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BN 1990 (1) Alex .uder Biel published
a paper entitled: Love the ad. Buy the
product? This 1 sported the results of
& Advertising Bt -search Foundaten’s

E(ARF) Copy Res: arch Validity Project’
fwhich showed a4 liking to be the most

L redictive measure of advertising effec- _

tiveness, as detailed by Haley and
l-_]':_Sailcli_ngéi' in the Journal of Advertising
Research (JAR) (2).

Subsequentiy there have been many
papers by research companies that felt
their methodology for testing advertising
is threatened by this ‘oving of advert-
ising’ proposition, arguing a inst the |
buying the product. -

* "Among those arguing against the
effects of ad liking and its value as a
measure of an advertisement is Rice.

He states, in the AR, that: ‘Liking does.
not cause noting, neither does noting..

Jcause liking. Usage causes bothy’ (3). In_

..... - st e A

{5thar words, people who love the.ad.

( Intuwaluinl - T ks X

* }do not buy the product, but peaple buy-.

ing the product love and note the

advertising. '
' The basis of this rebuttal of the ‘love
jthe ad® proposition has to be taken back
jto Ehrenberg’s finding that people who

buy a product are mon;___ir_x_g_l_i;}gq___tq_go;e

its” advertising, the so-called ‘double

oroposition that loving the ad canlead o

conversion come from? A very chicken-
and-egg sitaation.

A less extreme position against ad
liking is taken by Nigel Hollis, also in the
§4R, who claims: ‘Like it or not, ﬁ}dng__is__
not enough’ {(4). S

that advertising effect is a series of
sequential steps that occurs in the con-
sumer’s mind (hierarchy of effects), both
the above views suggest a one-dimen-
sional, sequential model of effects. The
Rice model implies that the sequence of
effects is that brand usage leads to ad
noting and ad liking. The Hollis model
appears to imply that there are one-
dimensional advertising effects, of which
ad Yiking is only one.

What if everyone is right? The ARF,
Haley, Biel, Rice, Hollis, Ehrenberg,

‘While users of a brand have higher
ad liking and ad noting than non-users,
the difference is not that great’

Jones and the Dutch SPOT study? What

if they were looking at the same

multi-dimensional phenomenon from

different angles, but only univariately?
This article shows:

® modern neurological science and cog-

nitive science views about how the brain

- processes information
® that W
_ emotional versus rational processing,

" but that rational processing takes place

inside an emotional context

® that emotional reaction not only sets
the context for rational processing, but it
also acts as a gatewsy to attentioning

® empirical evidence that, as science
would predict, there is a close interaction
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Like the ad. Like the brand?
Chicken, or egg?

Erik du Plessis ar L Charles Foster, I
show how neurological scien

Impact Information, revisit an old problem, and
ce can help-

between brand _ggg_g_e_,_qgl__gqgigg_ and ad '

- lking ~—
. @ empirical data that ad liking relates to

ad noting (which has previously been
shown in Admap)

. ®new empirical evidence that brand
“These days, while nobody proposes = usage leads to higher ad liking

~ ®new empirical evidence that brand
. wusage leads to higher ad noting

* @ that while users of a brand have high-

er ad liking and ad noting than

. non-users, the difference is not that

great; and that there is an egg-and-
chicken logic involved.

Snakes and attention

At the forefront of neurological research
and understanding is the development
of understanding how _attentioning

works. Professor Joseph LeDoux (Cen-
tre for Neural Science at New York

- University) is acknowledged as the lead-

ing exponent in this area. He explains:
*When you walk in a forest and see a shape
thar could be a wwig or a snake, you will
freeze for a moment, identify it t0 be a twng
shaped like a snake and then walk on nor-
mally; maybe your heart will pound a bizas
a resuls of this experience. You might say: “I
was staried”, “I had a fright”, etc’ (5).

We know that what happened was
that we saw something that could have
been a snake, it gave us a bit of a
fright and we froze momentarily (an
emotional reaction), we looked closer
(attentioning), realised it was only
a twig (rational interpretation), we
walked on.

This story could have had a different
outcome. We see something shaped
like a snake and we freeze (developing
perception), we get a fright (emotional
reaction), we look closer (attentioning)s
we realise it is a snake (rational
interpretation). At this stage our life 3+

35



