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{Abstract)

Most of the extant studies on communication effects have been devoted to the typical
issue, "what types of communication activities are more effective for brand awareness or
brand attitudes?” However, little research has addressed another question on
communication decisions, "what makes communication activities less effective?”

Our study focuses on factors negatively influenced on the efficiency of communication
activities, especially of Advertising. Some studies have introduced concepts closely related
to our topic such as consumer confusion, brand confusion, or belief confusion. Studies on
product belief confusion have found some factors misleading consumers to misunderstand
the physical features of products. Studies on brand confusion have uncovered factors
making consumers confused on brand names. Studies on advertising confusion have
tested the effects of ad models’ employed by many other firms for different products on
communication efficiency.

We address a new concept, Ad noises, which are any factors interfering with
consumers exposed to a particular advertisement in understanding messages provided by
advertisements. The objective of this study is to understand the effects of ad noises
caused by ad models on brand awareness and brand attitude.

There are many different types of AD noises. Particularly, we study the effects of AD
noises generated from ad model selection decision. Many companies want to employ
celebrities as AD models while the number of celebrities who command a high degree of
public and media attention are limited. Inevitably, several firms have been adopting the
same celebrities as their AD models for different products. If the same AD model is

adopted for TV commercials for different products, consumers exposed to those TV

* Jahak Chung (jaihak@sogang.ac.kr) is an Associate Professor of Marketing a the School of Business
Administration, Sogang University, Seoul, Korea.
** Sang-Mi Lee is researcher of RI(Research International) Company.

-89 -



2 Journd of Globad Academy of Marketing Science, V0l.18 No.3, September 2008

commercials are likely to fail to be aware of the target brand due to interference of TV
commercials, for other products, employing the same AD model. This is an ad noise
caused by employing ad models who have been exposed to consumers in other
advertisements, which is the first type of ad noises studied in this research.

Another type of AD noises is related to the decision of AD model replacement for the
same product advertising. Firms sometimes launch another TV commercial for the same
products. Some firms employ the same AD model for the new TV commercial for the
same product and other firms employ new AD models for the new TV commercials for
the same product. The typical problem with the replacement of AD models is the
possibility of interfering with consumers in understanding messages of the TV
commercial due to the dissimilarity of the old and new AD models.

We studied the effects of these two types of ad noises, which are the typical factors
influencing on the effect of communication:(1) ad noises caused by employing ad models
who have been exposed to consumers in other advertisements and (2) ad noises caused
by changing ad models with different images for same products. First, we measure the
negative influence of AD noises on brand awareness and attitudes, in order to provide
the importance of studying AD noises.

Furthermore, our study unveiled the mediating conditions(variables) which can increase
or decrease the effects of ad noises on brand awareness and attitudes.

We study the effects of three mediating variables for ad noises caused by employing
ad models who have been exposed to consumers in other advertisements: (1) the fit
between product image and AD model image, (2) similarity between AD model images in
multiple TV commercials employing the same AD model, and (3) similarity between
products of which TV commercial employed the same AD model. We analyze the effects
of another three mediating variables for ad noises caused by changing ad models with
different images for same products: (1) the fit of old and new AD models for the same
product, (2) similarity between AD model images in old and new TV commercials for the
same product, and (3) concept similarity between old and new TV commercials for the
same product.

We summarized the empirical results from a field survey as follows. The employment
of ad models who have been used in advertisements for other products has negative
effects on both brand awareness and attitudes. our empirical study shows that it is
possible to reduce the negative effects of ad models used for other products by choosing

ad models whose images are relevant to the images of target products for the

- 90 -



The Effect of AD Noises Caused by AD Modd Sdection on Brand Awareness and Brand Attitudes 3

advertisement, by requiring ad models of images which are different from those of ad
models in other advertisements, or by choosing ad models who have been shown in
advertisements for other products which are not similar to the target product. The
change of ad models for the same product advertisement can positively influence on
brand awareness but positively on brand attitudes. Furthermore, the effects of ad model
change can be weakened or strengthened depending on the relevancy of new ad models,
the similarity of previous and current ad models, and the consistency of the previous and

current ad messages.

Key words: Consumer Confusion, AD model selection, AD noise, Brand Awareness,
Brand Attitude
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(Equation 1) Model 1: Brand Awareness Model

1 Uij >0
Yy =
! {0 Ui <0

Uj = Bo + BiXyj + BaXg

+ BaXyXsj + BaXyjXaj + BsXs
+ BeXajXeij + BrX2i X7 + BeXzijXaij

+ gij, &~ N(O,1)
*|ndependent Variable

X $Y 29 B3 FEE

i=1,2,3, ; j=12,3,+J

(Main effect)
(AD Overlap Effect)
(AD model Overlap Effect)

(The number of Advertisements with a AD model)

Xsj ; A olm|x|e} 2d ojw|x|ete] A A=
(Fitness of a AD moded to product image)
Xaj ; F5E F0E HoMe) md o)u)x] fAY Ax
(Smilarity of AD model images in different AD)
Xsi ; T5E B AFH A AFTHe] A A=
(Similarity between the target product and other products using the same AD

model)
Xz AFE F39 2d FE=

(The number of AD models for same products)

Xej ; BA 2o A AFA33 = (The fitness of new AD model to product)
Xzj ; 71ERAF @RI ouA] fAY A&

(Image Similarity between new and old AD models.
Xej ; 71=%aet Agae] A4 A s

(Concept similarity between the current and previous ADs)
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(Equation 2> Model 2: Brand Attitude Model

Y ij =B o +B Xy +B 2 X 3

+8" 3 X Xz +8" aX 1jXg+B" sX 1ijXs;
+ B eXaiXej + B 7XajX7j + B 8X2ijXaj

+¢ j, ¢ j~ N@OO)

*|ndependent Variable

(main effect)
(AD Overlap Effect)
(AD model Overlap Effect)

Xi; 59 2do] 33 FET (The number of Advertisements with a AD modd)
Xgj ; AE olu| A} 2l o]u]z]9}e] A3 7 = (Fitness of a AD model to product image)

Xa ; FHE FNE S04 2 olulA FAY A=

(Similarity of AD model images in different AD)

Xsi ; = 5€ B AFH A AFFHe] FA A=
(Similarity between the target product and other products using the same AD modd)
Xo ; A¥ Fael Y FE T (The number of AD models for same products)
Xej ; GA Zdo] 2Jfa A|EHFA] *=(The fitness of new AD model to product)
Xz ; 71EEE T AR on]A] FAMY A=
(Image Similarity between new and old AD models.
Xsij ; 713t @AFare] A4 A A

(Concept similarity between the current and previous ADs)
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(Table 1) Parameter Estimates of Model 1 & 2

. Expected
Hypothesis - )
Model . Coefficient |Standard Error| P vaue Sign of
(Independent Variable) esimaies
; _ *kk -
Hypothesis 1 .330 123 .00 (Consistent)
+
1 _ **
Moddl 1 Hypothesis 1-1 .047 .021 .02 (Consistent)
(Brand i
Axvﬂirde' d'%) Hypothes's 1-2 -059 022 008 *** | (Consistent)
: _ _ *% -
Hypothesis 1-3 .064 .026 014 (Consistent)
. ) . -
Hypothesis 2 117 .066 078 (Constent)
1 _ | *kk +
Moddl 2 Hypothesis 2-1 3.885E-02 011 .000 (Consisten)
(Brand -
/?/lttcl:jl;j)e Hypothesis 2-2 1.377E-02 012 243 (Inconsistent)
Hypothesis 2-3 8.086E-03 013 542 (Inconsistent)

**% <001, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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