when an
advertisement highlights the compared featureshefgroduct. Further, as opposed to
OA, SA has a stronger impact (p<.01) on the sp@tsbrand’s incidence in consumers’

ES, if the advertisement is designed with a thenfatius.

However, contrary to expectations in hypothesis tBe, impact of SCA demonstrates

independence from the focus of the advertisemeatilgt3). An explanation for this
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behavior of SCA is that such advertisements corfieures of both CA and SA. The
element of sequelization with respect to one ofgthst advertisements of the compared-
to brand increases the intensity of comparisonextidn such advertisements. As is
evident in CA literature, Donthu (1992), Grewakét(1997), high intensity comparisons
amongst brands, captures more attention of respisderhich can in turn lead to low
impact of other aspects (e.g., focus) of the coretradvertisement; hence, this finding.
Finally, hypothesis 3 is supported at the 1% le@#: has a higher impact than SCA on

sponsor brand’s weighted preference score.

Table 3: Focus x Format: Bonferroni’'s Multiple Comparisons Procedure

Comparisons Weighted Preference Score of Brand 1

CAOAJABF - CAOA|STF* 7.87 (H2a)

SAOA|STF - SAOA|ABF 5.88 (H2b)
SCAOA|ABF - SCAOAI|STF 0.03 (H2c)

SAOA|STF - CAOA|STF 5.05

CAOA|ABF - SAOA|ABF 8.39
CAOAIABF - SCAOA|ABF 6.98 (H3)

SCAQOA|STF - CAOA|STF 1.22 (H3)
t (critical value with Bonferroni adjustments): 1% = 5.73; 5% = 4.299; 10% = 3.75

*Comparison ‘CAOA|ABF-CAOA|STF’ implies a comparison beéwmetwo situations, namely — (i1
brand plays CA and"? brand plays OA, such that in th& ¢ase both advertisements are attribute and
benefit focused (ABF), while in thé'2case both advertisements are thematic (STF). Othetiows have
similar interpretation.

3) In our final exercise with hypotheses 4a, 4ld &nwe employ a three-way ANOVA
(2x2x%2) to test respondent’s reactions to type Af(§equelized or nonsequelized), given

different reactionary states of the compared-tmtbraetaliation versus non-retaliation),
- T——
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and two levels of advertisement focus. The modslgsificant [F(3,308)=52.84, p<.01].
All three factors as well as their interaction effemerge as statistically significant (table
5), and subsequent Bonferroni tests (figure 2 abtet5) showed support for hypotheses
4a, 4b, and 5. However, as is evident in tabléd&,imnpact of retaliation to SCA for an
attribute or benefit focused advertisement is nmadly significant (p<.10). However, the
impact of retaliation is significant and negatiye<01) on the compared-to brand (H5

supported).

Extending Bonferroni’s pairwise comparisons to ireo the interaction effects of
retaliation and advertisement focus reveal thahocaigh the impact of CA without
retaliation is significantly different for differémoci of advertisements, the effect of focus
is lost with retaliation (figure 2). This obsenatistrengthens the argument made earlier
about the failure to validate hypothesis 2c. Alratary advertisement to a CA, in any
form, results in the former being a sequelized @énce strengthening our argument that

the effectiveness of SCA is not moderated by tlcegamf the concerned advertisement.

Table 4: 3-way ANOVA on effects of CA, Retaliationand Advertisement Focus

Retaliation versus No Retaliation DF FValue | Pr>F

CA (CA=1if nonsequelized, CA=2 if sequelized) 1 17.6 <.01

Retaliation (R = 0 if no retaliation, R=1 if retaliation) 1 155.36 <.01

Advertisement Focus 1 40.2 <.01

CAXR 1 21.5 <.01

R X AF 1 40.37 <.01

CA X AF 1 36.17 <.01

CAXRXAF 1 43.55 <.01
T
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Table 5: Bonferroni’s test for Pairwise Comparisonof Means: CA x Retaliation x AF

Comparisons Brand 1 Brand 2

(CAOA - CASCA)|ABE | 16.11 (H 4a)| -9.81 (H5)
Impact of (SCAOA - SCASCA)|ABF | 4.07 (H4b) | -9.89 (H5)

Retaliation X

Ad Focus (CAOA - CASCA)|STFE | 2.22 (H 4a)| 12.37 (H5)
(SCAOA - SCASCA)|STF | 4.33 (H4b) | -8.68 (H5)

CASCA|ABF - CASCA|STF -0.32 -0.13

Ad Focus SCASCAJABF - 031 a3
SCASCA|STF : :

t (critical value with Bonferroni adjustments): at 1% = 5.73; at 5% = 4.299; at 10% =
3.75

5. Conclusion
In this research we address a critical aspecttafiagon to comparative advertisements.
Furthermore, we draw motivation from contemporadyeatisements to introduce the
dimension of sequelization. Though CA literaturentifies CA as a winning strategy, at
least at the consumer’s end, the missing link tdlieion and sequencing remained. We
make a comprehensive evaluation of sequelizaticedivertisements and expand the set
of options in format choice decision to the follogi four options: sequelized,
comparative, sequelized and comparative, and neifleguelized nor comparative
advertisements. We observe that the choice of &dearent format by firms is actually
the choice of what tone of voice a brand choosess® in conveying a message to
consumers. However, embedded in this are consaeassions on whether to attempt
regulating consumer’s recall and preference for spensored brand, or affect their
attitude towards competing alternatives. Finallgnsistent with few observations and
hints in literature, we find evidence of a stromgerplay between advertisement focus

(attribute or benefit based versus thematic oydtased) and format.
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The primary conclusions and ensuing implicationthef research are summarized below.

1)

2)

3)

As is expected in any competitive market, we dernrates that CA is not always a
winning advertisement format, even when kept witthie recommended range in
terms of intensity of comparative claim. On retitig to a comparative claim, the
compared-to brand may nullify the gains that thallehger brand can reap by
employing CA. We test this for brands that arepred as at least equal (in terms of
product quality) to each other. Hence this infeeeoan be generalized to cases where
the compared-to brand is higher or equal to thelleiger brand, in terms of
perceived quality of product. This result is espiygiuseful to compared-to brands
when the market sharing mechanism is in the forna afero-sum game between
brands involved in CA.

Significant interaction effects exist between atisgement format and focus. Aligned
to the established line of thought, we find eviderlat a CA performs better, in
affecting a brand’s weight in consumers’ evokeds sathen it has highlighted the
featured attributes and/or benefits that the bramanises. However, with SCA, the
catalytic effect of an appropriate message foces amt exist. This is due to its basic
design of being comparative as well as thematie, tduthe sequence. Hence, from a
manger’s point of view, products whose deliveraldes mostly emotional in nature
may benefit by implementing SCA.

We find evidence that noncomparative sequelizecedidement (SA) succeeds in
creating a significant impact, when all of the doling hold: 1) the prequel is popular,
2) the advertisement is designed with a thematia$p3) and all competing brands

play nonsequelized and noncomparative advertisen{emt).
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A limitation of our research is that, in implemewgi the experiments, we have
manipulated treatments only on two test brandsa Agture research direction, including
more than two test brands, while involving only @set in CA wars, could reveal
interesting results about how other competing bsaade affected. In addition to
externalities of CA wars on other existing bransy research could be directed towards
studying effects of CA wars in a market on potdreiatrants. Furthermore, the present
study focuses on competitive dynamics of symmelnands only. Bringing brand
asymmetry into perspective could reveal interestéigensions of comparison and
sequelization. Finally, this being a cross-sectiahady, it does not capture the impact of
repetitive sequelization of an advertisement. Gin inherent temporal element in
sequelized advertisements, developing a perspeotiibe temporal effect of sequelized

advertisements (comparative or otherwise) is ingmdrand relevant.
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Appendix 1: Preference Rating Questionnaire with Sears and Singh’s (2004) scale

Please describe your overall feelings aboutlttends Dentyz and ‘Spark’, in terms of the
ads that you just experienced, and answer thexoltp

=

“You are requested to mark each of the above i®ma scale of 1 to 5; such that a score of
implies that you are closest to th&dption in each item. Please place a ‘D’ for Deragpe ‘S’ for
Sparkz on each of the following scales.

For example, if you find Dentyz as extremely ‘Apliegi mark your response to thé' tem with
a ‘D’ on '5’, extremely ‘Unappealing => a ‘D’ marHleat ‘1’. You can also mark a score betwgen
1 and 5 (e.g., 4) depending on which side of th&isoum you feel you stand. Similarly, plage
‘S’ on the same scale and proceed to the next’item.

1. Attitude toward the brands -

Unappealing/ Appealing: 1 2 3 4 5
Bad/ Good: 1 2 3 4 5
Unpleasant/ Pleasant: 1 2 3 4 5
Unfavourable/ Favourable: 1 2 3 4 5
Unlikable/ Likable: 1 2 3 4 5

Purchase Intentions -
Never/ Definitely: 1 2 3 4 5

Definitely don’t intend to buy/ Definitely Intend: 1 2 3 4 5

Very low/ High Purchasinterest: 1 2 3 4 5

Definitely not buy it/ Definitely buy it: 1 2 3 4 5

Probably not/ Probably Buy it: 1 2 3 4 5
- T——
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A. Please name three products that you frequently(beyy at least once in every 1-2

months).

[Please name products that you give a thought to befgiadiuFor example, i) You make an assessment of
at least two or more brands before making the final purcloasi¢,you take a look at the enlisted features,
etc. In other words, please do not enlist products thargndomly pick for purchase.]

1.

2.

3.

B. Please assign a score between 1-7 to each of pinedacts, as per the items shown

below. Please score all 3 products for all 5 items.

a. In selecting from the many types and brands of this product available in the market, would

you say that:

| would not care at all as to which one | buy| 1

2

3

4

5

6

7

| would care a great deal as
which one | buy

b. Do you think that the various types and brands of this product available in the market are all

very alike are all very different?

| They are alike

| 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 | 6 | 7 | They are all very different

c. How important would it be to you to make a right choice of this product?

‘ Not at all Important

| 1 ‘ 2 ‘ 3 | 4 | 5 ‘ 6 | 7 | Extremely Important

d. In making your selection of this product, how concerned would you be about the outcome of

your choice?

| Not at all concerned

|1 | 2 | 3|4|5 | 6 | 7|Verymuchconcerned

C. Which brands of these products did you purchasst nezently? Enlist as per order of

A

[In case of multiple brands purchased, please name thihaingou buy most often]

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

D. Please enlist 3 features/ attributes of the bfahd\) that you like most. Please enlist
in order of importance (1 being most importantyoo.

1.

2.

3.

E. Please assume that you are considering buyingribguct mentioned in ‘A’ from a
new brand. Whatproduct attributes (exceptprice) would you be looking for?

1.

2.

3.
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Appendix 2b: Selection of Names for Test Brands

Based on the most preferred attributes reportedespondents (represented in figure
above) in the chosen product category, 10 testdbnames were simulated. These brand
names were then given to a new set of respond&htsy were told that a would-be
entrant in the toothpaste market was looking favianing brand name, and that there
were 10 names under consideration. Hence, they meengested to evaluate each of the
brand names, on a scale of 1 to 10, 10 being tjieebt score, for each of the following
parameters.

Suitable as a toothpaste brand name

Easy to remember

Likable

Catchyl/attractive name

Does not sound like a ‘me-too’ brand

Suitable in reflecting the promised deliverablestiud brand, viz. “shiny white
teeth” and “fresh breath”

oukwnpE

The scores obtained by the brands are summarizbe ifollowing table.

Selection of Test Brand Names

[ Spark | Splash | Glitz _Dentyz  Flash | Glint _Sparkz  Brite | Glist

o 6.57 3.93 4.00 5.43 3.29 379 5.79 5.14 4.29
Qz 7.40 5.64 5.35 5.00 B. 36 472 5.43 B.57 4.86
a3 5.57 4.35 4.65 4.29 4.78 3.36 4.71 4.22 4.29
o4 5749 4.86 5.64 478 4.86 472 5.71 4.356 3.78
as 4.78 4.65 4.57 B.21 4.28 379 4.57 5.1 528
Q6 3.38 3.00 3.45 4.06 2.92 292 3.15 292 277

Sum 33.58 2743 20.68 30.77 26.49 23.30 30.36 20.42 2529
avy 5.60 4.57 4.78 513 4.42 3.08 5.06 4.74 4.22
sD 1.70 1.22 1.03 0.66 1.27 0.44 1.14 1.24 0.64

The names ‘Dentyz’ and ‘Sparks’ were chosen agdbebrand names due to their high

rating by respondents. Moreover, they were comparaimongst each other. The name

‘Spark’, which had obtained the highest rating bgpondents, was dropped as it was not
comparable (in terms of ratings given) to any osigulated brand name.
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