PRE-TESTING

Why do we bother to pre-test

Helen Westwell, Foll & Parters, argues that pre-tests need to provide rich information
i stify their use — whatever their precise objectives 3

§ FAR BACK as 1974 Alan
AHcdges, in Testing to Destruction

(1. said of creative advertsing
research “we are not testing the advert-
ising since we do not have, and cannot
have any such machine’. This, of course,
is conceptuatly correct; how can we test
how an ad will work in real life when by
definition a test is not real life?

Because of this, advertising pre-testing
is a highly controversial area of market
research. Many people, especizlly those
responsible for planning and creating
advertisemnents, have a genuine loathing
of it. It is a heartfclt fear that goes far
weyond the natural - but uncernmercial
— urge to protect the creative element of
an agency’'s work.

Many of us at Halt & Parmers are
trained in advergsing and, to an extent;
we share these concerns. However, there
are very valid and practical reasons ¢
attempt 1o pre-test advertising. These
reasons are many and varied and cover
areas such as the following.
® A condition of running the ad. Given the
not insignificant expense of both making
and airing advertsing, it seems sensible
that the company has some prior indica-
tion of whether it will work — whether it
is likely to give a sales rewurn on the
investrment, for example.

@ Company polfcy. Particularly in the’

" larger companies, it has become policy
that alt ads must be pre-tested, often at
ardrnatic ot finished film stage.
® Tp resolve internal disagreements. One
side may believe an ad will work while
the other does not. Given that these arc
both subjective opinions, often the only
resofution is to quantify consumers’
opinions on the matrer.
® Tp decide on one ad over another. 1f two
or more routes have been developed and
there is a disagreement on which one
will best fulfil its objectives, pre-tesing is
considered a better option than relying
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on subjective opinion.

@ Exerurional guestions. There are often
executional elements where there are dif-
ferent options, such as: which music
track? Are the characters right for the

_brand? Is the joke. funny? Again, deci-

sions that people too clase to the brand
and the ad sometimes cannot make a
judgment on and need the COMSWITIEr’S
point of view.

Tt is also likely that the reasons for a
specific pre-test will fall into one or mare
of these categories and with different
people involved in the process needing
different information from it.

How are these needs belng fulfilted?
1t seems to us at Hall & Parmers that the
pre-testing products currently available
do not sufficiently answer these nezeds
and as such are seriously flawed. Even 25
vears after the publication of Jesring to
Destrucrion, many remain rigid and over-
mechanistic in their approach.

Fven when a more flexible methodol-
ogy is adopted, the analysis of data and
presentation of findings can be crude
and over-simplistic. To be specific, we
believe that there are at feast six major
criticisms of W"p}e:téﬁdg meth-
“ods They are as follows.

‘@ The one-number answer. Too often a

. pre-testing methodology will reduce a
" necessarily complex answer to a single
. score. Results are judged good or bad,
~ black or white, depending on which side

of the ‘norm’ they fall. But how is the
norm caleulated? Is it a sclentific mea-

- sure, which reflects the performance of 2
_ group of similar brands whose ownears
- are pursing the same objectives? Or s 1t

“Too often pre-testing will reduce a comple |
answer to a single score. Results are judged :
which side of the “norm?” they fall’
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‘reffiember an advertisement is d

just a crude average, representings
more than a chaik mark on a build
vardstick? To say an ad sits 0.75 §
or below a crude average means nogl
at all. P
@ The ‘one measure fits all” assum
People have argued for decade
which measures best predict)
successful an advertiserment wily
There is the ‘recall’ camp, which
back to George Gallup in the 193
argued ~¥hat “consumers’ abill

related to sales. Then there are
suasion shifters’ who believe that 2
success is best predicted by the n
of people who — in a research e e
ment — choose one brand over afigl
after seeing an advertisement. W pit
jarter is preferable in so far as ita
that an advertsement roust alté
sumer consciousness to work,
track only an active change in be

As Colin McDonald has said
persuasion shifting approach
particutar types of advertisements '
launch ... new news ... atlention
... and the mtonal’. But what of
increasing number of advertis
that are designed to alter peopl
cepuons and not necessarily
immediate behaviour? For this g
advertising ~ much of it now a1jgg
maintaining consumers’ brand relg&
ships — new and much more foi§
pre-testing measures are required}
® The mechanistic approach. No e
likely to infuriate an advertising ag
creative team rnore than an ¢lectry
mechanical system that sceks o 1€
sumer reaction to an advertisemef]
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