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Introduction

vious research has shown that, on the average, only about 50% of the
eople in the room with a TV set on will watch an ad (which means that
0st advertisers’ reach estimates are off by a factor of two). Such research
so suggests major differences in such percentages across dayparts: the
nge extends from 43% to 58%, which implies tremendous advertising
rage if dayparts (and, by extension, programs) are selected to maximize
percentages. In short, programs do appear to differ in the degree to
hich program viewing carries over to the viewing of commercials embed-
ed in them.
_Cable networks have long claimed that their smaller, specialized audi-
nces find cable programs more “involving,” and that advertising works
etter in such narrowcasting environments, allegedly justifying higher
PMs. (I have before me an ad in Advertising Age in which one cable net-
ork claims that they bring people “high involvement TV,” instead of “ho-
TV, the kind you half watch while your eyes glaze over and your soda
ills on the couch.”) Is more “involving” programming really better for
Ivertising commercials? Can cable advertising really claim that ads work
tter in its more compatible editorial environment? And, if yes, what kinds
-ads are most effective in what kinds of program environments?
I develop in this chapter a theoretical framework in which such issues
ay be examined empirically, in the belief that the claim of cable networks
-greater advertising effectiveness can only be supported when such em-
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pirical studies are conducted. Itis hoped that the ideas presented here wjj
provide the impetus to such empirical research.

It is not as if there are no prior data to support the contention of th
cable networks. Hoffman (1984) reports, for example, that “high impact
programs are, in fact, watched with fewer people indulging in competin
activities and walking out of the room; which means that such high impac
programs are watched with greater attention and longer look lengths. Thug:
there do seem to be some data supporting the hypothesis that it is bettel’-f
to advertise in high impact programs, at least if you are the first commerci
in a string.

However, not all the previous research on this topic is so unequivocy
Research on the relationship between the level of audience involveme
in television programming (sometimes called program impact oOr interest)
and the effectiveness of advertising placed in or around these programs is
at least 30 years old. These studies have shown that such program/ad
interactions exist and deserve both managerial and theoretical attentio :
because their effects have important implications for media placement
methods (e.g., Siebert [1978] on Burke DAR consequences of program
environment), and for our understanding of how television advertising
works (both Stiener [1966] and Soldow and Principe [1981] use the “at-
titude to the interrrupting ad” as a mediating variable for ad effectiveness
in general).

Unfortunately, however, such research has shown that high involvemen
in program content affects commercial effectiveness both positivels
(through hypothesized “carryover” effects) and negatively (through hy
pothesized resentment against ads that “interrupt” involving program
ming), depending on the study. What is needed now is a systemati
theoretical framework that resolves these conflicting results. :

Recent research into the processing of advertising messages suggests tha
the inconsistent results of earlier studies are not only understandable bu
also should have been expected, because the effect of program involvemen
on commercial effectiveness should depend on a whole host of other fac
tors—just as the ways in which advertising works in general depend o
many factors (see, for example, Petty and Cacioppo [1979]). In the rest o
this chapter, I begin the attempt to develop a theoretical framework fo
the experimental investigation of these “contingent effects” of progra
environment on advertising effectiveness. .

Previous Research: Program ‘‘Involvement’’ and Ad Effectiveness

Since our concern is with the relationship between program involvemeljf_'
levels and ad effectiveness, we first must make clear what we mean by the
terms “‘program involvement” and “ad effectiveness.”
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A review of previous definitions of “program involvement” used in the
terature may be found in Television Audience Assessment (1984a): most
osearchers include both the “personal relevance” of the program and its
entertainment value.” Television Audience Assessment itself includes, in
ogram involvement,” both a program’s (entertainment) “appeal” and
(intellectual and emotional) “impact.” Recent research by Hoffman
1984) suggests that the latter “impact” should not be treated as unidi-
iensional, but that its “emotional” and “cogpitive” elements should be
cated separately. For the moment, it should be noted merely that the
earch discussed below combines the entertainment, arousal, emotional
pth, and intellectual and cognitive elements of a program in its degree
£44nvolvement.”

Nor is there much agreement on the one best measure of ad effectiveness:
dies measure effects on ad recall, attitude towards the ad, attitude to
‘brand, and brand purchase intentions, as alternative measures of ad
effectiveness.” As will become apparent, program effects often vary
cross these different measures.

Most studies using such definitions in investigating the effects of TV
rogram involvement levels on advertising commercial effectiveness have
und some effects (Barry [1962] is probably the only exception). They
ave differed, however, in the direction of the effects found: positive or
egative.

ne stream of studies has hypothesized, and sometimes found, a positive
lationship between the level of program involvement and advertising
ymmercial effectiveness. These studies argue for this effect in two related
ays.

First, it is argued that programming that is more involving creates higher
els of intrinsic attention which carry over to the advertising commercials
wn during those programs, as long as those commercials are themselves
teresting (Krugman, 1983; Twyman, 1974; Clancy and Kweskin, 1971;
chwerin, 1960; Barclay, Doub, and McMurtrey 1965; Home Testing In-
itute, 1963; Smith, 1956).

ther studies add that more interesting programming causes fewer view-
to leave the room during the program or during commercial breaks,
that these viewers tend to engage in fewer distracting behaviors (such
s reading or talking) while the programs and ads are on (Television Au-
nce Assessment, 1983; Hoffman, 1984). The high frequency of such
chaviors, and their impact on commercial effectiveness, has been docu-
nted repeatedly A reduction in such distracting behaviors implies
reater attention to the ads, leading to higher recall and/or persuasion
Nuttall, 1962; Smith, 1956; Eyes on Television, 1980; Twyman, 1974;
elev151on Audxence Assessment, 1984a and 1984b).

‘A second set of studies, however, argues that higher audience involve-
ent in the television program will actually hurt advertising effectiveness.
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ewers who are more involved in such programs
resent the commercials that come on and interrupt those programs, and
thus dislike those commercials and, by implication, those brands advertised
(Steiner, 1966; Kennedy, 1971; Schwerin, 1958; Soldow and Principe,

1981).

Both viewpoints are plausible, and both sets of results have been found
(though the preponderance of evidence supports the first, “positive trans-
fer” viewpoint). Clearly, some of this variance in results is attributable to

used in the different studies, and even to

differences in methodologies
differences in the way ‘‘program involvement” is operationalized in any

particular study.

However, not only do empirical results
differ within studies as well: the direction of the relationship varies for the
product category used in the ad (Yuspeh, 1979; Kennedy, 1971; Soldow
and Principe, 1981), ad execution style (Kennedy, 1971), ad position within :
program (Soldow and Principe, 1981; Barclay et al., 1965), and effective-

ness measure used (e.g., aided versus unaided recail: Kennedy, 1971; Mur

phy et al. 1979).
Clearly it seems likely, given such interactions, that the effect of program-

involvement level on advertising effectiveness is moderated by a variety:

of other factors. What is needed is a systematic delineation of what these:
ts to explain:

factors are and how they interact, rather than post-hoc attemp
away inconsistencies from a monolithic “one type of transfer” view of how:
program involvement affects ad effectiveness. Below, an attempt is made:
to develop such a theoretical scheme, generating testable hypotheses. -

Such studies argue that vi

differ across studies, they often

Suggested Theoretical Framework

The starting point, based on the preponderance of research results just
discussed, is that the basic direction of the relationship between program
involvement and advertising effectiveness is positive. However, it is sug;
gested that this relationship is moderated by, and is contingent on, a num
ber of other factors. v
In particular, I believe the relationship depends on (1) the viewer’
motivational involvement with the specific product category featured 1
the ad, called “product category involvement,” and (2) the execution style
of the ad, whether affective or rational. Such interactions have appeared.-'
in much previous research, reviewed earlier. These interactions are O
special interest because they appear to be crucial determinants of th
«routes” through which advertising works, as specified in recent researc
on advertising information processing (e.g., Petty and Cacioppo, 1979).
Just as this recent research shows the route of advertising effectiveness
to depend on the interaction of the execution style of the ad and the level

of (cognitive) product category involvement, so also do I believe that the
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{ype of ad execution and the fype of program involvement (in addition to
its level) are important variables in determining program/ad carryovers.
To do this, we must show that program involvement is not unidimen-
sional. Indeed, based on the work of Hoffman (1984), it does appear that
program involvement (or program impact, as Hoffman calls it), is of two
distinct kinds: cognitive and affective. A program that “touches your feel-
ings” is of a different type than one which “‘you learn something from.”
Current conceptions and operationalizations of program impact combine
these two different kinds: Television Audience Assessment Inc., for ex-
ample, combines both the intellectual and emotional stlmulatlon from a
TV program into one composite “Program Impact” index (1984b). Hoff-
man’s analysis, on the other hand, suggests that programs that are high on
one kind of impact may not be high on another. Thus I believe these two
kinds of impact should be modeled separately; the appropriateness of the
kind of program impact, to the kind of commercial in question, may mod-
ate the relationship observed.

Having argued for two types of ad executions (affective and rational, as
eoretical extremes) and for two types of program impact, the crucial
element in the theoretical scheme becomes the consistency between the
wo. It is suggested that, for the program impact-to-ad effectiveness link
exist, the kind of program impact (i.e., cognitive versus affective) must
atch the kind of creative execution style used in the commercial (rational
rsus emotional). That is, high program impact will carry over to ad
ecution effectiveness only if both the program and ad are similar in
emotional/rational orientation.

~ This expectation is based on various streams of literature. There is, first,
¢ literature on media environmental effects, which argues for such “con-
uence effects” (Stanton and Lowenhar, 1977; Horn and McEwen, 1977,
ane, 1964; Axelrod, 1963). Next, research in cognitive social psychology
supports such reasoning (Isen et al., 1982; Bower and Cohen, 1982; see
also Rapaport, 1961). Such research suggests that viewers watching an
pactful program of high affective intensity may be differentially likely to
tice, process, and favorably judge stimuli (ads) that rely on emotional
peals for their effectiveness.

Such viewers are unlikely to process deeply (i.e., in attribute terms)
hose ads relying instead on attribute superiority arguments they will gen-
erate fewer cognitive responses, making the message less impactful (cf.
y and Cacioppo, 1979). Conversely, viewers placed in a rational,
oughtful frame of mind through a high impact program of the cognitive
riety will process rational ads in the attribute-intensive way that such
s are meant to be processed, increasing their effectiveness; but these
ewers are likely to be resistant to emotional appeals.

However it is expected that this differential transfer from program to
effecuveness will occur only under certain levels of involvement with
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the product category featured in the ad. When such motivational involye
ment is high, the viewer is expected to deeply process the brand attribyg
arguments presented in the ad regardless of the program environment. T,
expected interactions are not therefore expected to occur in such situationg
In low motivational involvement (with the product category), howevey
the expected interactions are expected to occur, and such “type congpy
ence” is expected to be important (cf. Isen et al., 1982). Such product clag
interactions were observed earlier by Yuspeh (1979), Soldow and Princip
(1981), and Kennedy (1971), among others, though any interpretation o
them in terms of “product class involvement” is obviously post-hoc j
nature.

Finally, it is expected that these interactions will occur only for som
measures of ad effectiveness and not for others, but—given inadequat
theory—they will not be formalized as hypotheses here. The other the
retical speculations presented above are now formally expressed as testab
hypotheses:

H1. If program impact is high, type of impact being cognitive (rational
then attribute-intensive (rational) ads will perform better than a
fective ads for low product category involvement products.

H2. If program impact is high, type of impact being affective (emotional
then emotional ads will perform better than rational ads for low
product category involvement products.

H3. If program impact is low, there will be no difference in ad effectiv
ness as a function of ad execution style/type of program impact, for
both high (H3a) and low (H3b) involvement product categories.

H4. If product category involvement is low, there will be no difference
in ad effectiveness as a function of ad execution style/type of program
impact, for both high (H4a) and low (H4b) program impact levels..

Conclusion

Given some testable hypotheses (and there could clearly be others), what
is needed now is the step beyond research showing that TV programs diffe
in their “impact” levels. We now need research showing conclusively and
unequivocally how such program impact translates into advertising effec
tiveness, under a variety of theoretically meaningful circumstances. Such
research could be of great value not only to managers developing medi:
plans but also to academics interested in increasing our understanding 0
how advertising works.



