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Abstract
NEW PRODUCT PLANNING: THE CASE FOR CONCEPT
PRETESTING (A METHODOLOGY ~OR EVALUATING

THE EFFECTS OF A CONCEPT'S EXECUTION ON
RESPONDENTS' PREFERENCE)

by
Michael V. Laric

Adviser: Professor Conrad Berenson

Concept testing is used in product planning to screen new product
concepts, It is based on the assumption that a physical product
does not have to be developed in order to test the product's concept.
Concept testing uses the Gestalt of the product in order to obtain

respondents' preferences.

A variety of designs, data collection procedures, and sample make-ups are
used in concept testing. Too, concept testing administrators, by and

large, assume that the concept is independent of its execution.

This study provides a methodology called the concept pretesting model,
This model pretests several executions of a given concept in order to
determine the relationship between a concept and its execution. If

both of these are independent, traditional concept testing can follow.

If both are dependent, additional testing is called for. Potential new
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concept repositioning and refined target markets can emerge from the
additional testing. An example is carried out with an actual product

concept.

Benefits from this study include:

A. A model for screening product ideas.

b, An extended replication of three studies which investigated inter-
action between the concept and its execution.

C. Elimination of a fallacy currently responsible for mistakes in
decision making, i.e., the fallacy of the independence of a concept
from its execution.

D. Increased use of concept testing and pretesting as a “Marketing

Oriented® tool early in the product's life cycle.

The product concept used.in the example is ALEAVE, developed by Chesebrough
Pond's Inc. Twenty seven executions of the concept were tested, using the
model. No dependence between the concept and its executions was found.
Further testing of the concept identified two product attributes which can
be used for product repositioning. Product related attitudes were identified
as good discriminators between respondents who indicated they would buy the

product and respondents who Indicated that they would not buy the product.
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CHAPTER 1 I NTRODUCTTION

1.1 OVERVIEW

Company growth is a measure of company performance, An important com—
ponent of company growth involves product innovation (Kotler, 1975).

New products are tomorrow's potential profit makers. Every company
which thinks ahead is concerned with new products, and with procedures
for evaluating product lines (Adler, 1967). New products are constant-
ly evaluated so that promising ones can be developed to replace unprof-
itable ones, Existing products are scrutinized and weak ones are pruned
from the company!s product line. Increased competition, fast product
imitation and technological developments shorten product life cycles

and force constant company evaluation and change,

Existing product planning procedures rely heavily on checklists for
product evaluation, When the product is new, evaluators face lack of
data. VWhile existing products have sales records, cost data, and related
information, new products have estimstes at best., The need to rely on
estimates increases the risks associated with introducing new products.
Statistics on new product failure indicate that high failure rates are

common (The Conference Board, 1973).

A particularly sensitive area with respect to needed estimates is the
demand forecast. Whereas most of the estimates needed for a new product
can be generated from within the company, consumer demand requires

outside research. Market testing involves exposing the product to



respondents. In a competitive market situation, companies are reluctant
to make such exposures early in the product development process for fear
of imitation. Consequently, checklists for new product sereening empha-
size company related criteria, i.e., criteria requiring inside informa-
tion and estimates., John T. O'Meara (1960} has a checklist of seventeen
criteria, fourteen of which are related to company resources, product
lines, distribution, etc. This is a case where 'Production orientationt
overrules *'Marketing orientation' (McCarthy, 1975). This situation con-
tributes to the high rate of new product failure. Better demand estimates

are definitely needed.

Consumer votes on the new product are frequently cast in the market test
phase, By this time the new product has often cost the firm a good deal
of money, since R&D costs, coupled with the costs of initial production
set-up and tooling, executive time and related expenses have been invest-—
ed (see section 2.1). It is, therefore, understandable why a product's
failure in the market test phase is expensive., Unfortunately, no magic
formulas exist for reducing these expenditures, However, companies in-
volved with new product development have turned to concept testing, as

an additional aid in estimating consumer demand, and, consequently, in

reducing somewhat the costs of development.

Concept testing precedes the market test phase. A new product concept is
tested before the product itself is produced. If the concept fails to
generate acceptance at this point, the concept is dropped. If the response

to the concept is favorable, it is passed on to the laboratories, and



resumes the usual course for a new product.

An advantage of concept testing is reduced cost. The cost of interview-
ing small groups of respondents is a mere fraction of the cost involved
in actual development of the product. A disadvantage of concept testing
is its heuristic nature, There are no decision rules for acceptance or
rejection of concepts, based on response to concept testing. The company
which conducts concept testing trades off the heuristic nature of the

method with its low cost.

Concept testing tests are conducted by industry and are proprietary.

The literature published on the subject is sparse and the number of art-
icles barely exceeds three dozen. Over half the articles were written in
the last decade. It is somewhat surprising, given the small number of
articlers, Lo find such a divergence in views, definitions,uses and research
des*gns under the umbrella name: concept testing. (Section 2,4 covers
definitions, section 2,5 uses and functions, section 2.6 research de-
signs). Too, differences exist in data collection methods and sample

sizes,

Halay and Gatty (1971) tested the effect of the copy writer on ratings
of the concepts. Overton and Armstrong {(1971) tested the effect of the
quantity of information supplied on the concept's ratings. Tauber (1972)
tested the effect of the presentation form on ratings. Verbal statements

vs. verbal statements with a picture were tested in a split-run



4L

Results from the above studies indicate that there is no clear cut con-
clusion., Haley and Gatty (1971) conclude: "....Most concept tests are
not testing only the relative value of different concepts: they are
actually comparing the relative value of different executions." (p. 232).
Armstrong and Overton found no significant differences in product choice
when both comprehensive and brief amounts of information were used to
present the product concept. Tauber ( 1972) found that: *,..analysis
revealed that absolute scores are higher for all three product ideas when
they are communicated by the advertisement than when communicated by a
written factual description. 1n relative terms, Product C stands out as

superiop product regardless of the manner of communication." (p. 36).

All the above researchers tested one variable at a time: Copywriter,
copy length, or form of presentation. In these studies, the researcher
assumed that all other variables were constant. Interaction effects be-
tween these variables and others could not be studied. Respondents in

a concept testing test reacted to the combination of execution elements
as well as to the concept itself., No study thus far has tried to combine

more than one execution element in one investigation.



1,2 DESCRIPTION OF THE MODEL

This study offers a methodology for evaluating the effect of the execu~
tion of a concept on respondents® preferences. Several executions for

a given product concept are presented to respondents. Respondents®
preferences for each execution are obtained and compared. If signifi-
cant differences are found between preferences indicated for different
concept executions, the executions have affected respondents' preference.
Conversely, 1f no significant differences are found, the executions do not

affect respondents!' preference.

A model called the *“concept pretesting model" is used in this study. The
model is described in chapter three, A flow chart of the model is pre-
sented in Figure 3.l1. The concept pretesting model uses a factorial
design in order to assess the affects of concept executions on respond-
ents' preferences. Several elements of a concept's execution are com-
bined in a factorial design. The N-Way factorial desipgn allows simul-~

taneous testing of several combinations of concept executions.

In this study, the different executions are presented to respondents and
their preferences for the concept are determined. Analysis of variance
is used to determine whether respondents' preferences are significantly
different for the different executions. If no significant differences
are found, it can be concluded that the executions do not affect respond-
ents' preferences. The executive using concept pretesting can continue
to examine the merits of the concept. He is assured that the concept and

its execution are independent. If, on the other hand, preferences



indicated for different executions are significantly different among
each other, the concept and its executions are interdependent. In this
case, additional analysis is required before resuming the traditional

evaluation of a concept done by concept testing.

The conventional concept testing procedure does not test different ex-
ecutions., Only one concept execution is tested., Preferences for the
concept are obtained and an overall score is computed. The higher the
score, the more acceptable the concept. What constitutes a high or low

score is determined by different companies in different ways.

Traditional concept testing implicitly assumes that the concept and its
execution are independent. A low score for the concept is interpreted as
if the concept were unacceptable to respondents., A high score for the
concept implies that the concept is acceptable to respondents. This
decision rule is correct, however, if and only if the concept and its
execution are independent. When the two are interdependent, it is pos-
sible that a good product concept may get a low overall score if it is
presented with a 'bad' execution. Conversely, a bad product concept will
get high overall score when presented with a 'good! execution. Since
concept testing does not use concept pretesting, it can at times lead to
erroneous decisions. Concept pretesting complements concept testing.

It provides explicit testing of the independence between the concept and
its execution. Additional analyses are recommended when the product

concept and its execution are interdependent.
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The model and its implications are presented and an example of an actual
product concept is carried out. 1If this model contributes to the pre-
dictive value of concept-testing, this study will more than achieve its

goals.



1.3 VALUE Of THE STUDY

This study offers a model dealing with the relationships between a con-
cept, its execution, and respondents' reaction. Although the example
given, ALEAVE, is an actual product concept, many non-product concepts
can be investigated using this model, The model can be successfully
employed by a policy maker, a candidate for public office, or anyone
seeking to market an image or an idea. The model provides for a gener-—
alized investigation of functional relations. The applications are many

and varied.

The example, using a factorial design, investigated the effects of dif-
ferent executions on consumer response, Three execution elements-—copy
writers, copy lengths, and pictorial treatments—were chosen because the
literature on concept testing has identified them for investigation.
Other elements can also be chosen, however, For example, one can test
the differences between print advertising, a radio spot commerical and
T.V. exposure on concept testing results. Similarly, one could test the
effect of different data~collection modes on response, For example, the
effects of a focused group interview vs. a mall questionnaire vs. an
individual interview might be determined. Similar studies can involve
concept~testing a product in different phases of its production. 1In this
case, a rough description, a prototype, and a final product can be pre-

sentea.

This model, the concept pretesting model, provides a general framework

for testing the dependence or independence of executions and concepts.
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The product market situation and the available budget can determine which
of several execution elements should be used. Over a period of suc-
cessive experiments, a company will gain experience with the execution
element it wants to pretest. Studies from different sources can be com-
pared and analyzed so as to yield some generalizations for categories

of products, and not just for specific product situations.

Another benefit is the attempt to segment a market based on responses to
the concept testing test. #rank, Massy and Wind,{(1972) write: *"Another
case in which intentions to buy are frequently used as a basis for seg-
mentation is for new products. 1In this case consumers' reactions to a
new product concept can be expressed as a basis for grouping consumers
into various segments... Most studies utilizing this measure are propri-
etary and have not been published. The use of intentions to buy as a
basis for segmentation... is simple and, in conjunction with other
relevant customer characteristics, can provide a useful approach to seg=-

mentation." (p. 85)

The authors, summarizing the state of the art in the area of market
segmentation, specifically point out the potential of concept testing
with regard to segmentation. An additional support for this use comes
from Tauber, (1972). Tauber claims that the predictive value of a con-
cept testing test increases if perceived benefits exist. A consumer who
perceives g potential benefit from a concept is more likely to become a
user than a 'yea-sayer' who merely indicates a positive intention to buy.

Applying benefit segmentation to respondents in concept testing can
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result in better heuristics for the businessman. Linking intentions to
buy with additional measures of preference can increase the predictive

value of concept testing.

The concept pretesting model complements concept testing. The concept's
ratings are likely to be a function 6f the execution of the concept as
well as of the concept itself. A good concept wrapped in a 'bad' presen-
tation will receive marginal ratings. Although the opposite may be
correct as well, various studles in the field have established that the
tendency is to discard potentially good prodicts rather than to accept
bad ones. Accepting a bad idea is a mistaske that is likely to be dis-
covered. Hejecting a good idea is not, however, as likely a mistake to

be discovered.

As a result of the above, E. Patrick McGuire(1973) calls the new product
group "The Death Committee.® The tendency of product screeners to mini-
mize risk was pointed out in a study conducted by Arthur D, Little and
The Industrial Research Institute for the National Science Foundation.

These findings were reported in Marketing News (May 1, 1974).

Concept testing can lead to wrong conclusions if the execution is assumed
to be independent from the concept itself. It is postulated, therefore,
that concepts must be pretested in different executions. This will allow

evaluation of the relationship between the concept and its execution.

The executive whose intuition supports a product concept which has re-

ceived a marginal rating can retest it using different executions, ~Failure
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to achieve higher ratings in subsequent testing should convince the
exacutive that his intuition may be wrong. If the concept's score im-
proves, a real winner may be saved from extinction. This procedure may
be implemented in different companies using different tentative cut-off
points for the overall product score, These cut-off points will always
be a function of the executive's subjective utility function and the

company's expected payoffs.

A company can determine cut-off points by estimating the costs of Type 1
and Type 2 errors. If the cost of committing a Type 1 error is high (as
for example in medical research}, the company may establish deliberately
high benefits for discovering good products. In order to increase the
probability of correct decisions, concept pretesting can be used, This
will increace the likelihood of discovering potentially good concepts

twrapped' in the 'wrong' executions,
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1.4 DESCRIPTION AND LIMITATIONS OF THE EXAMPLE

The model uses a K-way factorial design, testing R factors at r levels
each, The example tested three factors at three levels each. A total of
27 combinations of executions were developed (i.e., 3 x 3 x 3 design).
Each execution was given to a class of students with a self-administered
questionnaire., The executions were written by three different copy
writers, FEach copy writer wrote a short copy statement, a medium~length
copy statement and a long copy statement. The length of the statement
was a full page in the long statement, a half-page for the medium, and
three or four sentances for the brief, or short, description, The mean
number of characters was 210 for the long copy, 122 for the medium, and

68 for the short copy.

Each copy writer developed his copy based on information about and a des-
cription of the product contained in a sample package of the actual prod-
uct. The new product used was ALEAVE, developed by Chesebrough Ponds.,
This product is currently being market-tested in Evansville, Indiana,

It is advertised as an "Anal cleaning lotion and foam, from the makers of
famous VaselineH products." Secondary medical sources indicate that two
out of every three adults are potential sufferers from bathroom discom—
fort, In the preliminary testing by Chesebrough Ponds, one out of every

three adults admitted to suffering from this discomfort.

Copy writers were also given copy statements for competing products,
namely, PREPARATION-H, NUPER-CAINAL, PAZO, and ANUSOL. No attempt was

made to otherwise direct the writing of the statements, or to criticize
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the outcome, Content analysis was not undertaken to see whether in fact

the copy statements differed from one another.

The copy statements were typed in capital letters, Pictorial treatments
were photocopied from actual advertisements, The color photocopy is some~
what different from the color pictures and projects an impression of a
‘rough' rather than a finished advertisement. Likewise, the black and
white picture, reproduced using photo offset, has a 'mati' rather than

a 'glossy' finish., Consequently, the executions were not identical with

final advertisements.

Respondents were a judgment sample from evening classes at Hutgers, The
State University of New Jersey. Classes with over thirty registered
students were chosen, and treatments were randomly assigned. All respon-
dent.s, whether sufferers or not, completed the questionnaire, which ended
with a screening question. The target respondents were defined as those
who admitted to suffering from either bathroom discomfort or hemorrhoids.
The target group, the sufferers, were found to constitute 26,64 of the
entire sample, which is somewhat less than the 33% obtained in the
Chesebrough Ponds study. This difference can be attributed to the lower
age of the sample (average thirty years). Respondents were told that the
questionnaire was part of a study on new products currently being market-
tested in other parts of the country., They were asked to complete the
questionnaire even if they thought that the product was not relevant for
them. The number of target respondents per cell was limited to 5. This

was the minimum number of target respondents found per class (cell), A
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total of 135 target respondents was used in the analysis, (i.e., 27

classes x 5).

It may be noteworthy that the only questionnaires returned with unan-—
swered questions were received from people who were non-sufferers. No
missing values (unanswered questions) were found in the target group,

which may indicate believability and interest.

"Intention to Buy" was used as the dependent variable in the ANOVA em-
ployed to test for significant differences among the different executions,
»Intentions to Buy" (a seven~point scale) were used as an indicator of
respondents! preference, No validation of this scale was carried out,.

The scale was adopted from a questionnaire of the market research company
of National Family Opinion, Inc. Several additional criteria variables
can be used when the test involves more than one product concept, or when
respondents are exposed to more than one execution, A monadic-test is
used in this study. Validation of intention-to~buy scales was carried out
for major purchases only (cars, houses) and was found to be valid for

short time periods (Katona, 1957). (See section 3.2.1.3)

All the questions and scales used in this study were adopted from ques-—
tionnaires dealing with new products. All but two of the predictor
variables used ordinsl scales. In order to improve decision-making in
concept testing, more use should be made of scales measuring response on

interval scales. These lend themselves to better analysis.
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The example carried out for this model is product-specific. Too, the
method used in this study for gathering data is only one of several data
collection modes that could be useds The factors used were arbitrarily
chosen., Although copy length differed in the number of characters and
different copywriters were used, it is possible that respondents did not
perceive these differences. This can be one reason for the independence
nf treatnents and response found in the example., Future work in this

area wan correct these limitations,

Bvidence in the literature ( McGuire 1972) indicates that product screeners
tend to commit a type two error. Screeners would rather discard a potential-
ly pood concept than pass to development a bad concent. The concept pre-
testing model is desiyned to minimize type one errors. The model is
therefore of particular value in cituation: where every product idea is

important and worth exploring. Medical research is one example of such an

area.,
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1.5 ORGANIZATION Of THE STUDY

Chapter 2 surveys the literature which has been published on concept
testing. It also contains a brief description of the more general
framework within which concept testing falls. The innovation process,
the business planning system, and the product planning system are some

of the facets discussed.

Chapter 3 presents the concept pretesting model and explains it. Chapter
I, describes the example and the results of the exploratory survey that
was conducted., Too, Chapter 4 presents the methodology, the research
design, and the questionnaire design. The different treatments that
could be used are explained. A description of the execution of the
example follows. HResults of the ANOVA and DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS used

for the example also follows.

Chapter 5 concludes the study with a critical review and summary.

Suggestions are presented for future work in the area.



17

CHAPTER 2 SURVEY Of THE LITERATURE

This chapter reviews the literature on concept testing. Concept testing
is one of several product screening methods used in new product planning,
The first half of this chapter provides an overview of product planning,
its environment and several product screening methods. The second half
deals with concept testing procedures and various issues raised by the

literature on concept testing.

2,1 NEW PRODUCT PLANNING: THE MACRO ENVIRONMENT

Innovation in business has been attributed to various causes. Schumpeter
(1939) cites the quest for profits. Hobertson (1972) cites excess capa-
city, shrinking profit margins and shorter life cycles for established
products. Kotler (1975) and Wasson (1974) emphasize competition as stimu-
lating innovation, Innovation is important to company growth and future
profits. An important component of innovation in business 1s the new

product.

While many new products are introduced every year, few turn out to be
commercial successes., Data on failure rates of new products suffers from
a lack of uniformity. Different definitions and different data collection
modes result in different figures. Booz,Allen and Hamilton (1965) found

a 705 failure rate of new products. Buzzel and Nourse (1967) peg the rate
at 96.5%. Angelous (196%9) quotes a study reporting 80%, and so does
OtMeara (1960)., It is clear that the failure rates are high, although the

figures vary considerably.
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The cost of failure is high, too. In terms of money spent, Angelous
(1969) reports figures ranging from $75,000 to $20 million for a single
product. Dupont reportedly lost $100 million with Corfam (Fortune, Jan.
1971) and Ford lost more with the Edsel. Alternative costs are high,

in terms of time lost on developing new products, Thus, Adler (1966)
found time lags ranging from six months (for a new brand of gasoline) to

55 years {for television).

The quest for innovation, coupled with high failure rates and high price
tags, leaves something to be desired. An improvement in the product

development process, which will minimize costs and maximize probability
of success, can contribute significantly to better product-planning and

development processes,
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2,2 NEW PRODUCT PLANNING: THE BUSINESS ENVIRONMENT

The overall business plan deals with the future of the company, its
environment, and guidelines for action. ({Mockler, 1972}, A subsystem
of the business plan is the marketing plan. The business plan is taken
as a premise from which the marketing plan originates, Marketing phil-
osophy, markets, products, prices, promotion, distribution, etc. are come

ponents of the marketing plan.

The product plan is an important component of the marketing plan. Sales
volume, price, relation to other company products and to competing products,

production, schedules, and promotion are analyzed for each product (Kline,

1955}

The new product planning process is presumably a subsystem of the product
planning system, However, there are some differences. When new products
are planned, the marketing department of a company finds it necessary to
use additional expertise, New product planning teams differ from schemes
consisting of the product manager or product planner (Hopkins, 1974).

The new product planning team usually consists of higher-echelon execu-
tives. It is not uncommon to find the Vice Presidentisl level involved

in new product decisions. In reality, new product decisions are sufficient-
ly important to involve high-level executives from additional departments
in the company. This involves new product planning in a rather unique

organizational structure, and not merely a subsystem within a subsystem,

Several organizational forms are used for new product development,

Hopkins (1974) mentions new product committees, new product departments,
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a vice president for new products, etc. figure 2.1 portrays the
Development of A Product in an Industrial #irm. 1In this case several
departments are directly involved with developing the new product: R&D,

production and marketing.

Recent literature seems to favor the venture team approach when high
risks are involved: (Hill & Hlavacek, 1972; Hanan, 1969; Slocum, 1972).
The basic philosophy behind the venture team approach is the creation of
a business within the organization, whose sole product is the new ven-
ture., The venture is responsible for carrying this product from concep-
tion through development to market introduction. Then, it is turned over

to the product manager.
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2.3 NEW PRODUCT PLANNING: THE SCREENING PROCESS

The various stages of new product planning are concerned with constant
gvaluation of the potential of the product. Figure 2.2, reproduced from
Steiner (1969), depicts the New Product Screening Process, undertaken by
the corporate planning group, A new product concept undergoes sequential
screenings. Each subsequent screening is more thorough than the previous

one,

Alternatively, Haas (1965) portrays the process in a decision model for-
mat. Figure 2.3, reporduced from Haas, shows the new product decision as
a function of two choice criteria: acceptability to the firm and accept-
ability to consumers. As the product progresses through the screening
process, its probability of rejection decreases while the scale of sal-
vageable value increases. Haas explicitly puts consumer satisfaction
criteria above the firm's other criteria, How consumers! wants are

examined is not made clear in his book.

Most of the literature on product screening has traditionally offered
checklists for the execution of this process. The emphasis in the idea
generation stage is on producing as many ideas as possible regardless of
quality. Methods such as brainstorming and buzz-groups are used.

(Flouroy, 1969; whiting, 1958; McGuire, 1972).

Once the ideas have been generated, the screening process starts. Rey-
nolds (1968), Talley (1965), OtMeara (1960), Harris (1961), and Marvin
(1972) are some of the writers who address themselves to screening new

product ideas.
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figure 2.4 is a comprehensive checklist combining eight different
checklists. figure 2.5 compares the sources of these eight checklists
with the comprehensive checklist of figure 2.4. Two thirds of the
questions in Figure 2.4 are company-related criteria. No demand esti-
mates are required to answer questions such as; Is the product techni-
cally practicable? Can the product be manufactured from easily obtaine
able materials? etc. One third of the questions require demand esti-

mates and are market-related criteria.

In a few instances {0'Meara, 1960; Harris, 1961}, the criteria are com=
bined to form a profile chart. This is done by providing a scale of
four to five points for ranking the product on each criterion. The
profile chart simplifies the evaluation process. Once developed, pro-

file charts can be used by laymen, -

It should be noted that the scales used in profile charts are ordinal
scales. The combined product score, on the other hand, is compiled by
treating the profile chart as interval data. This problem is not

acknowledged by the authors discussing profile charts.

All profiles follow a similar pattern. 1In one way or another the score

is a weighted average of the form: (Montgomery & Urban, 1969).
f
S, = W.7
Py

Where: S, = product i's total score

i
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FIGURE 2.4
FACTORS COMMONLY CONSIDERED IN EVALUATING PRODUCT IDEAS

¥What purpose will the product serve? Will it improve our quality,
lower our costs, etc?

Would the product fit logically into our existing line of products?
What is the anticipated market demand? Are the potential applica-
tions for the product broad or restricted? Will the product be a
large volume item or a minor item in the line?

Will it be possible to sell the product through our established sales
force and channels of distribution? 1If not, what will be the cost of
promoting and establishing new channels?

Can the product be sold, in general, to the consumer in the same
class of trade as our existing products?

Can the product be manufactured and sold competitively?

How long would it take the competition to copy or imitate the new
product?

Is the product technically practicable?

How long would it take to develop the product for market?

Can the item be patented?

Could the product be manufactured by utilizing our existing plant
facilities, or to what extent would these facilities have to be
expanded?

Can the product be manufactured from easily obtainable materials?

What sizes and types would be required
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FIGURE 2.4 (CONTINUED)

Can the product be packaged in containers that are generally used
in the business?

What effect will the introduction of the product have on engineer-
ing schedules?

Does the company have the manpower available or reasonably obtain-
able to develop,manufacture and introduce the product.

What would the development cost be?

Could these development costs be absorbed over a reasonable period
of time?

What is the estimated return on the investment?

Is the item a long-profit or a short-profit item?

How much profit should the company be able to make and how soon?
What effect will the product have on our "break-even" point?

Are we financially able to develop and introduce the product?

What are the prospects for the product on a long-range basis?

What is the probability of successful development and introduction
of the product?

Is the proposed venture large enough?

What is the change required in consumer behavior?

What is the expected share of the market to be captured by the

new product?

How fast can this share of the market be captured?

What are the effects of the new product on our existing line?

What are the product characteristics?
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33.

34,
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FIGURE 2.4 (CONTINUED)

What is the growth potential of the new product?

What are the characteristics of the sales pattern (seasonal,
cyclical, etc,)?

What technical service requirements does the new product idea

possess?
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FIGURE 245

COMPARISON OF SOURCES
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W.,= weight associated with subfactor j, where OSW j‘.‘l, and 30

J
£

Fji = Product i's score on the scale (good, poor, etc.).

Most profile charts and checklists suffer from several shortcomings:

1. Weights are subjectively determined by the scorers
(Pessemier, 1966).

2, Weighted factors may not be independent, or mutually exclusive,

3. rfactor weights may not be independent of the product's score on
various other factors. The raters are assumed to have a consid-
erable amount of of knowledge,

L. Although checklists provide the screener with a list of needed
information, they do not tell the screener how to obtain this

information.

The quality of the checklist depends on the quality of the information
which can be input by the product screener. VWhile estimates about a
company'!s resources are generated by company experts, estimates of con-
sumer demand must be generated by other means, Concept testing has been
offered as a tool for generating consumer interest information and pos—

sibly demand estimates.

At an early stage in the product development cycle, full-fledged market
tests are premature. They are both expensive and time-consuming. Too,
market tests require a large quantity of product samples. Concept

testing seems to be a sultable alternative tool at this early phase of

the product's development cycle. With this prooedure, a concept rather



than a physical product is exposed to consumers. They react to the
concept, and their reactions are input into the screening process.

The next section further discusses the method of concept testing.

31
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2,4  NEW PRODUCT PLANNING: CONCEPT TESTING

Although concept testing is a relative newcomer in the product planning
literature, it is being practiced by a growing number of firms., David K.
Hardin {1966) writes: "Management's expectations for test marketing
results are rapidly changing. No longer are test markets used to iden~
tify very successful and very unsuccessful products. Management is no
longer willing to risk the cost (up to $500,000) and competitive warning
(up to two years) that a traditional test market represents. Instead,
the test market is becoming the first phase of national distribution.®
(pe 396). Management uses concept testing to identify future products.
Test marketing is used for prediction of the level of demand, character-
istics of buyers, etc. Companies such as General Foods, General Mills,
Pet Milk, and Pillsbury go into national distribution with 75% of their
test—-marketed products. This means that a decision has been reached

beforehand, i.e., during the product screening process.,

Various definitions have been forwarded for concept testing. 1In a mono-
graph by Market Facts Inc. (1961), concept testing was defined as "a

means for defining initial consumer interest in a product idea." A

similar definition by National Family Opinion Inc. (1963) is: "Concept
testing is that area of marketing research which attempts an initial
probe to pre-test the consumer appeal of new ideas in products or ser-
vices." A different approach was taken by Walter A, Woods (1969) in
defining the concept first: "A concept from the point of view of the

creator, the laboratory man, or the manufacturer, is a preconception of
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what a product should be like, including its physical and imputed
characteristics and its benefits. A concept from the point of view of
a perceiver or consumer, is an expectation of what the product will be
like, in terms of its physical characteristics and of the benefits it
will provide or the satisfaction which will follow from trying it.”
These definitions all point up the fact that concept testing is viewed
differently by different writers. The same 1s true of the specific
methods and procedures used to conduct concept testing. A survey of

the different procedures used is described in the next section,
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2.5 CONCEPT TESTING PROCEDURES

Several methods for performing product concept testing are found in the

literature., The methods are:

2.5.1 Rank Order Method or Omnibus Testing {Axelrod, 1964}

This method involves presenting consumers with a few concept statements
for evaluation. Respondents are asked to rank the various concepts in
accordance with their preferences. The concepts ranking best are used
in further investigation. Respondents are probed for what they like or
dislike about each of the higher ranking concepts. The method assumes
that the various concepts are coflparable, and that they can, in fact, be
rated along a continuum. This general framework has two different
variants:

Ao Paired Rankings (Market Facts 1961)

The number of concepts in this technique is limited to two. This sim-
plifies the effort of ranking, and may be conducted with somewhat greater
precision. The problem inherent in this variant is that it is rarely
similar to the actual market situation, where there are always more than
two products {concepts). The ratings given to each of the concepts in
this method may therefore be misleading.

B. Multi-Stage Approach (Market Facts 1961)

This technique utilizes the same general approach., A sample of respond-
ents are mailed a few concept statements. After they have selected the
rankings, the top six rankings are picked and mailed again. This time,

more information is enclosed. In the third stage, pictures are sent to
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respondents, and they are asked to rank them. The fourth stage consists
of a group interview, in which the respondents discuss the merits of the
concept. Questions such as 'Why did you make this selection?' are asked.
An additionsl stage may be incorporated, whereby a sample of the product
is presented along with a statement about it. Since this stage is be-

yond the screening process, it is not described here.

2.5.2 Heuristic Ideation Technique (Tauber 1972)

This technique is based on the assumption that each product can be des-
cribed in combinations of two words. If one wishes to test the desire-
ability of aerosol butter, boil-in-bag gravy, catsup jar, etc.,, a multi-
cell table will emerge. KRespondents are simply asked to circle the
combinations (cells) which they like, and which they would use if avail-
able, After they complete this, they are asked questions about each
combination. This technique has the advantage of substantially reducing
the burden of image-formation on respondents. Additional clear advantages
are the comparability of concepts, and the ability to introduce 'dummy®
concepts as a check on the results. It is limited, however, in the scope

of possible applications.

2.5.3 Monadic Testing {Axelrod, 1964)

In this method, the respondent is presented with a single concept state-
ment, and asked for his reaction to the product, as compared to the one
he 1s currently using. The advantages of the paired ranking are foregone,
but the single concept is explored in depth. Respondents are requested

to rank the product on various scales; or to choose those statements
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which best describe the product. The likelihood of the respondent's buy-
ing such a product is then determined by using various "intention-to-
buy* scales. Variations of this test can include questions regarding
price expectations of consumers (respondents). Other questions relate to
levels of future use. These variations are applicable only in cases of

respondents who are favorably impressed with the product.

2.5+4 Combination of Monadic/Omnibus Testing:

Monadic/Omnibus Testing is a combined version of both testing methods.
The respondent 1s asked to evaluate more than one product in depth,
Several concept statements are presented to the respondent, who is asked
for his reaction to each of the concepts., One must bear in mind that
this procedure is rather lengthy, and respondents' fatigue may influence
results, Hespondents are also far less likely to be interested in the
product than researchers (National Family Opinion, 1963). These draw-

backs and others are often overlooked by test administrators,

2455 Custom Tailored Testing:

Some practitioners feel that a concept testing procedure is "an art and
not a science."* The confidential nature of the concept requires close

ties between the initiating comparny and the research contractors. The

#Statement of Mr. Michael L. Printz, Vice President and Co-Owner of The
Concept Testing Institute, New York, May 11, 1973, personal interview.
The same remarks concerning the time dimension of concept testing (i.e.,
concept testing as a series of tests can be found in: Budd G. Wolfsie,
"Market Research in the Development of a New Typewriter". Journal of
Marketing Research, Vol. 1, {February 1964), pp. 35-37.
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concept testing procedure is carried out over a long period of time,
accompanying the product with commercialization. Concept testing is
not a one-time omnibus test or a monadic test, Rather, it is a custom
tailored test which varies with the progress of the product idea. 1In
the early stages, concept testing may serve as a means of obtaining
initial interest. Only channel members, suppliers, salesmen, etc., are
interviewed, Finally, consumers are only approached when a prototype
exists and a figural or pictorial image is available. This is changed,

of course, if the client insists.

Other versions of concept testing methods are: content analysis, anchor-

ing techniques, and combinations of these (Market racts, 1961).

In the content analysis method, open-ended questions are asked so as to
let respondents answer freely. The answers are then classified into
stereotyped answers ("looks good", "I'd like to try it", etc.) and
positive elements. Positive elements may be either specific references

to need, or statements showing involvement (specific references to

usage).

In the anchoring technique, a definition can describe two extreme points.
The extremes would be an "ideally bad" and an "ideally good" product.
After the extreme points are defined, the products may be placed on a

continuum between the two pointss
*Ideally Bad" “Ideally Good"

Concept Concept A Concept B Concept
X X X X
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2+5.6 Scaling and Response Measurements

A few remarks about scaling procedures are in order. All the afore-

mentioned designs use scales as a rating device. Ralph L., Day (1968)

identified three basic approaches to scalings

A. Ratings on hedonic scales (five to seven points),

B. Statements of relative preference (naming the particular test item
involved as preferred).

Cs. Expressions of attitudes or feelings about the product, using the

semantic differential,

Day offers some generalizations with respect to the use of scales in
testing. As a general rule, the simpler the test situation, the more
complex the evaluation procedure, and the vice versa. 1In some cases a

combination of scales 1s used.
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2.6 CONCEPT TESTING; ISSUES IN REVIEW

2.6,1 Decision Rules

The main contribution of concept testing to the new product screening
process 1s the input of consumer reactian to the product at an early
stage. Checklists for new product screening emphasize company-related
criteria, such as those requiring inside information and inside esti-
mates. This situation contributes to the high rate of new product
failure. Consumer vote on a new product being offered is cast in the
market test phase, By this point, the new product has gone through a
good portion of company resources: R&D costs, initial production set-up,
tooling, executive time, and related expenses. Therefore, fallure of

the product in the market test phase is expensive,

In concept testing, the product concept is submitted to consumers for
appraisal before the physical product actually exists. I{ the concept
fails to generate acceptance at this point, it is dropped. If the res-
ponse to the concept is favorable, it is then passed on to the laborat-
ories. It then resumes the usual course for a new product. A disadvantage
of concept testing is its heuristic nature. There are only a few deci-
sion rules for'acceptance or rejection of concepts in a concept testing
test (Market Facts, 1961). It is likely that executives use concept
testing as s tool for screening products *fout' rather than *in', A
product must receive high ratings in order to be accepted by the screener.
Thus, 90% favorable response might insure the product of further consid-

erations, while a 40% favorable response might assure the screener that
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the product merits no further consideration. The wide range between
these two arbitrary cut-off points is probably left to the screener to
accept or reject. The screener's handling of the decision is a function
of the expected cost/benefits and his own personal utility function.

If the company tends to punish executives whose new product venture
fails, the executive would rather discard a good product idea than accept
a bad one. In other words, the executive would rather commit a Type 1
error than a Type 1I error. When a good potential product is discarded,
there is little or no chance of its resurfacing. When a bad potential
product is passed on for further development, however, the error will be
obvious sooner or later., By the time such product is discontinued, the
company has lost time and money. The executive responsible for the
'lemon' will bear the consequences. The reluctance of screening execu-
tives to risk themselves is pointed out in a study conducted by Arthur D,
Little and The Industrial Research Institute for the National Science

Poundation., The findings were reported in Marketing News (May 1, 1974).

2.6.2 Design and function:

A good portion of the literature on concept testing is less than ten years
old. The total number of articles barely exceeds three dozen., One

reason is probably the confidential nature of the concepts involved. It
is quite surprising, given the small number of articles, to find such a
divergence of views on the subject. Market Fact's definition of concept
testing (1961) is generally accepted (see section 2.4), but many writers

modify or add to it. Migure 2.6 presents some of the different uses/
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DIFFERENT USES AND fUNCTIONS ASSIGNED TO CONCEPT TESTING

Reduce risk of advertising failure,

via copy testing Axelrod
A method for product positioning Clancy & Carsen
Defining interest in a product idea Market rFacts Inc.
A method for refining product
concapt N.l1.C.B.
Assessing ideas around which new
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Generating new product ideas Tauber
Attempting to predict number of
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Identifying characteristics of
market segments Wind

fIGURE 2,7
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functions assigned to concept testing by various writers., These functions
include generating new product ideas (Axelrod, 1971 & Tauber, 1972},
evaluating those ideas (Market Facts, 1961), and assessing market seg-

ments and product positioning (Wind, 1973).

A similar situation exists with respect to the research designs used to
conduct concept testing. figure 2,7 presents some of the different
designs used. A description of the methods is presented in section 2.5.
Various additional differences exist. Different samples, data collection

methods, gquestioning procedures, etc., are utilized by different writers,

Various studies in the literature report the conduct of concept testing
tests using different data collection methods. Mail questionnaires
(Market Facts Ince, 1961), interviewers (Tauber 1972, and Wind 1973),
and focused group interviews are being used (Yoell, 1974). The number
of respondents varies from a minimum of 10 - 15 respondents in focus
group interviews, to larger samples of 200 - 400 respondents. (Market
Facts Ince. 1961 and National Family Opinion 1963 in the small sample vs.
Tauber, 1972 and Wind, 1973 for the latter). On certain occasions,
respondcnts are directly asked about the concept (Tauber 1972, Wind
1973). On other occasions, the objective is concealed (Dichter, 1964).
No rules were found concerning the methods used for choosing respondents,
Should they be articulare, a convenience sample, or a random sample?
Should respondents be innovators, company employees, or a part of the

intended sample? These questions are still unanswered in the literature.



43

2.643 Concept Execution

Most of the academic writers concerned with concept testing focus on
execution problems. Hussel I. Haley and Ronald Gatty (1969) tested the
effect of the copy writer on the concept's ratings. {i.e., response).
The starting point of Haley and Gatty is that concept and execution are
not independent of each other. Hespondents react to both, 1t is there-
fore possible that: "The concept may be good and the execution bad, or
vice wersa" (p. 231). Taking a sample of 400 housewives in ten differ-
ent cities, they examined the copy writer's effect, Each housewife,
identified as a prospect for the product, was asked to rate the product
on a six-point hedonic scale. Using ANOVA, they found that out of 24
copy statements, written by three different copywriters, one copy writer
was preferred. As a result, Haley and Gatty conclude: "...Most concept
testing tests are not testing only the relative value of different con-

cepts: they are actually comparing the relative value of different

executions.”" (p. 233).

The implication is that concept tests are not different from copy tests.
Under this heading (copy testing)} we have a fairly well-developed body

of knowledge (A.R.f., 1972}. On the other hand, Market Facts (1961)

point out in their monograph that the relationship between the concept
test and the product is not distinct. It is a continuum, and is thus
differentiated by degree. When the concept is submitted to respondents

in rough form, it is concept testing; when submitted to respondents in

& finished form, it is an advertising test (or copy test). When an actual

product is submitted to respondents for trial, it is a product test,
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finally, when a market area is tapped for reaction, it is considered a

market test.

Scott Armstrong and Terry Overton (1971) tested the effect of the

amount of information (brief vs. comprehensive) given respondents on
their intentions to buy. A transportation service concept was tested

on a sample of 214 'screened' prospects., Those were chosen by system—
atic sampling from Philadelphia telephone books, and screened for their
willingness to cooperate and for having jJobs in downtown Philadelphia.
The brief statement was a mailed questionnaire sent to the selected
respondents. The more comprehensive statement required respondents to
walk through an exhibit of the transportation system. Compensation to
respondents was $1 for responding to the brief mail questionnaire and

$5 for taking part in the comprehensive statement (an exhibit at the
University of Pennsylvania). Armstrong and Overton found no significant
differences in the concept's ratings with respect to the two different
presentations. They conclude "The choice between them —— brief vs. com-
prehensive -- might be made on the basis of costs and the ability to
generalize, to the population. On the basis of these criteria the brief

description proved to be much superior.” (p. 117).

A comment is in order about Armstrong and Overton's conclusion. Al-
though they tested two different sets of information, two other variables
were not held constant. Compensation 1o respondents was different
(Kanuk, 1974). Also, data collection modes were different — a strong

testing effect.
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Edward Tauber (1972) tested the effect of a picture on consumers'
response to a concept. A convenience sample of LOO females over 21 years
of age was contacted in four shopping areas around Los Angeles. Con-
cepts were presented in rotated form. The first respondent was shown a
pictorial advertisement. The second was shown a written statement,

Three concepts were tested altogether. LKesults: "...analysis revealed
that absolute scores are higher for all three product ideas when they

are communicated by the advertisement than when communicated by a written
factual description.” (p. 36). Nonetheless, concept 'C' rated superior
to the other two regardless of the presentation form., Tauber concludes
with a comment favoring an experimental design which will separate the

effects of the various factors.

All the above researchers tested one variable at a time: copy writer,
copy length, and form of presentation. 1In these studies, the researcher
assumed that all other variables were constant. When Tauber tested the
presentation form, he assumed that copy length and copy writer do not
affect results. While a written statement may be less effective than a
statement combined with a picture, this relationship is also a function

of the copy length as well as of the copy writer. Thus a long copy state-

ment can be more effective than a short statement combined with a picture.

The respondents in a concept testing situation react to both concept
and execution. The effect of the execution on respondents is crucial.
When measuring one varisble at a time, interactions between concept and

execution cannot be inferred. It is that lnteraction that product planners
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should be concerned with,

When a product concept is concept-tested, iesters are concerned with the
preferences indicated by respondents. 1In order to insure that the ex-
ecution will bear a minimal effect on respondents, it should be tested
before the concept is tested. After analyzing results, the executive

wil]l understand the interaction between a concept and its execution.



L7

2,7  SUMMARY

The relatively few articles directly dealing with concept testing imply
that the topic is a new one. Many articles and sources deal with con-
cept testing indirectly. Concept testing is not new. The focus on the
method as a procadure for new product planning, however, is new. The
revived interest shows that linking concept testing with the new multi-
dimensional research tools (Wind 1973) opens up new horizons., Concept
testing may be the same old method with a new name, new focus and new

applications.

Concept testing is part of the new product planning system. It is an
additional heuristic tool whose contribution to new product planning may
be significant. In a field where losses are large, and success probabil-~
ities small, even a small contribution is substantial. Relying on mana-
gerial intuition is the rule and not the exception in new product plan-
ning. The models and simulations used are secondary for many managers.
Concept testing provides the executive with important feedback from con-

sumers. This complements his intuition.

The methodology developed in the next section complements concept testing,
A concept's execution is pretested prior to conducting concept testing.
The interaction between the concept and its execution are studied,
Dependence or independence of the two is established. Executives gain
insight into the concept and respondents’ reactions. The methodology is

presented in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 3

A MODEL Of CONCEPT PUHUETESTING

3.1 INTRODUCTION

The methodology suggested, called a concept pretesting model, comple-
ments concept testing. The concept pretesting model investigates inter-
actions between a concept and its execution. Traditional concept test-
ing assumes that a concept is independent from its execution. This
assumption can lead to erroneous decisions. Low ratings for a concept
can result in its being discarded. High ratings will lead to its being
developed further., However, low ratings can indicate a 'bad' execution
of a good concept. Too, high ratings can indicate a *good' execution

of a bad concept.

Concept pretesting offers a methodology which can help reduce such mis-
takes. The concept is pretested in several executions. This allows
investigation of interactions between the concept and its executions.
If the two are independent, the ratings reflect reaction to the concept.
If they are not independent, ratings are a function of both concept and
execution. Low ratings in the first case signify a bad product. Low

ratings in the second case signify the need for further testing.

Figure 3.1 depicts the four phases (columns) of the model. 1In phase one,
concept executions are developed, along with a questionnaire. ANOVA is
used to determine whether the concept and its executions are independent.

If the two are independent, phase three is followed. I1f the two are
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dependent, phase two is [ollowed.

Phase two is undertaken when the concept and its executions are found

to be dependent. It is possible that the executions may have affected
perceived product attributes in addition to having affected the prefer-
ence indicated for the concept. When product attributes are perceived
differently according to different executions, a new product position-
ing is identified. This new positioning (based on perceived differences
in product attributes) is used for developing new product concepts.
These new product concepts re-enter phase one for a second tims for

concept pretesting. If no new concepts are identified, phase three is

undertaken.

Phase three is used when the concept and its execution are found to be
independent, or when phase two does not reveal new product concepts.

An overall score is computed for the product. Based on this score, it
is decided whether the product should be developed, forwarded for further
testing (phase four), or scrapped. The higher the score, the higher the
probability of continued development. Phase three is similar to tradi-
tional concept testing. The concept and its executions are assumed to
be independent, and the computed score serves as a screening device.
Traditional concept testing does not test more 'than one concept execu-
tion; neither does it provide for further optional testing when the
product's score is within the middle range. Traditional concept testing

defines an acceptance region and a rejection region. Concepts are
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either rejected or accepted. There is no middle range to indicate
optional, additional, testing. The concept can have no additional

testing, in traditional concept testis.

Phase four offers optional additional testing. The testing is similar
to the procedure used in phase two. The product attributes are inves-
tigated. If new positioning potential emerges, it can re-enter phase
one for a second round of concept pretesting. This can reduce Type one
errors in product screening. itejection of a potentially good concept
is minimized Ly a provision for additional testing of the concept. If

no new positioning is possible, the concept is discarded.

Each of these phases is described in the following sections.
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3.2 PHASE ONE: TESTING FOit INDEPENDENCE

The first phase of the model deals with the concept, its executions,
and a test for independence. of the two. Phase one has six steps (see

#igure 3.1). BEach is described in detail in the following sections.

J,2.1 Step One; Select A Target Market and Develop a Product Concept.

The first step of phase one involves the selection of a target market

and the development of a product concept. The sequence implied by

first choosing a target and then develOpiAg ﬁhe mix is consistent with
the marketing concept (McCarthy, 1975). This is not the only sequence
possible. A product concept can emerge from seemingly unrelated research
in other fields. Research and development efforts can generate ideas

for other areas. 1In such instances, consumer needs are investigated

after the concept has been developed.

Most authors who deal with screening processes begin their discussion
with existing product concepts. These concepts are solicited from var-
ious sources within and without the company (Kotler, 1975). For example,
sales people, consumers, laboratory technicians and other creative people

can generate new product ideas.

Special techniques for stimulating creativity and idea generation are
used by companies (Whiting, 1958; Flournoy, 1969; McGuire, 1972). The
emphasis in these techniques is on generating a large quantity of ideas,
regardless of their quality. The quest for quality is the subject of

the screening process. 1In these cases, concepts can emerge before
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consumers' needs have been established. Other methods rely on identify-
ing consumers' perceptions of existing products. These perceptions are
mapped and gaps in the map indicate locations of potentials for new

products (Johnson, 1971).

Regardless of the sequence used, step one requires the existence of both
a product concept and a target markety Whichever emerges first, the
other must follow in development. It should be noted that selection of
concepts for concept testing must be guided by a cost benefit measure as
well. There is little justification for pretesting concepts which do

not show sufficient profit potentials.

3.2.2 Step Two: Choose Execution Factors (i) and Levels (r) and
Develop Concept Executions (hr)

This step involves choosing the factors and the levels of the concept's
execution. The concept is an abstract, mental construct. The Randon
House Dictionary defines concept as: "1. A general notion or idea:
conception. 2. An idea of something formed by mentally combining all
its characteristics or particulars; a construct. 3. A directly con-
ceived or invited object of thought." The concept is presented to
respondents in an execution. The execution of the concept can be a ver-
bal description, a written description, a pictorial description, or a

combination of the above. Difflerent factors can be isolated in an

#A preliminary investigation of respondents who did not constitute
part of the target market (in the ensuing example) shows significantly
different results for the target market respondents and the non target
respondents.

-
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execution. Some possible factors (and corresponding levels) are:

1. Copywriters (different copywriters)

2. Amounts of information (brief, medium, comprehensive)

3. Existence of a picture (no picture, color picture, black and
white picture)

L. Kind of medium conveying the concept (print, radio, T.V., etc.)

5. Method of data collection (personal interview, mail survey,
telephone, etc.)

6. ‘ough vs. [inished advertising (different stages of complete-

ness).

Different combinations of the above execution factors define different
executions. The choice of factors depends on company objectives and the
product-market situation. A company which plans to use a print advertis-
ing campaign will choose factors relevant to print advertising. 1If

broadcast advertising 1s contemplated, other factors will be selected.

Budgetary constraints limit the number of factors and corresponding
levels. If four factors are selected, each with [our levels, sixty-four
executions emerge. This means a factorial design with sixty-four cells
(i.e., four x four x four design). If the number of respondents
is limited to ten per execution, a sample group of 640 is required,
Obviously, discretion must be used in choosing the factors and levels

for concept executions.

Once the factors and levels have been selected, the executions can be

developed. This is done by systematically combining the different
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elements into different executions. Each execution incorporates a
unique combination of execution factors and levels. In some cases it
may be advisable to test the executions for differences. When factor
levels are arbitrarily determined, such as in the case of amounts of
information the difference between a small amount of information and a
medium amount should be established. This prevents some waste in test-

ing executions that are not different from each other.

Alter the different executions have been developed, step three is under-

taken.

Fe2e3 Step Three: Develop Questionnaire and Preference Index

Developing a questionnaire and a prefer~nce index is done after develop-
ing the executions. The questionnaire should include several sections
dealing with the several aspects of the pretesting involved. The follow-
ing sections should be included:

1. Classirication questions, for description and demographic

segmentation.

2. Pcychographic questions, for psychographic segmentation.

3. DProduct attributes, for product positioning.

L. DPreference questions, for determining preference for the

product.

The first section suggested above deals with background questions about
demographic and socio-economic characteristics of respondents. Section
two suggests a battery of psychographic measures. Hespondents' char-

acteristics, possibly determined by means of A.I1.0. questions (Wells,
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1971), can be used for this section. Section three of the guestionnaire
deals with the product concept. Hating the product on several product
attributes can serve as a segmentation tool. A list of product attri-
butes with a rating scale can be used. The last section suggested above
requires use of various preference questions. These can include inten-~
tion-to-buy questions, comparisons with other products (in Omnibus

testing), and other ranking devices.

The above sections need not be ordered as they have been here (Evans,
1975), nor are they the only sections that might be used. The exact
sections to be used in the questionnaire depend on the specific situation

encountered. Screeners may wish to add or delete to the above list.

Most of the questions (other than those relating to demographic and
socio—economic characteristics) use scaling techniques (see section
2.5.6). A survey and analysis of available scaling techniques is pre-
sented in Green and Tull (1975). Special consideration must be given to

the type of analysis desired and the appropriateness of the scale.

Similar care must be exercised when developing a preference index. The
preference index serves as the independent variable when comparing
several concept executions. When the concept test involves omnibus
testing, ranking of the concepts is desired. Greenberg (1958, 1963) and
Day (1969) discuss problems associated with paired comparisons, specif-
ically position bias. Little is found in the literature with respect to

preference indices used in monadic testing (testing one concept).
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When only one concept is tested, ranking the concept requires different
methods., Intentions to buy serve as a measure of preference in monadic
testing (Market facts, 1961). This is {requently supplemented by addi-
tional heuristic measures. Fror example, in a focused group interview,
these measures can be verbal expressions of enthusiasm about the concept.
Facial expressions are frequently used as well (National Family Opinion,

1963; Market facts, 1961).

Various articles dealing with concept testing do not address this ques-
tion at all. lialey and Gatty (1969), Tauber (1972), and Armstrong and

Overtone (1971) do not discuss the issue directly. Armstrong and Over-
tone (1971) used intention to buy as an indicator. It is not clear

whether other measures oi preference were also used.

Most of the literature on intentions-—-to-buy scales deals with durable

consumer goods, e.g., appliances, cars, houses.

Green and Tull {1975) define "intention to buy" as *"...presently planned
actions to be taken in a specified future period." (p. 109). Most
studies which compare intention to buy with actual purchasing behavior
were done by the Michigan Survey Center. Studies conducted by companies
have been considered proprietary and were not published. Weiss, Smith
and rFleschig (1960), Juster (1964, 1966, 1969) and Byrnes (1965) examined
the validity of intentions to buy. They found that intentions to buy

are valid. Unfortunately, in all cases, the items to be purchased were
durable consumer goods. Juster analyzed the validity of intentions to

buy houses. Byrnes (1965) examined the Michigan Survey Research Center



58
data (large consumer durables), as did Juster (1966).

Green and Tull summarize their discussion of intention-to~buy scales

with the [ollowing comment: "Many judgments and expectations are bound
up in a concurrently valid statement ol intention to buy. Such varia-
bles as expected changes in financial status, price expectations, general
business forecast, and prediction of need, all contribute to the final
intention decision. Since each of these is (to some extent at least)

a random variable, it seems plausible to suppose that the intender views
them as such and that his stated intention to buy is really a subjective
probability of purchase." (p. 111)}. Green and Tull add: "This and
other evidence has apparently been persuasive to the Bureau of the Census

as it moved toward the greater use ol buying probabilities" (p. 112).

The Bureau of the Census decided to terminate its series of Consumer
Buying Expectations (CBE) in October 1973. The reasons for this deci-
sion have been debated by licNeil, (1974), Adams (1974) and Juster (1974).
The C.B.E. used an intention-to-buy scale consisting of ten points.

This was advocated by Juster (1968) and heavily pretested in a cross-
section analysis. McNeil (1974) claims that the series had low predictive
value, which caused their termination. Juster (1974) claims the termina-
tion was caused by budget cuts, and that the low predictability resulted
from bad interviewing (specifically a lack of control and re-interview=-

ing). The debate still goes on.

Validation of verbal scales (as opposed to probability scales} of

intentions to buy has not been found in the literature. The Michigan
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survey itesearch Center continues to produce the Quarterly Survey of
Buying Intentions (QSI), which started in 1959. This survey uses a
verbal intention-to-buy scale and supplements it with a 'sentiment!
index. It seems that the verbal scale is being preferred to the proba—
bility scale at the present time. The intention-to-buy-scale that has
been used in the concept pretesting model is therefore a seven-point

verbal intention-to~buy scale. (McNeil, 1974},

Teledy Step Four: Pretest Questionnaires

Step four calls for pretesting the questicnnaire. The pretest is used
in order to discover ambipuous questions, unclear wording, and related
problems. The questionnaire is presented to a small group of respond-
ents who are asked to complete it. Comments and questions about the
questionnaire itself are solicited. The comments and questions are
exanined and, where necessary, changes are made in the questionnaire.
If necessary, this procedure is repeated until the researcher is satis-

fied with the questionnaire.

Ju245 Step fMive; Present. Lo itespondents

Once pretests are completed, the actual survey takes place. The dif-
ferent executions are incorporated into the questionnaires and presented
to respondents. Each group of respondents is exposed to one treatment

(execution). A factorial design is used,

The k—way factorial design used in the model has several advantages.

Cox (1958) writes: "factorial designs have, compared with the one
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factor at a time approach, the advantages of giving greater precision

for estimating overall factor effects, of enabling the interactions

between different factors to be explored, and of allowing the range of

validity of the conclusions to be extended by the insertion of addition-

al factors". (po 95)

This design controls additional sources of external and internal inval-

idity:

1. History

2. lMaturation

3. Tesiing

4. Instrumentation
5. Interaction

Effect of Testing

leactive Erffects
of the Experimental

Procedure:

Multiple Treatment

Inference

the elffect of history is controlled by using

a single measurement.

questionnaires take a relatively short time

to complete,

only a single test is being used.

respondents are exposed to identical question-
naires, each respondent completing only one

questionnaire.

there will be no such effect, because there is

only one measurement in the model.

the effects of the experiment on the non-
experimental settings of respondents is vir-

tually negligent.

there is only a single treatment.
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The above factors justifyy the use of a factorial design within the con-
cept pretesting model. As was mentioned in section 3.2.2, budgetary

and time constraints determine the number of factors and factor levels

to be used.

Several data collection methods have been used in conjunction with
concept testing tests (see section 2.6.2):; !Mail questionnaires, private
interviews, and focucsed group interviews. The method for collecting the
information should be determined prior to proceeding with the dats col-
lection., The literature does not provide guidelines as to which of the

methods should be preferred by researchers, in concept testing,

A related problem is that of the required sample size. The literature

of concept testing provides little guidance (see section 2,6.2). Data
collection methods affect sample size. In the focused group interview,
small groups of respondents are used (10-15 respondents per group).

Here, the data collection method aflects the size of the sample. Statis-
tical decision theory provides additional guidance for determining sam-

ple sizes.

A sampling procedure must be chosen as well. Most of the samples used
in concept testing tests are judgmental samples or convenience samples.
The heuristic nature of concept testing coupled with the emphasis on
speed and low cost undermines usage of random samples. Nonetheless,

the sampling procedure must be decided upon prior to conducting the test.
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Step five deals with the actual collection of data, and with the prepa-
ration of the data for the following analysis. Such necessary steps
as coding, editing, keypunching, and verification must be undertaken.
In focused group interviews, editing and coding require a substantially

greater effort. Step six begins the analysis.

3.2.6 Step Six: Test for Independence

Step six calls for an investigation of the relationships between the
concept and its executions. An ANOVA is concucted to see whether the
preference indices indicated for the different executions differ sig-
nificantly [{rom one another. If significant differences exist, the
executions affect the preference index. Therefore the concept and its
execution are interdependent. If, on the other hand, no significant
differences exist among different preference indices, the executions
do not affect the preference index. The concept and its execution are

independent.

The ANOVA model used in step six is:

P... 9" +£I 1 =1, 2,0aeyn

Yy

Where

Y The i-th observation

i=
f5>i = Effects due to the different executions
i = Number of executions

A common effect for the entire experiment
C‘ i = Error term, assumed to be normally and independently

r

distributed with a mean of O and a variance common to all

executions.
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The hypothesis tested in step six is:

In verbal form, the hypothesis is:
H ¢ There are no significant differences between the preference
indices indicated for the different executions.
H,: There are significant differences between the preference

indices indicated for the different executions.

As indicated in section 2.6.3, several writers have investigated this
relationship. It should be noted that in their investigations, the
execution had only one factor. The concept pretesting model allows

simultaneous testing of several execution factors at the same time.

The writers who have tested this hypothesis differ in their findings.
Haley and Gatty (1971) found H, to be correct, whereas Armstrong,
Overton (1971) and Tauber (1972) found H, to be correct. If H is
rejected as was established by Haley and Gatty (1971}, Phase Two should
be undertaken. If HO is accepted as was established by Armstrong and

Overton (1971) and Tauber (1972), Phase Three is undertaken.

Step six ends Phase One of the model. Phase Two is described next.
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3.3  PHASE TWQ: DEPENDENCE

Phase two is undertaken when the concept and its executions are found
to be dependent. Phase two has four steps (see rfigure 3.1). The four
steps involve investigation of the executions, product attributes,
potential discrimination among respondents (based on the preference
index)}, and further segmentation. These steps are described in detail

in the following sections.

1,3,1 Step One: Which Executions are Different?

If the executive wishes to know which executions are different, an a=
posterior contrasts analysis is called for. This analysis is a proce-
dure for comparing all possible pairs of group means, The groups are
divided into homogeneous subsets, within which the differences among
means are not significant at some prescribed level. The various avail-

able tests differ in their definition of the error rate of type one.

The Duncan Multiple itange Test (Hicks, 1963) can be used to carry out
this step. The preference index mean of the execution can be used as
the group mean. Then group means are compared for significant differ-
ences. If significant differences exist, the corresponding executions
are different. If no significant differences exist, the corresponding

axecutions are not different.

In the Duncan Multiple Range Test, ithe means of preference indices are
arranged in order from low to high. The ANOVA table is entered, and
the error mean square ls taken with its degrees of freedom. A standard

error of the mean for each treatment is obtained. The significant
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ranges are obtained from Duncan's table of significant ranges at the
alpha level desired. The ranges are then multiplled by the standard
error of the mean for each treatment. The ranges are tested for sig-
nificance. The procedure is repeated for the n—order interactions.

On the one hand, all the means which are not significantly different
are grouped together. Several different executions can be included in
this group. On the other hand, the executions for which preference

indices are significantly different form other groups.

The above analysis results in a ranking of the different executions
along a continuum based on their preference index means. The execu-
tions for which the preference index means are not significantly d4if-
ferent will be close to one another. This will allow the executive
better understanding of the effects that different executions have had

on preferences indicated for them.

3.3.2 Step Two: Do Product Attributes Differ Among Executions?

Step two investigates whether there are significant differences in
product attributes among the several executions. This step analyzes
the effect of execution factors on variation in product attributes.

An N=-WAY ANOVA can trace the variation in product attributes to a
specific factor and/or to interaction between factors. This informa-
tion is important to product screeners. Product attributes can serve
as measures of perceived benefit. If product attributes can discrim—
inate among segments, different product positionings can be used. The

discriminating analysis is cohducted in step three.
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The ANOVA model used in this step is: (formulation is for a 3~way

ANOVA):

Yoy, 5kl " "**91 . Yj + 8: *‘(9013 "‘Gd)ik +(@Jk +
G"S).ijk +£ijk (1)

Whel‘e i"j’k = 1'2’3
1 = Number of executions

G;i. = Factor number one
‘rj = factor number two

= Factor number three
Interaction of factors one and two

Interaction of factors one and three

S

Interaction of factors two and three

~
. L
=
']

Interaction of all three factors

ﬁ
P
[
~

]

/4. a A common effect for the entire experiment
5 i = Error term, assumed to be normally and independently
distributed with a mean of O and a variance common

to all executions.

Several hypotheses are tested in this step for each product attribute.
These hypotheses are presented in symbolic and verbal terms for the above
three-Way ANOVA model. If an N-Way ANOVA is used, the number of hypoth-
eses will change correspondingly. For the three-Way ANOVA model, there
are seven different hypotheses corresponding to seven potential sources
of varliation. These sources of varlation can affect variation in per-

ceived product attributes, leading to a potentially different positioning



67

of the concept under investigation.

The first three hypotheses deal with the main effects of the three

factors. The first hypothesis is:

H:Q’i.—.o; Hy: Atleastonea'i,éu

In verbal [orm, this hypothesis postulates that:

H 3+ There are no sipgnificant differences in perceived product attri-
bute 'X' between different levels of factor number one.
There is at least one significant difference in perceived prod-

uct attribute '.' between different levels of factor number one.
The second hypothesis deals with the main effects of the second factor:
H s YJ._-O; Hy ;ﬁ.t,leas’(.cme{j £ 0

Stated verbally, this hypothesis implies that:

HO: There are no significant differences in perceived product attri-
bute 'X' between different levels of [actor number two.
Hys There is at least one significant difference in perceived product

attribute *X' between different levels of factor number two.
The third hypothesis deals with the main effects of the third factors
H 1 (;= Q 3 h;: At least one S; £ O

Verbally stated, this hypothesis says:

Hoz There are no significant differences in perceived product attribute
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tX' between levels of factor number three.
Hyt There is at least one significant difference in perceived product
attribute *'X' between levels of [actor number three.

The next three hypotheses deal with second-order interactions. The

fourth hypothesis is:

H e (E}J’)ij =0 ; Hy: At least one (E;‘rsij £ O

Q

Verbally stated:

HO: There are no significant differences in perceived product
attribute 'X' between interacting levels of factors number one
and two.

H.: There is at least one significant difference in perceived product

attribute 'X' between interacting levels of factors number one and

two.

The fifth hypothesis deals with the interaction effect of the first and

third factors:

H s (0ﬂi}<=o ; Hyt At least one (Bﬂik,lo

0

Stated verbally, the {ifth hypothesis is:

Hoz There are no significant differences in perceived product attri-
but 'X' between interacting levels of factors number one and three.

H,: There is at least one significant difference in perceived product
attribute 'X' between interacting levels of factors number one and

three.
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The sixth hypothesis deals with the effects of the interaction of the

second and third factors:

H,z (rg)ik =0 ; Hy: At least one (Y{)ik £ 0

Verbally, the sixth hypothesis is:

Ho: There are no significant differences in perceived product attri-
bute 'X' between interacting levels of factors number two and
three.

H,: There is at least one significant difference in perceived product

attribute '{' between interacting levels of factors number two and

three.

The last hypothesis concerns differences in perceived product attri-

butes of a third-order interaction:

H : (m()ijk =0 ; M3 A least one (GYS)'iJk 40

Q

Verbally,

HO: There are no significant differences in perceived product attri-

bute 'X' between interacting levels of all three [actors.

(L]

There is at least one significant difference in perceived product

attribute '{' between interacting levels of all three factors.

The seven hypotheses are tested for each product attribute. When HO
is accepted in all seven hypotheses for a given product attribute, the
next product attribute is tested. If no product attribute is found
for which H, is rejected, Phase Three is followed. A product attri-

bute for which the factors had an effect is used for discriminating
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purposes, and for further testing in step three.

The next step, step three, deals with the use of product attiributes as

discriminators of target—-market consumers.,

Je3.3 Step Three; Can Product Attributes Discriminate Among liespondents?

After establishing that perceived product attributes differ among execu-
tions, step three is undertaken. ©OStep three uses discriminent analysis

to see whether perceived product attributes can discriminate among
respondents. Cpecifically, the aim is to discriminate between respondents
who have indicated high prelerence for the concept and those who have

indicated a lesser degree of preference lfor the concept.

Thus, for example, if a high level of product attribute 'X' generates
high levels of preference {or the concept and a low level generates low
preference, this attribute will discriminate between the two groups.

I1f the level of preference is defined as intention to buy, then product
attribute 'X' is discriminating between respondents whe intend to buy
the product and those who do not. This product attribute can be em-

phasized in subsequent testing.

If it is proven through subsequent testing that this product attribute
tX* indeed is a good discriminator, the product to be introduced can

have a high level of product attribute *X'.

Support for the decision to use product attributes to discriminate
among buyers is found in several sources, namely ¥Wind (1973), Tauber

(1972), and Haley (1968). Tauber (1972) claims that the predictive
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value of a concept testing test increases if there are perceived
benefits. Consumers who perceive a product attribute in a similar
fashion are likely to become users. This product attribute can be used
for reaching this segment of the population at a later stage. Haley
(1968) advocates benefit segmentation, using perceived product attri-
butes as discriminators among segments. Wind (1973) prescribes a

similar procedure in his article.

Discriminant analysis is designed to categorize things into groups,
with the objective of making these groups as mutually exclusive as
possible. The analysis strives to delimit the groups in such a way as
to have maximum homogeneity within the groups and a maximum hetero-
geneity between the groups. If a two-group discriminant analysis is
used, the discriminating function will be a linear combination of pre-
dictor variables (product attributes) which maximizes the between-group
variability relative to the within-group variability. This discrim-

inant function will be of the form:

Where Di = Score on the discriminant function i
d; = Welghing coefficients

& = Standardized values of product attributes

Number of product attributes

P

Discriminant analysis can be used to other ends as well. However,
these additional ends are based on additional assumptions. If one is

solely concerned with finding the function which maximizes between-group
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to within-group variance, only an assumption is required: The within-

group dispersion must be equal across groups.

If, however, one is interested in classifying new cases, additional
assumptions are required. Since concept pretesting is not involved in
¢classifying new cases or in testing whether there are significant dif-

ferences between the groups, no additional assumptions sre required.

The product attributes which successfully discriminate between the

groups are used for new positionings of the product concept.

3.3.4 Step Four: Develop Additional Target Markets

The last step in Phase Two involves an attempt to use the groups
identified in the previous step and to see whether these groups might
be measurable by means of other variables. The procedure suggested
for this model involves use of the preferences indicated for the con-

cept as a basis for segmentation.

Support for this procedure is provided in several sources. Wind {1973)

in his article advocates the following relationships
Market Segmentation = f(Preference Index)

It is postulated that the preference index can segment the market.

A second source is Massy and Wind (1972). Figure 3.2 is adopted from
their book. The authors summarize the state of the art in segmentation
research, Of the fovr possible segmentation classes portrayed in Fig-
ure 3.1, three had inconclusive results in research. Only one of the

four shows promise for future research. Hesearch in the other three
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ALTERNATIVE BASES FOR MAHKET SEGMENTATION

CLASSIFIED BY STATE OF THE

ARTH*

Measures Customer Characteristics
General Situation-Specific
Demographic & Consumption Patterns,

Ot jective: Socioeconomic Brand Loyalty &
Factors.? Buying cituations.?
Personality Attitudes, Perceptions

Inferred and life—style.a and preferences.b

* Adopted from Frank, Massy and Wind, Market

Segmentation, (1972),

Pe 37

a. Inconciusive research results thus far.

b. Shows promise, needs further research.
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is somewhat inconclusive.

1t seems that segmentation efforts for general product classes failed

to establish successful segments. This is true for attempts using
objective measures {demographic and socioeconomic variables) as well

as inferred measures. Studies using situation-specific measures such

as consumption patterns, brand loyalty and buying situations are in-
conclusive as well. The promise [or successful segmentation lies large-
ly in the use of situation-specific studies, relying on preferences,

attitudes and perceptions (See rigure 3.2).

Concept pretesting deals with a situation-specific phenomenon. Too,
it examines preferences, attitudes, and perceptions. It is therefore
reasonable to expect that using preference indices in concept pretest-
ing for segmentation analysis would yield fruitful results. To cite
one encouraging comment, frank Massy, and Wind write (1972):

"Another case in which intentions to buy are frequently used as a
basis for segmentation is for new products....In this case consumers®
reactions to a new concept can be expressed as a basis for grouping
consumers into various segments...most studies utilizing this measure
are proprietary and have not been published. The use of intentions to
buy as a basis for segmentation...is simple and, in conjunction with
other relevant customer characteristics, can provide a useful approach

to segmentation.® (p. 68).
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Step four uses various demographic and psychographic variables to
determine whether the respondents grouped according to their preferences
can be discriminated. Using a battery of psychographic and demographic
variables is not a prerequisite for developing benefit segments. HRather,
if sueccessful, they can help meet the criteria set by Kotler (1975) for
successful segmentation:
1. Accessibility: The segment can be reached.
2. Measurability: The segment can be identified.

3. Substantiality: The segment is substantial.

Once benefit segments are identified via diseriminating product attri-
butes, psychological and demographic discrimination aids measurability
and accessibility. Further knowledge about these segments can facili-
tate the formulation of a segment profile. This is required if promo-
tion strategies are to be effectively channeled. Too, this is required
when segments are to be identified in the general population. The
third requirement——substantiality—-is not directly dealt with in

concept pretesting.

Development of additional target markets leads to reformulation of the
concept and to additional testing. This leads back to phase one. If
no diserimination is successful (e.g., step three), then phase two

leads to phase three.
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jo4  PHASE THREE: INDEPENDENCE
Phase three is undertaken after phase one (when the concept and its
execution are found to be independent) or after phase two (if the execu-
tions did not affect perceived product attributes). Phase three deals
with screening the concept. An overall score is computed for the
product. This score serves as a criterion and is compared to cut—off
points which are determined by the company. The higher the score, the
greater likellhood the concept has of being accepted for development.
The lower the score, the greater likelihood the concept has of being
rejected. Phase three has five steps. These steps are described in

detall below.

3.4.1: Step One: Compute Overall Score.

Step one calls for computing an overall score for the product. This
involves using the preferences indicated for the product as a criterion
for evaluating the concept. An index is required which translates the
preferences indicated for the concept into a score. Most of the screen-
ing procedures involve developing a score (see section 2.3). In most
cases, the score is a weighted average which ranks the product on sever-

al eriteria and combines the ranking into a single number.

Using the preference index for computing the score 1s called for. The
literature on concept testing gives little guidance for computing a
score (see section 2.6.1). The complexity involved in computing a
score is related to the properties of the scale used to measure

preferences.
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I¢ tne scale usad is either an interval- or ratio-scale, the mean is
a permissitle statistic. If, on the other hand, the scale is a nominal
scale, the mode is tnhe only statistic permissible. When the scale is
an ordinal scale, as is often the case in preference scaling, the median

and percentilec are permissible statistics.

The zcore for the concept is a function of the scale used, When an
intention-to-buy scale is used witn a vertal (ordinal) scale, the median
or percentiles are used., This i:c the case in the only source (Market

oY |
Jacte Inclﬁiﬁicn indicates that the npercentage of the people who indi-

cate intention to wuy will serve as the overall score for the product.

Other sources do not address themselves t0 this issue.

It should be noted that when omnibus testin; is used, it is possible
to transform an ordinal scale into a higher level scale (Green and Tull,
1475). However, since the concept pretesting model does not involve

omnibus testin;;, this potential is not considered here.

When ordinal data is used for score computation, two limitations must
be kept in mind:
1. espondents' zero point may differ across each other.
2. espondents' subjective scale values may differ across each
other.

These limitations exist when the overall score is computed from ordinal

scaled data.

The score used in the concept testing is not only a percentile or a
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median of ordinal scales. 1In most cases, additional indicators are
sought. Verbal expressions of enthusiasm constitute one example, 1In
a concept testing test by a toy manufacturer, children were used as
reSpondents.* In this case the new toy's package (displaying a
picture of the toy) was placed with other toys in a corner of the room.
The number of times in which children opened that particular package

wac recorded, and used as an additional overall score {or the concept.

In situations where no additional verbal indicators can be collected,
a percentile computed from an ordinal scale can ue used as the overall
score. 1f tne scale is an interval- or ratio-scale, the mean can be
used as an overall concept score. The score obtalned is compared to

several cut—off points in the next steps of phase three.

Felyel Step Twos 1Is Score Within lejection itegion?

In this step, the computed score is compared to a predetermined rejec-
tion region. 1If the score falls within this rejection region, the con-
cept is discarded. 1f the score is higher than the upper limit of the

rejection region, the product concept proceed to the next step.

The rejection region is determined by the company. The O0-K;region is
a function of several considerations. In general, the more new product

concepts are sought, the lower the value of K. This can be explained

*Bxample is from a discussion with an employee from the matchbox toy~
cars importer, Newark, New Jersey, December, 1974.
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by using the type one and type two errors terminology. If the company

would rather commit a type two error than a type one error, K, is set

1
at a low level. In this case the company prefers accepting the product
concept for further development to rejecting it at the outset. On

the other hand, a company can decide that it would rather commit a type

one error than a type two error. 1In this case, K, should be set at a

1
relatively high level.

This situation is somewhat complicated by the fact that the company may
have a different policy from that of the individuals responsible for
sereening. Thus, while the company may follow a policy of a low Kl
value, the executives involved may apply a different Kl for personal
reasons. This situation results from a gap between the executive's
perceived risk and the company's perceived risk. The executive involved
may fear the consequences of passing along a bad concept. He would
rather minimize these consequences by discarding the product (MeGuire,
1973). It is very important that the company communicate its policy

to the executives involved, as well as assure them that they will not
be penalized for pursuing this policy. This has been emphasized in the
literature for idea generation techniques, but not in the literature

for screening those ideas (see section 2.6).

Once the value of Kl is determined, the score is compared to K 1f

1.
that score is higher than Kl' the product is passed on to step three.
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Jeks3  Step Three: 15 Score Within Middle ilange?

The middle range is defined by the company as a Kl - K2 region. It is
an optional region, designed to minimize the risk of a type one error.
Traditional concept testing does not define a middle range. A concept

is either accepted or rejected. The values of Kl and K2 are identical.

The middle range leads either to step four or to phase four. A product
which has a score that is below the acceptance level (Kz) yet not

quite so low as to be definitely discarded (below Kl) can be forwarded
for further testing (phase four). This provides the screening process
with a safeguard against commiting type one errors. A product concept
which has a score that is higher than the middle range is passed to

step four and step five.

A company which is interested in minimizing type one errors will make

K, very low, and the middle range very large. For example, in medical

1
research even the slightesi potential for a new medication is worth
pursuing. The costs involved in further testing are worth spending and
thus the middle range is enlarged. The opposite extreme is possible

as well. A company which has a vast number of product concepts to

screen may decide to eliminate the middle range. A product has either

a very high score (higher than Kz) or is discarded (I(1 equals K2).

The middle range can be used as an option by executives who would like
further information before accepting or rejecting a concept. Executives
who believe a concept is promising, but who would rather discard it

than risk passing along a bad concept, can use the middle range and
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phase four, This will give them additional information, which can aid

in decision making.

If the concept's score is higher than Ko it 1s passed to step four.

J.byody Step Four: Is the Score Within the Acceptance Region?

A concept which has a score within the acceptance region is passed to
step five. The acceptance region determines which products will be
accepted for further development. A high score for the product is in-
terpreted as indicative of high interest in the product concept. The
product has passed the [irst screening and will be subjected to further

screening (see Mijure 2.2). The product is passed on to step five.

Tedia 5 Step fives Continue Product Development

A product which has achieved & high score is passed onto the labor-
atories for development. Too, the product will be subjected to a

finer business analysis. Concept testing (and concept pretesting) is
not the only screening tnat a product concept must pass prior to being
introduced into the market. Product concepts must be turned into actual
products and further testing is carried out. So long as the product

is not being used by consumers, the testing will be concept testing.

As long as consumers must use their imagination to perceive how a prod-
uct will perform, they participate in concept testing. Once an actual
product exists, product testing begins. Execution elements play a
smaller role in actual product tests. There is no need 1o resort to

concept pretesting at this point.
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3,5 PHASE FQUit: OPTIONAL FUATHER TESTING

Phase four is an optional phase, to be undertaken 1f further investi-
gation of the concept is desired. Phase four dupllicates phase two to

a certain extent. This is why concepts which have previously been
through phase two are not subjected to phase four. These concepts have
been further investigated and proved to be of little additional poten-

tial. Such products are discarded.

Products wnich were not subjected to phase two, and which had a score
within the middle range (phase three, step three) are investigated in
phase four. Phase four has three steps. These steps parallel steps

two through five in phase two. (see sections 3.3.2, 3.3.3, and 3.3.5)

Phase four leads to either discarding the product concept or to a re-

turn to phase one. If the product shows a potential for repositioning
or additional target markets, new formulations can be developed. These
new concept formulations re-enter the model at phase one. I1f, however,

no repositioning is identified, the concept is discarded.
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3.6 SUMMARY

The concept pretesting model was described in detail in this chapter.
The model allows the executive involved in screening concepts, a
methodology for identifying the effect of the concept's execution on
perceived preferences for the concept. Too, the model suggests a
methodology for in—depth investigation of concepts and identification

of potential repositionings.

An example of an application of the model is presented in chapter four.
An actual produci concept ALEAVE, developed by Chesebrough-~Ponds Inc.,
is concept pretested. Chapter four parallels chapter three in struc-

ture, with each of the steps mentioned in chapter three described, and

then carried out for the example application.
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CHAPTE®R 4 AN APPLICATION OFf THE MODEL:s

AN EXAMPLE

4.1 INTrODUCTION

Chapter } presented the concept pretesting model. This chapter presents
an example of the model. The chapter follows the concept pretesting
model, and the sections parallel those in chapter 3. The concept used

is ALEAJE, developed by Chesebrough Ponds Inc.; ALEAVE is a hemorrhoid
preparation, currently being market tested in Evansville, Indiana. Since
the product has not been introduced on the east coast, it was deemed
appropriate for the purpose of this example, i.e., a new product concept

test.

Phase one of the example lollows phase one of the model. A target mar-
ket is defined and concept executions are developed. The executions are
presented to respondents using a factorial design. The last step of
phase one calls for a test of independence between the concept and its
execution. 1In this example, the concept and its executions were found

to be independent., Step three is undertaken. Step two is not used.

Phase two deals with further testing of the concept and its executions.
New potential positionings of the product are identified using discrim-
inant analysis. Two out of ten product asttributes discriminate between
groups of respondents. These product attributes can be used for re-
positioning the product concept, which can re-enter the model as a

reformulated concept.
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Phase three of the example deals with computing an overall score for
the product concept. Once computed, the score is evaluated. Two cut-
off points, K, and K2

be accepted or rejected. In this example, the product's score falls

, are used to determine whether the product is to

between the two cut—off points., This is the middle range (See Ffigure

3.1). Further testing is called for. The product follows phase four.

Phase four deals with investigating new potentisl positionings for the
product. Two out of ten product attributes discriminate betiween buyers
and non-buyers. Too, some product related attitudes which are good

discriminators are identified. Fach of the steps is described in detail

in the following section.
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4.2 PHASE ONE: TESTING #Oi INDEPENDENCE

Phase one deals with the concept, its executions, and a test for the
independence of the two. The steps are discussed in detail in the

following sections.

bedol Step One: Select a Tarpget Market and Develop a Product

Concept

The product used for the study is ALEAVE, a new product concept
developed by Chesebrough Ponds. ALEAVE, is advertised as an: "“Anal
¢leaning lotion and foam, from the makers of famous Vaseline Products".,
ALEAVE is positioned as relieving, soothing and cooling of hot, itch-
ing or irritated skin. It is to be used with ordinary bathroom tissue,
as a final step in cleansing. Other related products are: Vaseline
Petroleum Jelly, Pazo, Nupercainal, Anusol, Non-Brand Petroleum Jelly,

Hemorr-Aid, and Preparation H.

Chesebrough Ponds Inc. defined its target market as people who suffer
from either hemorrhoids or bathroom discomfort. rom the literature
study, which covered medical sources, it was found by the company that
two out of every three adults suffer from either hemorrhoids or bath-
room discomfort. 1In preliminary testing, only one out of every three
adults admitted to suffering from these symptoms. The discrepsancy can
be attributed to respondents' reluctance to admit to and discuss the

issue with interviewers.

The sample used in the example included both sufferers and non-sufferers.
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All respondents were asked to complete the guestionnaire. The last
question in the questionnaire requested information with regard to whe-
ther the respondent suflered from bathroom discomfort or hemorrhoids.
A total of 26.6, of the sample respondents admitted to suffering from
bathroom discomfort or hemorrhoids. (for sample description and break-
down, see Table 4.1 in section 4.2.5.) The lower rate of occurrence
in the sample can be attributed to the relatively low age of the
sample, (See Table 4.2 in section 4.2.5) Only target market

respondents (sufferers) were used in the example analysis,

In this example the product concept as well as the target market were
defined by Chesebrough Ponds Inc. As will be shown in later sections,
these two can be modified and refined by using the concept pretesting

model.

L.2.2 Step Two: Choose Execution Factors (it} and Levels (r); Develop

Concept Executions (ir)

Three axecution factors were chosen for this example., These factors
ware selected because the existing literature on the effects of con-
cept executions on response dealt with them. (see section 2.6.3) TEach
of these three factors was tested separately by different authors.

This example combines the three factors into one study, thus affording
the investigation of interactions among factors. The three factors
are;

il

1" Copywriter

R2 = Copy length

u3 » Pictorisl treatment
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As was mentioned in the previous chapter (section 3.2.2), it is possible
to choose other factors for investigation. The relevant factors should
be determined by the researcher based on the contemplated marketing

plan for the product concept, and other considerations deemed relevant.
The functional relation in this example is therefore:

Concept's Executions = (Copywriter , Copy length ¢ Pictorisl
T r

ireatment )
r

Each factor was analyzed on three levels. The levels of the first

factor are:
(r=1, Copywriter one).

R, = Copywriter = (r=2, Copywriter two).

1
(r=3, Copywriter three),

Three different copywriters define the levels of the first factor.

The effect of the copywriter on preferences for the concept was tested
by Haley and Gatty (1971). Haley and Gatty used three different copy-~
writers, each writing eight copy statements, for a total of 24 copy
statements. They found that copywriters had a significant effect on

response (see section 2.6.3).

The three different copywriters included: the "first copywriter", who
wrote the original copy statement of Chesebrough Ponds; and two addi-
tional writers, one of whom had just retired from copywriting and
volunteered to write a copy statement, and the other who agreed to

write for a token fee.
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Each copywriter was given a sample of the product, along with samples

of competing products. They were asked to write copy statements for
the product. They did not know what the purpose of their copy state-
ments was. No attempt was made to direct the copywriters in any other

WaY e

This example combines the ractor of copywriters (dl) with two other
factors. The second factor, amount of information (32), had the follow-

ing three levels:
(r=1, Long copy statement).

it, = Copy length - (ra2, Medium copy statement}.

(r=3, Short copy statement).

The effect of the amount-of-information on indicated preference was
tested by Armstrong and Overton (1971). Testing a long version against
a short one, they found no significant effect of amount of information

on preference for a product concept. (See section 2.6.3 for details.)

Armstrong and Overton tested only two levels of amount of information.
Too, they used a mail questionnaire for mailing the short statement,
and an exhibit to represent the long statement. This study uses the
same data collection mode for the levels of amount of information, as

well as adding a medium level.

Each copywriter was asked to write three statements, a long statement,
a medium statement and a short statement. The specific instruction as

to copy length defined "copy length" as follows:
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= Long Statement = Full 8} x 11 typewritten page, double-

1
spaced, using capital letters only.
r, = Medium Statement = One half of ri.
ry = Short Statement = One quarter of ry.

A count of characters in each statement was conducted after the copy-
writers completed their assignment. The mean number of characters

per statement was 210U for the “long copy statement", 122 for the “medium
copy statement™ and 68 for the"shoft copy statementi. No other measure
was undertaken to control or affect the copywriters who wrote the state-

ment.

Figures 4.1 through 4.9 present the different statements.
figures 4.1 through 4.3 present the three long copy statements.
Mgures L.4 through 4.6 present the three medium copy statements.

figures 4.7 through 4.9 present the three short copy statements.

The third factor (“3)' pictorial treatment, included the following three

levels:
(r=1, Written statement without a
picture).
u} = Pictorial treatment = (r=2, Written statement with a black

white picture).
(r=3, Written statement with a color

picture).

Tauber {1972) tested the effect of a pictoriel treatment on preference

for the concept. He tested two levels:; & writiten statement and a
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FIGURE 4.1: FINST COPYWHITEHR * LONG COPY STATEMENT

BATHROOM DISCOMFPORT 2

ALEAVE“ BHINGS SOOTHING COOLING RELIES WITH JUST ORDINARY BATHROOM

TISSUE,

DOCTORS KNOW THAT 1 OUT OF EVExY 3 ADULTS SUFFERS FHOM ONE Oi MOKE
TYPES OF ANAL OR KECTAL PiOBLEMS. rfOit MANY IT IS THE PAIN OF HEM—
O410IDS. BUT OTHEHXS SUFFER OCCASIONAL CHAPPING, ITCHING, O# SKIN
IRRITATION THAT MAY BE AGGHAVATED BY USING ORDINAKY BATHHROOM TISSUE.
ALEAVE" 1S A UNIQUE PHODUCT DEVELOPED BY THE MAKERS Of VASELINE' BHAND
PODUCTS SPECIFICALLY #Ox ORDINARY BATHiOOM DISCOMFORT AGGHAVATED BY

DRY TOILET TISSUE,

5 CLEANSERRS AND SOFTENERS

ALEAVE' S EXCLUSIVE FO#fMULATION CONTAINS PFIVE DIFFERENT CLEANSERS AND
SOFTENERS. APPLIED DIRECTLY TO THE BATHHOOM TISSUE, IT ASSURES MORE
GENTLE AND MORE THOROUGH CLEANSING. HELPS TO AVOID AGGRATING IRRITATED
OH DAMAGED SKIN TISSUE, AOHMS A PROTECTIVE BAHRIER TO HELP PHEVENT
FUATHERR CHAPPING.

BASY TO USE — NON-GHEASY

ALEAVEH IS EASY TO USE. JUST KEEP HANDY NEAH YOUk TOILET. APPLY
DIRECTLY TO TOILET TISSUE AS A FINAL STEP IN CLEANSING. PLEASANT AND
NEVER GHEASY, ALEAVE OfFEKS SOOTHING COOLING HELIEF WITH ORDINAHY BATH-

#OOM TISSUE.

ALEAVE" CONTAINS PETHOLATUM AND MINEHAL OIL.
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FIGURE 4.23 SECOND COPYWRITER # LONG COPY STATEMENT

BATHROOM DISCOMFORT?®?

HEMORKHOIDS (PILES) AilE ONE OF THE MOST COMMON OF ALL HEALTH PHOBLEMS.
VEINS INSIDE THE RECTUM Oit OUTSIDE THE ANUS ARE WEAKENED AND BECOME
STRETCHED, SWOLLEN AND PAINFUL., THEY MAY BE AGGRAVATED BY FATIGUE,

LONG HOUKS OF WORK, PHREGNANCY OR CONSTIPATION. WITHOUT CAREFUL, CONSER-
VATIVE THEATMENT THEY MAY BECOME DAMAGED, TORN AND BLEEDING OK EVEN
INFECTED.

ALEAVET

M LOTION AND FOAM CONTAIN PETROLATUM AND MINEKAL OIL, WHICH BRING
CUICK, TEMPOWARY {ELIEF 7iOM THE PAIN, BURNING AND ITCHING OR HEMORRHOIDS
(PILES) IN MANY CASES. OTHEH INGREDIENTS SOOTH AND LUBRICATE SWOLLEN
HEMOWAHOIDAL TISSUE, PHOTECTING IT #1tOM IHRITATION AND ABRASION DURING
BOWEL MOVEMENTS.

ALEAVE Y

LOTION AND FOAM HAVE BEEN DEVELOPED AND IMPROVED IN THE LABOR-
ATORIES OF AN INTERNATIONALLY FAMQUS PHARMACEUTICAL ORGANIZATION., THEY
ARE USED AS PART OF A CONSEARVATIVE MANAGEMENT OF HEMORRHOIDS (PILES) IN
ORDEi{ TO ENCOURAGE NATUHAL HEALING OF THE SURROUNDING TISSUE.
DIRECTIONS fOR USE:

KEEP ALEAVEX" LOTION OR FOiM NEAR YOUR TOILET.
1. AFTER NOKMAL CLEANSING WITH REGULAR BATHROOM TISSUE, PLACE A SMALL

M ANAL CLEANSING LOTION ON A FRESH PIECE OF TISSUE.

DAB OF ALEAVEY
2. USE THEATED TISSUE TO CLEANSE THE RECTAL AHEA.

3. REPEAT WITH A NEW TREATED TISSUE, IF NECESSARY.

ALEAVETY OFFERS COOLING SOOTHING WELIEF WITH ORDINARY BATHHOOM TISSUE.
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FIGUAE 4.3: THIRD COPYWRITER * LONG COPY STATEMENT

BATHROOHM DISCOMPFORT 2

IT HAS LONG BEEN XECOGNIZED BY DOCTORS THAT CONSTIPATION AND THE STRAIN-
ING THAT ACCOMPANY IT CAN CAUSE AND AGGRAVATE HEMORRHOIDS (PILES). IN
TUHN, HEMOIGHOIDS MAKE BOWEL MOVEMENTS PAINFUL. THIS PAIN LEADS TO
'BGLECT Ox POSTPONEMENT OF WEGULAX HABITS AND EVEN MORE SEHIOUS PHOB-
LEME.

A WELL KNOWN «(ESEAICH LABOHATOY DEVELOPED ALEAVE', ALEAVE" HELPS
CHAINK THE SWELLING OF HEMOuxHOIDAL TISSUES CAUZED BY INFLAMMATION,
TAXITATION O CHAPPED SKIN. ALEAVE® HELPS HZAL HEMOR«HOIDS BY COOLING
AND SOOTHING ADJOINING TISSUES. ALEAVE' LEAVES A PHOTECTIVE COATING TO
GUARD AGAINST THE CHAPPING. NO PYESCKIPTION IS REQUIHED FOR ALEAVE'.
THEHE HAS NEVE:{ BEEN A FO4MULA LIKE ALEAVE'. ALEAVE® 1S AVAILABLE IN
FOAM Oi IN LOTION. IT COMES IN THXEE DIF7EKENT SIZES: A 1.5 OZ. BOT-

TLE, A 3 OZ. BOTTLE AND AN BECONOMICAL 5 0Z, BOTTLE.

74OM TESTS CONDUCTED WITH ALEAVE® IT IS KNOWN THAT IN ADDITION TO ITS
USE AS A SOOTHING AND RELIEVING ~OdMULA, MANY POTENTIAL SUSFERERS KEEP
ALEAVE' HANDY AS A PHEVENTATIVE AND CLEANSING SOLUTION. ALEAVE® IS
EASY TO USE: JUST KESP HANDY NEAx YOUx TOILET. APPLY DIRECTLY TO
TOILET TISSUE AS A FINAL STEP IN CLEANSING. PLACE A SMALL DAB (ABOUT
THE SIZE OF A DIME) ON A 7RESH PIECE OF TOILET TISSUE. USE THE T{EAT-
ED TISSUE TO CLEANSE THE WECTAL AxEA.

REPEAT 17 NECESGAiY.

ALEAVE® CONTAINS PETHOLATUM AND MINEHAL OIL.
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FIGURE 4L 43  FIoST COPYWiITEit # MEDIUM COPY STATEMENT

BATHG®OOM DI SCOMFORT 7

DOCTORS KNOW THAT 1 OUT O EVELY 3 ADULTS SUSFERS FitOM ONE Oit MORE
TYPES OF ANAL O RECTAL P:«OBLEMS. 0x MANY IT IS THE PAIN OF HEM=-
QitHOIDE, BUT OTHERS SUFFE:it OCCASIONAL CHAPPING, ITCHING, Ok SKIN

THURITATION THAT MAY BE AGGHAVATED bY USING OiRDINARY BATHAOOM TISSUE.

ALEAVE' IS A UNIQUE PiODUCT DEVELOPED BY THE MAKEHS OF JASELINE
BHAND PuODUCTE SPECIFICALLY #Ur OuDINARY BATHitOOM DISCOMSOKT AGGiAVATED

BY DitY TOILET TISSUE.

EASY TO USE, JUST KEEP HANDY NEAR YOUi TO1LET. APPLY DItSCTLY TQ
TOILET TISSUE AS A JINAL STEP IN CLEANSING., OJFBEAS SOOTHING COQLING

AELIEF WITH OuDINAdY BATH:iOOM TISSUE.
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FIGURE 4.5: SECOND COPYWRITER * MEDIUM COPY STATEMENT

BATHWOOM DISCOMZATONRT?®

HEMOKRHOIDS ARE ONE OFf THE MOST COMMON HEALTH PROBLEMS, VEINS INSIDE
THE HECTUM AIE WEAKENED AND BECOME SWOLLEN AND PAINSUL. WITHOUT CAHE~-
FUL CONSERVATIVE T«EATMENT THEY MAY BECOME DAMAGED, TORN AND BLEEDING

Ot EVEN INSECTED.

ALERVETH HAS BEEN DEVELOPED AND IMPROVED IN THE LABORATOHIES OF AN

INTERNATIONALLY KNOWN PHA:MACEUTICAL OuGANIZATION. 1IT HAS BEEN
DEVELOPED IN OHDEd# TO ENCOU:AGE NATUiAL HEALING OF THE TISSUE SURIOUND-

ING A HEMOA:AHO1D.

DIABCTIONS ~Ou USE:
1. AFTER NOKMAL CLEANSING WITH REGULAl BATHiOOM TICSUE, PLACE A SMALL

DAB OF A.LEA‘JETM

ON A FUESH PIECE OF TISSUE.
2. USE THE TWEATED TISSUE TO CLEANSE THE KECTAL AiEA.

3. HWEPEAT WITH A NEW THEATED TISSUE IF NECESSAuY.

ALEAVETY 077EitS SOOTHING COOLING HELIE? WITH OnDINAKY BATHAOOM TISSUE.
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FIGURE 4.6: THIRD COPYWRITER * MEDIUM COPY STATEMENT

BATHROOM DI SCOMFO it T?

IT HAS LONG BEEN (ECOGNIZED BY DOCTOKS THAT CONSTIPATION AND THE
STAAINING THAT ACCOMPANY IT CAN CAUSE AND AGGrAVATE HEMORAHOIDS

{PILES). 1IN TUkN, HEMOiRHOIDS MAKE BOWEL MOVEMENT PAINFUL.

A WELL KNOWN HESEAKCH LABORATOKY DEVELOPED ALEAVE®, ALEAVE® HELPS
SHHINK THE HEMOHHHOIDAL TISSUE BY COOLING AND SOOTHING ADJOINING
TISSUSS. NO PHESCHIPTION IS KEQUIXED Ok ALEAVE'. IT IS AVAILABLE
IN FOAM OR LOTION, AND COMES IN THREE SIZES: 1.5 OZ., 3 OZ. AND AN

ECONOMICAL 5 OZ, BOTTLE.

FAOM TESTS CONDUCTED WITH ALEAVE', 1T IS KNOWN THAT MANY POTENTIAL
SUFFEKERS KEEP ALEAVE® HANDY AS A PREVENTATIVE AND CLEANSING SOLUTION.
EASY TO USE: APPLY TO A FHESH PIECE OF TOILET TISSUE AS A FINAL STEP

IN CLEANSING. APPLY TREATED TISSUE TO AECTAL AREA,

ALEAVE® CONTAINS PETHOLATUM AND MINEHAL JELLY.
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FIGURE 4.7: FIHST COPYWRITER * SHORT COPY STATEMENT

BATH®#OOM DISCOMPFORT?

DOCTORS KNOW THAT ONE OUT OF THHEE ADULTS SUFFERS FROM ONE Oi MORE

ARWCTAL PROBLEMS: HEMOwnHOIDS, CHAPPING, ITCHING Oi SKIN IHRITATION.,

ALEAU’ER BitINGS SOOTHING COOLING HELIEF WITH JUST OuDINAAY BATHROOM

TISSUE.

APPLY DIKECTLY TO TOILET TISSUE AS A FINAL STEP IN CLEANSING. PLEASANT

AND NEVE:il GHEASY.
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JIGURE 4.8: SECOND COPYWRITEX * SHORT COPY STATEMENT

BATHROOM DI SCOMFQRT?

HEMOILIHOIDS AKE A MOST COMMON HEALTH PHOBLEM., WITHOUT CAIEFUL TREAT-

MENT THEY MAY BECOME DAMAGED, TORN AND BLEEDING,

ALEAVETM HAS BEEN DEVELOPED IN OuDEit TO ENCOURAGE NATU:AL HEALING OF

THE TISSUE SURROUNDING A HEMORIHOID,

ASTEH NOAMAL CLEANSING WITH BATHOOM TISSUE, APPLY ALEAVE'Y TO FRESH

TISSUE AND CLEANSE HECTAL AiEA. AEPEAT IF NECESSAKY.
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FIGUHE L.93 THIAD COPYWiITEit * SHORT COPY STATEMENT

BATHIitOOM DISCOMFfOAT?®

IT HAS LONG BEEN AECOGNIZED BY DOCTORS THAT CONSTIPATION AND STRAINING

CAUSE AND AGGRAVATE HEMOittHOIDS, WHICH, IN TUKN, CAUSE PAINS.

A WELL KNOWN RESEARCH LABOWATORY DEVELOPED ALEAVE'. ALEAVE® HELPS

SHMINK HEMORRHOIDS BY SOOTHING AND COOLING ADJOINING TISSUES.

IT WAS DISCOVERED IN ACTUAL TESTS, THAT MANY NON-SUFFERERS USE ALEAVE'
AS A PREVENTATIVE AND CLEANSING SOLUTION. EASY TO USE. AFTER NORMAL
CLEANSING, APPLY ALEAVE' TO 7(ESR TOILET TISSUT AND APPLY TO HECTAL

AREA. HEPEAT I7 NECESSARY.
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written statement with a picture (see section 2.6.3). Tauber found
no significant effects of the pictorial treatment on response. Tauber
used only two levels, an advertisement and a written statement, This

example adds another level, a black and white picture.

The two pictorial treatments called for developing a black and white
picture, and a color picture. The third treatment required no picture.
Finished ads were obtained from the company and the copy statements on
the finished ads were eliminated. Figure 4.1V shows the black and white
treatment, and Figure 4.11 the color picture. Color xerox was used to
reporduce the color picture, and offset printing was used to reproduce

the black and white picture.

The three factors and the corresponding three levels were combined in-

to twenty-seven difrerent treatments. The treatments were inserted

after page three of the questionnaire. Where a pictorial treatment
existed, the questionnaire had two pages inserted, the written state-
ment page and a picture page. 1If only a written statement was required,
only one page was inserted. The three-way factorial design which emerged

is presented in igure L.1Z.

After the executions were developed, step three was undertaken.

L,2.3 Step Three: Develop Questionnaire and a Preference Index

Step three calls for developing the questionnaire. The questionnaire
used in this example had a total of seven pages, divided into four

parts. Part one consisted of demographic and socioceconomic questions.
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FIGURE 4.10:  BLACK AND WHITE PICTORIAL TREATMENT, ADOPTED
FROM ACTUAL ADVERTISEMENT

Vil Py
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athroom_
Discomicrt?

Aleave brings
soothing cooling relief
with just
ordinary bathroom tissue.

From the Research and Deveiopment Laboratories
of Vaseling Brand Products.
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FIGURE 4.11: COLO:it PICTORIAL THEATMENT, ADOPTED FROM

ACTUAL ADVEILTISEMENT
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fIGURE 4.12

THAEE-WAY FACTORIAL DESIGN
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B A A AB Totals
C1 C2 C3
El C2 Cj C1 Blcj
C3 Cl c
C2 03 Cl
B2 03 C1 02 }320j
Cl 02 C.
03 C1 02
BB C1 C, C3 B}C.j
¢, C3 c
Totals: A C.
1 AC. A.C A B.C.
/ 2 3%y 3%3%
ractors:
Hy = A: Copywriter ityry = By Short statement
i, = B: Copy length #,r, = B Medium statement
d3 = 03 Pictorial treatment H2r3 = 83: Long statement
factor Levels:
erlnAlz first copywriter nBrluclz No picture
erz-kz: Second Copywriter H3r2-02: Black and white picture
er3=A3: Third Copywriter H3r3-03= Color picture
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Part two included psychographic questions. Part three included the
treatment and various opinion and preference questions relating to the
treatment. Part four included questions about different benefit seg-
ments and a question about minor ailments and discomforts, designed to
identify target respondents. The questionnaire was seven pages long

(see Appendix A).

Part one of the questionnaire consisted of eleven demographic and socio-
economic questions. The questionnaire required no identification of
respondents. Questions in part one included two about the household's
purchase decision making patterns, one about the occupation of the

head of the household and questions about age, sex, education and income.

Part two of the questionnaire included a battery of A.I.0. questions
from Wells (1971). There were thirteen interest/questions, eleven
activity questions and twenty-four opinion questions. Parts one and
two were directed at obtaining information for phase two, step four.
They were included so that potential target markets can be identified

using these questions.

Part three begins with the treatment (concept's execution), followed

by various questions which asked respondents to evaluate, describe, and
give their opinion about the concept. The questions were adopted from
different questionnaires concerned with either concept testing or

product testing. These were the criterion variables.

The first question (sixteen on page four, Appendix A), was taken from

a Chessbrough Pond's Inc. questionnaire. It includes ten questions
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related to the product's attributes. The next two questions (seven-
teen and eighteen) were intention-to-buy questions, adopted from a
concept-testing questionnaire of the National rFamily Opinion Inc.
(1973). Guestion seventeen was a seven-point intention-to-buy scale.
Question eighteen was a seven-point intention-to-recommend scale; (How
likely would you be to recommend ALEAVE). Question eighteen was
introduced so that non-target respondents would be able to use an
intention~to-buy .scale even though they are not potential users. This
was incorporated in the questionnaire after the first pretest (see

section 4L.2.4).

Question nineteen asked the respondents to rank ALEAVE with respect to
its similarity with otner products (& total of six products including
ALEAVE). The six products in alphabetical order were: ALEAVE, IRISH
SPING SOAP, NON-BRAND PET«OLEUM JELLY, PREPARATION-H, VASELINE BilAND
PETHROLEUM JELLY and WIPE N' DIPE. A total of fifteen items were in-
quired about, asking respondents to evaluate two products at a time.
The last three are considered a part of external validity (Campbell
and Stanley, 1969). This question and the next two questions were
adopted from a questionnaire by Dean Sidney I. Lirtzman (1975), of

C.U.N.Y.

Question twenty asked respondents to rank the six products from ques-
tion nineteen in order from the most likely to be used to the least
likely. Question twenty-one was an overall rating question, asking

for an overall rating for ALEAVE.
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The next two questions were price questions. The first asked respondents
to write the amount of money they thought a three-ounce bottle of

ALEAVE lotion sells for. The next question requested respondents to
write the maximum amount they would be willing to spend for a three-
ounce bottle of ALEAVE. The difference between the two prices, it was

postulated, can be taken as an attitudinal measure.

Question twenty~-six includes general descriptive items adopted from a
"canned" new product concept testing questionnaire. The word "canned"
is used because the questionnaire tests six different product concepts
using the same questions with the product's name changed as appro-
priate. The first seven items of this question were adopted for ALEAVE.
The next five items were taken from previous pretests and are overall

attitudinal questions about ALEAVE.

As was mentioned in section 3.2.3, the preference index is vaguely
discussed in the concept testing literature. The intention-to-buy
scale was chosen as the primary preference index for the example. This
was based on both the practice within the industry and Chesebrough
Ponds and its documented potential for segmentation purposes (see
section 3.2.3). The additional preference questions will be used in

subsequent analysis. They were not used in the example given here.

Part four includes two questions. The first (twenty-seven) includes

nineteen jitems covering four different areas:
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1. Attitudes toward advertising
2. Cleanliness psychographics
3. Diet psychographics

4. Pains and Health Care psychographics

The advertising questions were included to obtain a general attitudinal

measure of respondents' reactions to advertising, The next three are

possible benefit segments for ALEAVE defined by Chesebrough Ponds.

This resulted from a preliminary concept testing conducted for Chese-

brough Ponds by the Fairfield Consulting Association, Inc. (1472). The

three segments are:;

A. The segment concerned mostly with cleanliness.

B. The segment mostly concerned with reducing pains, and relief from
itching.

C. The segment mostly concerned with reducing pains from hemorrhoids.

The last question in the questionnaire (twenty-eight) included a screen-—
ing question about the potential target market. 1t consisted of a list
of six minor discomforts by which people are sometimes bothered. The
six are: Headaches, muscular aches, dandruff, piles or hemorrhoids,
stomach upsets, and rectal itching or discomfort. This question was

adopted from the Chesebrough Ponds questionnaire.

The questionnaires were precoded to facilitate easy transfer of the

data to coding sheets,
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bhedely Step four: Pretest Questionnaires

Two pretests were conducted with earlier versions of the questionnaire.
The pretests concentrated on the questions and the executions. A

total of forty-five respondents completed the first pretest and thirty-
two respondents completed the second pretest. The first pretest was
conducted in March of 19¥75 and the second one in April of 1975. The
pretest questionnaires are presented in Appendix B.

The pretest helped in identifying problem questions and questions that
required rewording. Too, the arrangement of the parts in the question-

naires was changed to the structure described in section 4.2.3.

Thus, for example, respondents who were not sufferers could not answer

question number sixteen;

"If you suffer from bathroom discomfort, or might suffer sometimes in

the future, how likely would you be to buy ALEAVE?Y

As a result of the first pretest, question number seventeen was added:

"If you knew of someone who suffers from bathroom discomfort, how

likely would you be to recommend ALEAVE to him?"

Several additional changes, similar to the above, were implemented as
a result of the pretest. Many attitudinal questions and psychographic

items were replaced or omitted as a result of the pretests.

The next step, step five, deals with the collection of the dsta and

preparation of these data for analysis.
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4L.2.5 Step five: Present to liespondentis

Step five deals with the execution of the example. Data collection
and sampling are described first. Next, the initial tabulations are

presented. An overall profile of respondents emerges from these tables.

The different executions varying the three factors and factor levels,
were inserted into ctherwise identical questionnaires. The question-
naires without this treatment were seven pages long. The twenty-seven
different treatments were given to iwenty-seven different classes of
evening undergraduate students f{rom iutgers, The State University of
New Jersey. It should be noted that most of these students are adults
(over twenty-seven years old) holding full-time jobs. They are, there-

fore, less homogeneous than day-session students.

Unlike evening students in New York who have a chcice of schools, New
Jersey students have only one evening undergraduate program. This

reduces the self-selection effect implicit in a college choice.

The classes were picked by elass size (minimum of 30 registered students)
from a roster of all classes given at Rutgers, the State University of
New Jersey, University College. The faculty secretary, Mrs. Florence
Adams, called the various instructors and arranged the schedule of in-
terviewing. Instructors were not told who was conducting the study

or for what purpose.

Each class received a different treatment. The assignment of treat-

ments t0 classes was randomized. The questionnaires were
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sel f-administered, i.e., all the instructions were included in the
questionnaire. The questionnaires were handed out during the class
period and students were asked to complete them. It took between

twenty-five and forty minutes to complete the questionnaires.

Data collection was completed during the last week of May 1975. HRe-
sults of the data collection are presented in Table L.1l. Table 4.1
presents the data collection results by class (tireatment) and gives

the proportion of target respondents found within each class,

A total of 632 questionnaires were completed by respondents. Of those
632 questionnaires, 168 were completed by target-market respondents,
i.e., respondents who admitted suffering from either hemorrhoids or
bathroom discomfort. As was mentioned in section 4.2.1, the relative
frequency of sufferers within the sample, 26.6 percent is lower than
that found by Chesebrough Ponds, Inc. (33.3 percent). This can be
attributed to the lower age of the sample respondents (average 30

years) compared to the general population average.

In order to achieve an equal number of target respondents per cell,
five target respondents were sorted out of every class. The first
five questionnaires which were completed by admitted sufferers were
used in the analysis. A total of 135 gquestionnaires were used for this

example (five x twenty-seven treatments).

Lae2.501 Sample Demographics

Tables 4.2 through 4.13 summarize the demographic profile of the target

respondents.
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TABLE 4.1

DATA COLLECTION KHESULTS BY THEATMENT
AND THE PuOPORTION OF TARGET RESPONDENTS

Treatment Hespondent s
Copy Copy Pictorial TotaTl Target  larget as b
Writer Length Treatment Sample Market of Total Sample
1 1 1 21 5 23.8
1 2 1 18 5 27.7
1 3 1 30 7 23.3
1 1 2 23 5 21.7
1 2 2 33 o) 18.2
1 3 2 13 6 L6.2
1 1 3 14 5 357
1 < 3 22 6 27.2
1 3 3 22 6 27.2
2 1 1 18 6 33.3
2 2 1 27 6 2242
2 3 1 17 5 2G.4
2 1 2 31 7 22.6
p 2 2 16 6 37.5
< 3 < <3 5 21.7
2 1 3 24, 7 29.2
2 2 3 26 5 22.7
P 3 3 21 7 33.3
3 1 1 <Y 10 345
3 2 1 17 5 2944
3 3 1 22 5 22.7
A 1 < 24 5 2.8
3 2 2 29 5 17.2
3 3 2 27 8 29.6
3 1 3 32 7 21.9
3 2 3 31 7 21.9
3 3 3 22 8 36.3

Total 632 168 26.6



112
The average age of the respondents was thirty (see Table 4.2). This
is compatible with itutgers University information about University
College (The Evening Division) students. Three-quarters of the
sample were males (76.3,5). One-quarter of the sample were females

(23.74). Table 4.3 presents the sex distribution.

A distribution of the sample by marital status is presented in Table
Lelyo Two-thirds (65.9.) of the sample were married. One-fifth (19.3%)
were single. The other 15. were divorced (8.9%) or separated (4.44),

with one additional case each of widowed and engaged.

A distribution by family life cycle is portrayed in Table 4.5. About
one-third (31.4.5) of the target respandents had a child under six years
old. Twenty~three percent had youngest children over six. Close to

a half (45.25) had no children,

A breakdown of the sample by home ownership showed that roughly one-
half (51.1,) owned their own residences and the other half rented

(Table 4.6). The number-of-rooms-per-residence distribution is shown

in Table 4.7. 11.1, had fewer than three rooms in their residences.
Nearly a half (48.1.) had between four and six rooms in their residences.
A third (34.8,) had between seven and nine rooms, and 5.9, had res-

idences with ten rcoms or more.

The income distribution is contained in Table 4.8. 5.94 of the sample
had incomes (annual pre-tax for 1974) below $7,500.-. The modal in-

come group was between $12,501.- and $15,000.- (18.64) of the sample.



AGE
Under 25
26 - 30
31 - 35
36 - 4LO
L1 = L5
L6 - 50
51 = 55

TOTAL

Male

female

TOTAL

113
TABLE 4.2
TARGET MARKET BY AGE GHQUPS

ABSOLUTE RELATIVE
CREG. SREQ.
17 12.6
LY 36.3
33 2o ly
16 11.9
7 5.2
9 6.7
4 3.0
135 100,0
TABLE 4.3

TARGET MARKET BY SEX OF RESPONDENT

ABSOLUTE AELATIVE
FHEQ, SHEQ.
103 76.3
32 23.7

135 100.0
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TABLE 4.4

TARGET MAKKET BY MAKITAL STATUS

ABSQLUTE HELATIVE
MAAITAL STATUS i . FREQ.
MARRIED 8y 65.9
SINGLE 26 19.3
DIVOHCED 12 8.9
SEPARATED 6 Led
WIDOWED 1 Ja 7
OTHEH 1 Q.7
TOTAL 135 100Q.0
TABLE 4.5

TARGET MAHKET BY AAMILY LIFE CYCLE,
USING AGE OF YOUNGEST CHILD

NUMEER OF ABSOLUTE HELATIVE
CHILDAREN FRFQ. FitEG. (PCT)
ZEi{Q CHILDKEN 61 L5.2
YOUNGEST UNDEit 6 43 31.9

YOUNGEST OVEit 6 31 23.0

TOTAL 135 100.0
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TABLE 4.6
TAUGET MA«KET BY OWNERSHIP OF RESIDENCE

AESIDENCE OWNED ABSOLUT® RELATIVE

0it KENTED FREG. FHEQ. (PCT)

ARSIDENCE OWNED 69 51.1

HESIDENCE AENTED 66 48.9

TOTAL 135 100.0
TABLE 4.7

TAKGET MARKET BY THE NUMBEHR OF HOOMS IN RESIDENCE

NUMBE:: O ROOMS ABSOLUTE HELATIVE
IN «ESIDENCE FREQ. FHEQ. (PCT)
UNDEH 3 15 11.1

L - 6 65 48.1

7 -9 L7 34.8
QVEx 10 8 2:9

TOTAL 135 100.0
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TABLE 4.8

TARGET MARKET BY INCOME GHOUPS

FAMILY INCOME ABSOLUTE RELATIVE
PiE-TAX FOR 1974 _ REQ. FREQ. _(PCT)
UNDER $5,000 4 3.0
$5,001 - 37,500 1 0.7
$7,501 - $10,000 11 8.1
$10,001 - $12,500 22 16.3
$12,501 - $15,000 25 18.5
$15,001 - $17,500 14 10.4
$17,501 = $20,000 19 1h.1
$20,001 - $25,000 20 14.8
$25,001 - $30,000 16 11.9
OVER $30,000 3 2.2
TOTAL 135 100.0
TABLE 4.9

TARGET MA«KET BY EDUCATION
{MEASUKRED BY COLLEGE CREDITS)

NUMBEX OF COLLEGE ABSOLUTE RELATIVE
CHEDITS COMPLETED FHEG. FiEQ. (PCT)
LESS THAN 9 CHEDITS 4 3.0
9 - 30 CREDITS 8 5.9
31 - 60 CREDITS 23 17.0
61 ~ 90 CHEDITS 40 29.6
91 = 120 CHEDITS 45 33.3
BACHELOK® DEGHEE 9 6.7
GRADUATE STUDENT 3 2,2
GRADUATE DEGHEE 3 2.2

TOTAL 135 100.0



117

The education of respondents was measured by college credits earned
and is described in Table 4.%. A quarter of the sample (25.94) had
leas than 61 college credits. itoughly a third of the sample were in
their junior year and a third in their senior year, 29.64 and 33.3/
respectively. Ten percent of the respondents had earned a Bachelor's
degree; 6.75 of them had studied for a graduate degree and 2.24 had

a graduate degree.

Table 4.10 classifies the target sample into nuclear family roles.
Three-quarters of respondents classified themselves as heads of
households. 11,96 classified themselves as "spouse." The remainder
of the group (1l4.1,6) were either living at their parents' residence

or alone (either with roommates or wittiout).

The occupations of the head of the household are contained in Table
4,11, The modal category is "managers or proprietors." 31.14 of

the sample are in this category. The next largest category is
vprofessional or technical," with 27.4,6 of the sample. fSales or
clerical” includes 16.3,, of the sample. These three categories account
for almost three—quarters of the sample (74.84%). Service workers and
craftsmen/foremen account for an additional 154, (8.1 and 5.9/% res-
pectively). Most of the sample belongs in the lower middle class and

upper lower class, with roughly one-sixth to one-fifth in the latter.

Tables 4.12 and 4.13 describe patterns of family purchase decision

making. Two categories are described: *"groceries," Table 4.12, and
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TABLE 4.10
TARGET MARKET CLASSIFIED BY THE NUCLEAR FAMILY HOLES

AESPONDENTS' HELATION TO ABSOLUTE HELATIVE
HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD Fithg, FREQ. (PCT)
HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD 100 ol
SPOUSE 16 11.9
OTHEx 19 14.1
TOTAL 135 103.0
TABLE 4.11
TARGET MAHKET CLASSIFIED BY OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORIES

OCCUPATION OF THE HEAD ABSOLUTE RELATIVE
OF THE HOUSEHOLD FEQ. FREQ. (PCT)
OTHER 1 Q0.7
SERVICE WORKE:t 11 8.1
CRAFTSMAN - POREMAN 8 5.9
MANAGEi{ OH PROPRIETOK L2 31.1
LABQitEi¢ 3 2.2
OPERATOR 6 Lely
SALES OR CLERICAL 22 16.3
PROFESSIONAL OH TECHNICAL 37 27.4
HOUSEWIFE 1 0.7
STUDENT 4 3.9

TOTAL 135 100.0
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TABLE 4.12
TARGET MAKKET CLASSIFIED BY FAMILY PURCHASE DECISION® (GROCERIES)

BATTERN OF COSMETICS AND ABSOLUTE HELATIVE
OTC DRUGS BUYING FREQ, FREQ. (PCT)
HEAD DECIDES ALONE 27 20.0
HEAD AND SPOUSE 61 45.2
SPOUSE DECIDES ALONE 26 19.3
MEMBERS TOGETHEAR 8 5.9
OTHER 13 9.6
TOTAL 135 100.0
TABLE 4.13
TARGET MARKET CLASSIFIED BY FAMILY PUHCHASE DECISIONS
{(COSMETICS/DRUGS)

PATTERN OF GHOCERY ABSOLUTE RELATIVE
BUYING DECISIONS FREL, FREC, (PCT)
HEAD DECIDES ALONE 30 22.2
HEAD AND SPQUSE 52 18.5
SPOUSE DECIDES ALONE 35 25.9
MEMBERS TOGETHER 14 10.4
OTHER L 3.0

TOTAL 135 100.0
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*drugs", Table 4.13. Decision making patterns are similar for both

categories.

One {ifth of the sample described the head of the household as the sole
decision maker. The joint pattern of family decision making is prac-
ticed by L5.2, in the case of grocery items, and 38.5,. in the case of
cosmetics and drug products. In the category of "spouse decides alone,"
there are some differences, although statistically insignificant. One-
fifth of the sample spouses (19.34) decide on their grocery shopping
alone, as compared to one-quarter (25.9.) in the case of cosmetics and
drugs. The small differences exist as well in the case of all members
deciding together, and in the '‘other' category, which in most cases

was characterized by respondents as the case where each family member

decides alone.

Qverall, the sample is comprised of young adults, thirty years of age.
Three—quarters are males, and two-thirds of the sample are married.
Half of the sample reside in their own homes, and the modal income is
$12,500.- to $16,000.- per annum. Most of the sample belong to the
upper lower class or the lower middle class. One~half have no children.
Of the other half, two-thirds have children under six years of age.

Over two-thirds of the sample either are in their Jjunior or senior year.

The above profile covers the demographic and socio-economic dimensions
of the sample. The psychographic profile 1s described in the next

subsection.
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Lele5e2 Sample Psychographics

Table L.1l)4 presents the frequency distribution of the target market
on various interest items. Table L.15 presents the frequencies for
various activities, and Table 4.16 presents frequencies for various

opinion items.

Table 4.14 portrays interest items. Modal values for interest items
are six {Extremely Interested) for two items: Interest in Children
and Interest in Privacy. Modal values of five (Very Interested)

were registered for interest in Health Care, Politics, Clothing, and
Mewspapers. Modal values of four {Quite Interested) were registered
for Cooking, Community Affairs, and Other People's Problems. No item

registered a mode of less than three (Hardly Interasted, etc.).

Table 4.15 portrays the frequencies for enjoying various activities.
The highest modal value was given to enjoying Sports {Extremely
Enjoyable). "Taking a Chower" and "working on a Job" were the next
most enjoyable activities {(Very Enjoyable). The least enjoyable
activity, Cleaning the House, received the lowest modal value {Not
Enjoyable). Bargain Hunting was characterized as Slightly Enjoyable

by the largest number of respondents.

Table 4.16 presents frequency distribution of the sample on various
opinion items. The following items registered a modal value of 6 or

a "8trongly Agree" response:
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TABLE 4.14
TARGET MARKET BY INTERESTS®
INTEREST Extremely Very Quite Hather Hardly Not
IN: Interested Inter. Inter. Inter. Inter. JInter. TOTAL
Discussing 23 26 25 34 17 10 135
g??;i?:“ (17.0) (19.3) (18.5) (25.2) (12.6) (7.4) (100.0)
food 17 27 33 39 13 6 135
(12.6) (20.0) (24,.4) (28.9) (9.6) (Len) (100.0)
Health Care 28 37 3U 27 9 A 135
(20.7) (27.4) (22.2) (20.0) (6.7} (3.0)  {100.0)
Hew Products 12 22 <5 LU iz 4 135
( 8.9) (16.3) (18.5)  (29.6) (23.7) (3.0) (100.0)
Advertising 7 21 26 39 28 14 135
( 5.2) (15.6) (19.3) (28.9) (20.7) (10.4) (100.0)
Cooking 5 24y 34 29 30 13 135
( 3.7) (17.8) (25.2) (21.5) (22.2) (9.6) (100.0)
Politics 22 34 31 26 14 8 135
(16.3) (25.2) (23.0) (19.3) (10.4) (5.9) (100.0)
Clothing 17 36 35 29 13 5 135
(12.6) (26.7) (25.9) (21.5) (9.6) (3.7) {100.0)
Children 39 27 19 23 16 11 135
(28.9) (20.0) (14.1)  (17.0) (11.9) (8.1) (100.0)
Other 9 20 33 24, 27 22 135
g:gg&gm: ( 6.7) (14.8) (24.4) (17.8) (20.0) (16.3) (100.0)

aModal values are underlined.
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TABLE 4.1l4 (continued

TAHRGET MARKET BY INTERESTS

INTEAEST  Extremely Very Quite itather Hardly  Not
THs Interested Inter. Inter. Inter. Inter. Inter. TOTAL

Privacy 51 35 21 16 9 3 135
(l’?_._g) (25.9) (15.6) (11.9) (6.7) (2.2) {100.0)

Community 19 35 37 23 14 7 135
Affairs (14.1)  (25.9) (2%.4) (17.0) (10.6) (5.2}  (100.0)
Newspapers 23 37 34 27 11 6 135

(17.0) (274} (25.2)  (17.8) ( 8.1) (4.4)  (100.0)



TABLE 4.1

TARGET MAWKET BY ENJOYMENT OF ACTIVITIES®

Extremely Very
Enjoyable Enjoy. Enjoy. Enjoy. Enjoy. Enjoy. TOTAL

Watching 8
Television ( 5.9)
Going to 12
Parties ( 8.9)
Bargain 12

Cleaning the 12
House ( 1.5)

Work on the 17

Job (12.6)
Eating 19
(14.1)
Taking a 2y
Shower (21 5)
liearing 18
Latest
Fashion (13.3)
Drinking 16

bWith Friends (11.9)

23
(17.0)

35
(13.3)

18
(13.3)

8
( 5.9)

he
(31.1)

34
(25.2)
4LO
(29:6)

26
(19.3)

31
(23.0)

Quite itather Slightly Not
39 42 20 3
(28.9) (31.1) (14.8) ( 2.2)
L6 27 10 5
(19.3) (14.8) (27.4) (16.3)
26 20 37 22
(19.3) {(14.8) (27.4) (16.3)
18 27 29 51
(13.3) (20.0) (21.5) (37.8)
26 25 12 13
(19.3) (18.5) ( 8.9) ( 9.6)
16 28 15 3
(26.7) (20.7) (11.1) ( 2.2)
35 15 12 L
(25.9) (11.1) ( 8.9) ( 3.0)
Ll 31 19 10
(30.4) (15.6)  (14.4)  ( 7.4)
34 27 15 12
(25.2) (20.0) (11.1) ( 8.9)

aModal values are underlined.
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135
(100.0)

135
(100.0)

135
(100.0)

135
(100.0)

135
(100.0)

135
(100.0)

135
(100.0)

135
(100.0)

135
(100.0)
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TABLE 4.15 {continued

TAIGET HAUKET BY ENJOYMENT Q. ACTIVITIES

Extremely Very Quite itather Slightly  Not
Enjoyable Enjoy. BEnjoy. Enjoy. Enjoy. Enjoy. TOTAL

Sports 34 30 2y 21 15 6 135
(25.2) (22.2) (21.5) (15.6) (11.1) ( 4.&4) (100.,0)

Do=It=Yourself 28 L4 21 17 14 11 135
Projects (20.7)  (32.6) (15.6) (12.6) (10.4) ( 8.1) (100.0)



TABLE 4.16

TARGET MAKRKET BY OPINIONS®
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TOTAL

OPINION Strongly Mainly Slightly Slightly Mainly Strongly
1TEM Agree Agree Agree Disagree Disag. Disag.
I often Worry

that Something

I Buy Will

Turn Out to be 12 24 36 29 13 21

I Work Hard

Most of the 38 L1 32 15 1 2

Time (28.1) (3448) (23.7) (11.1) (0.7) ( 1.5}

I Am More

Independent

Than Most 38 55 27 13 2 0

People Are (28.1) (49.7) (20.0) ( 9.6) (1.5) { 0.0)

I Have a Lot

of Personal L7 59 21 b 3 1

Ability (34.8) (43.7) (15.6) ( 3.0) (2.2) ( Q.7)

It's not What

You Know but

Who You Know

That is 16 36 43 17 12 11

Impor't.ant (11.9) (26.7) (21.2) (12.6) (8-9) ( 8-1)

Things Change 7 19 L1 38 18 12

Too Fast ( 5.2)  (1he1) (30.4) (28.1) (13.3) ( 8.3)
Nobody Cares 6 7 20 46 34 22

What I Think (, .y ( 5.2) (14.8) (34.3) (25.2 (16.3)

I Am a Home- 13 16 33 18 26 29

body ( 9.6)  (11.9) (24.4) (13.3) (19.3) (21.5)

aHodal values are underlined.

135
(100.0)

135
(100.0)

135
(100.0)

135
(100.0)

135
(100.0)

135
(100.0)

135
(100.0)

135
(100.0)



TABLE 4,16 (continued)
TARGET MARKET BY OPINIONS
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Strongly Mainly Slightly Slightly Mainly Strongly

Agree Agree _Agree  Disagree Disag, Disag. TOTAL
I Believe In
Taking Action
When I Don'tt 43 Ll 26 16 0 6 135
Like Sometning (31.9) (32.6) (19.3) (11.9) (0.0) ( 4ed) (100.0)
My Greatest
Achievements
Are Still 72 3B 2 3 3 2 135
Ahead (53.3) (25.2) (1546) ( 2.2) ( 2.2) ( 1.5) (100.,0)
I Put My
family's
Welfare
Before My b7 41 26 15 3 3 135
Own (34.8) (30e4) (1943)  (1141) ( 2.2) (2.2) (100.0)
I Wish 1 28 12 30 27 19 19 135
Were Younger o 7y ( 8.9) (22+2) (20.0) (1h4el) (14e1) (100.0)
I T Had My
Life to Live
Over, 1'd Do
ferently (2542) (14.8) (23.7) (14.8) ( 9.6} (11.9) (100.0)
1 Hate to Lose 24 19 33 25 19 15 135
at Anything (19 8)  (14.1) (2he4) (18.5) (1he1) (11.1) (100.0)
I Like What 1
See when I
Look in the 17 w7 L2 19 6 4 135
Mirror (12.6) (31.8) (31.1) (14.1) ( 4eb) ( 3.0) (100.0)
The Early
Morning Is
the Best
Part of my 20 20 22 38 16 19 135
Day (14.8) (14.8) (16.3) (28.1) (11.9) (14.1) (100.0)



TABLE 4416 (continued)

3
( 242)

13
( 9.6)

23

(13.3)

{ 5.9)

20
(14.8)

20
(14.8)

10

9
( 6.7)

15
(11.1)

18
(18.5)
{ 542)

34
(25.2)

19
(14.1)

128

Agree Disagree Disag, _Disag, TOTAL

135
(100.0)

135
(100,0)

135
{100.0)

135
(100.0)

135
{100.0)

135
{100.0)

135

TARGET MARKET BY OPINIONS
Strongly Mainly Slightly Slightly Mainly Strongly
Agree Agree
1 rFeel More
Energetic 22 b6 18 7
when Clean (38.5) (34.1) (13.3) ( 5.2)
1 Shall Prob—
ably Move Once
in the Next 5 48 25 19 15
Years (Eé'b) (12.5) (1“.1) (11-1)
I Wouldn't
Work if 1 did ° 132 <3
not Have To  (26.7) ( 9.6) (14.8) (17.0)
I Enjoy Life
More than my 38 3k 30 18
Parents did (28.1) (25.2) (22.2) (13.3)
I get Paid
what I am 11 22 20 28
Worth ( 8.1) (16.3) (14.8) (20.7)
My Major
Hobby Is my 16 19 35 26
Family (11.9) (14.1) (25.9)  (19.3)
I Am a 22 36 49 13
Great Person (16.3) (26.7) (36.3) ( 9.6)

( 7.4)

( 3.7)

{100.0)
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My greatest achievements are still ahead.

I put my family's welfare btefore my own.

I1f I had my live to live over, I'd sure do
things differently.

I feel more energetic when clean.

I1'11 probably move once in the next 5 years.

I wouldn't work if 1 didn't have to.

I enjoy life more than my parents did.

The next highest modal value was "llainly Agree" and the items are:
I work very hard most of the time.
I am more independent than most people are.
1 think I have a lot of persocnal ability.

1 like what I see when I look in the mirror.

The only item to receive the lowest modal value (strongly disagree) is:

I get paid what 1 am worth.

The sample's profile can be summarized as follows: high interest was
expressed in children, privacy, health care, politics, and welfare.

Mo subject was found to be uninteresting. The most enjoyable activiti-
ies are sports, showering and working on the job. The least enjoy-
able activity is cleaning the house. The only opinion item which
registered disagreement was: "I get paid what I am worth." Most of

the other opinion questions were agreed to by respondents.



130

The various psychographics are used in the ensuing analysis, phase two,
step five. It tests whether the concept and its executions are in-

dependent. The next step ends phase one.

Le2.6 Step Six: Testing for Independence

Step six is the last step in phase one. It calls for an investigation
of the relationships between the concept and its executions. An ANOVA
is used to see whether the preference indices indicated for the dif-
ferent executions differ significantly from one another. A One-Way
ANOVA model is used to test the following hypotheses: (see section

3.2.6 for the ANOVA model)

H_ 3 There are no significant differences between the preference
indices indicated for the different executions.
There are significant differences between the preference indices

indicated for the different executions,

Table L4.17 presents the results of the analysis. The f in this table

was computed by using the following formula:

SSA/(K-I) MS,
F - - ———————
SSE:'rox'/U'l_lq MSError
Where: SSA = Portion of sum of squares in the varisble, due to
factor A.

SSError = Variation not accounted for by factor A.

(K=1) = Number of categories in A-1
(N~K) = Degree of freedom
MS = Mean Square due to factor A

A
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MSError = Mean Square due to variation unaccounted for by factor A.

Table 4.17 shows that at any reasonable 'FJevel Ho cannot be rejected,
i.e., there is no evidence of significant differences in the twenty-
seven executions. The treatments had no statistically significant
effect on the indicated intention-to-buy scales. The null hypothesis is
accepted. The next phase to be undertaken is phase three. (see figure

3.1) Phase two is not undertaken in this example.

TABLE hel7

ONE WAY ANOVA OF 'HOW LIKELY WOULD YOU BE TO
BUY ALEAVE' BY TREATMENTS

Source of Sum of Mean - Significance of
Variaticn Squares D. . Squares Ratio £

Between

Groups 5.3916 26 Q.2U74 UeUG0 0000
Within

Groups 24,7.2056 107  2.3103

Total 252.5972 133

Two explanations can account for the above results. irst, it is possible
that respondent:s did not perceive the treatments as different. Second, the
nature of the data could affect results. Hespondents checked their answers
on a six-poimt scale. In One-Way ANOVA, means are computed for each group
(treatment) using this scale. The means of the 27 groups are close to each
other, resulting in a small between group variation, thus leading to insig-

nificant results, i.e., a small between to within P ratio.
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4.3 PHASE THREE; INDEPENDENCE

Phase three is to be undertaken when a concept and its executions are
found to be independent., Phase three deals with computing an overall
score for the product concept. After this score is computed, it is com-
pared to the cut-off points. These cut-off points determine what will
be done with the product concept, i.e., rejection, acceptance or fur-

ther testing.

Le3.13 Step One: Compute Overall Score

Several methods are available for computing the overall score (see
section 3.4.4). Since the data collected are ordinal in nature, the

percentile is the most appropriate measure, In this case the score is:

S = =

N
Where S = product's overall score
n, = respondents who have indicated that they would buy the
product
N = total sample

Application of this formula to this sample would yield (See figure 4.13):

62
Score = ng— = 45.9

In this case, the total score for the concept would be 45,9%. This score

is compared to the cut-off points,.

Le3,2 Step Two: Is the Overall Score Within kejection Hegion?

Using a cut-off point of K, = 50%, would mean that ALEAVE does not gen-
erate sufficient enthusiasm for the concept to be passed on for further
testing or development. A score of 45.9 means that the score is within

O—-K1 and therefore should be rejected,



FIGURE Le13

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS BY

INTENTION-TO-BUY SCALF,

133

Intent frequency
Absolutely sure I Would Get It 11
Almost sure I Would Get It 14
Probably Would Get It 37

Sub Total: bDuyers 62
Might or Might Not Get It 52

Sub Total: Not Certain 52
Probably Would Not Get It 7
Almost sure I Would Not Get It G
Absolutely sure I Would Not Get It 5

Sub Total: Non Buyers 21
Total 135
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Obviously, the determination of the cut-off point is an important aspect
of the screening process. The literature on concept testing reports
the use of a single cut—off point.‘ The cut-off point Kl is equated with
K, and set at a higher level, for example 704, for demonstrative pur-

poses, K, will be set below the overall score, i.e., at LO%.

he3e3 Step Three: Is the Overall Score Within the Middle Range?

With a cut-off point of X, = 4%, the overall score falls within the
middle range. A company can set a deliberately low Kl if they are
interested in reducing type one errors, i.e., rejecting a good product
idea although it has.a low score. The product concept is passed on

to phase four which conducts further testing, Step three concludes
phase three in this example. The product did not achieve a high
overall score and should not, therefore, be passed on to development.
The liaison with Chesebrough Ponds pegged the value of K2 at 704 (for

the company K, = K2).
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Lol PHASE FOUR: rURTHER TESTING

Phase four provides for additional investigation of the concept. Es-
sentially its steps are equal to the additional testing suggested for
phase two of the model. Since phase two was not undertaken with this

example, phase four is carried out.

Leliel Step One: Are Product Attributes Perceived Differently Among

Executions?

Step One of phase four investigates the effect of the treatment on per-

ceived product attributes, Ten product attributes were investigated,

using a Three-Way ANOVA (see cection 3.3.2). Seven different hypotheses

are tested in this step for each product attribute., The first three

hypotheses relate to the first-order effects;

le HO: There are no significant differences in perceived product
attribute 'X' among different copywriterse.

: There is at least one significant difference in perceived
product attribute *X' among different copywriters.

This hypothesis postulates that certain product attributes are preferred

by respondents, Ho was rejected by Haley and Gatty (1971). However,

"copywriter” was the only variable tested. This example employs three

copywriters, with each one writing a descriptive statement for the

product concept, with different copy lengths and different pictorial

treatments.

The second hypothesis is:

2, H_.: There are no significant differences in perceived product

0
attribute 'X' among different copy lengths.

There is at least one sipnificant difference in perceived

product attribute *X' among different copy lengths.
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Different copy lengths were found to have an effect on response (Over-
ton and Armstrong, 1971). However, copy length was the only variable
tested. Too, Overton and Armstirong varied the amount of information
using a questionnaire (brief) and a display (long), through which
respondents walked., Compensation given to respondents varied. A
single dollar was given to questionnaire respondents. Five dollars
were given to those who actually walked through the display, and who
travelled in order to get to it. It is possible that the two groups
differed in their willingness to cooperate. This example varies copy

length in three levels: brief, medium and long.

The third hypothesis is:

3. HO t There are no significant differences in perceived product
attribute *X* among different pictorial treatments.
le There is at least one significant difference in perceived

product attribute 'X' among different pictorial treat-

ments.

Tauber (1972) rejected H, when he tested presentation form as a sole
variable. Too, Tauber included only two levels: that of the written
statement, and that of a written statement with a picture. This

example adds a third level by introducing a black-and-white picture.

The next three hypotheses are second-order interactions:

Le HO: There are no significant differences in perceived product
attribute 'X' among interactions of copywriter and copy

length.
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There is at least one significant difference in perceived

product attribute 'X* among interactions of copywriter and

copy length.

There are no significant differences in perceived product
attribute 'X' among interactions of copywriter and pic-
torial treatment,

There is at least one significant difference in perceived
product attribute *X* among interactions of copywriter and

plctorial treatment.

There are no signifi¢ant differences in perceived product
attribute *X' among interactions of copy length and pic-
torial treatment,

There is at least one significant difference in perceived
product attribute *X' among interactions of copy length and

pictorial treatment.

Second-order hypothesis had not been previously tested in the litera-

ture,

The last hypothesis is the third-order interactions

Te HOS

There are no significant differences in perceived product
attribute 'X* among interactions of copywriter, copy
length and pictorial treatment.

There is at least one significant difference in perceived
product attribute 'X' among interactions of copywriter,

copy length and pictorial treatment.
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The third-order interaction had not been tested previously in the

literature,

The Three-Way ANOVA results are presented in Tables 4.18 through 4.28.
Each table presents the results of the Three-Way ANOVA for a single
product attribute, Table 4.28 summarizes the results for all ten

product attributes.,

Table 4.18 presents the ANOVA results for the first product attribute,
Three sources of variation had a significant effect on product-attribute-
‘cleansing'. Main effects were significant at P = 0.027, with the
pictorial-treatments effect being significant at P = 0.014. In second-
order interactions, sipgnificant effects were due to the interaction of
the copywriter and the pictorial treatment. The null hypothesis was
accepted in five out of seven hypotheses. The second hypothesis of the
first-order interactions and first hypothesis of the second-order were

the two for which the null hypotheses were rejected.

Table 4.19 presents the ANOVA results for the second product attribute,
Two sources of variation had an effect on the second-product attribute
‘preventing itching'. The amount of information (copy length} had a
significant effect on variation; P = 0,007. Second-order interactions
show a significant effect of the interaction between the copywriter and
copy lengths P = 0.019. In five of the seven hypotheses the null
hypothesis was accepted. 1In hypothesis two (first-order interactions)

and hypothesis four (second-order)}, the null hypothesis was rejected,



TABLE 4.18
3-WAY ANOVA OF PRODUCT ATTRIBUTE 'CLEANSING' BY

COFYWRITER, COPY LENGTH AND PICTORIAL TREATMENT

139

Source of Sum of Mean F- Significance
Variation Squares D. Squares Ratio of F
Main Effects 24,971 6 L.162 2,475 0.027
Copy Writer 8.533 La267 2.537 0.082
Copy Length 3.333 1.667 0.991 0.999
Pictorial treatment 144933 2 TolibT  Labdyl 0.014
2-Way Interactions 27.261 12 2,272  1.351 ¢,201
Copywriter/Copy Length  4.489 L 1.122  0.667 0.999
Copywriter/Pictorial
Treatment 17.955 L Lelk89  2.670 U035
Copy Length/Pictorial
Treatment 9955 L 2,489  1.480 Q212
3-Way Interactions 15.215 g 1.902 1.131 U348
Copywriter/Copy Length/
Pictorial Treatment 15.215 8 1.902 1.131 0.348
Residual 181.599 108 1.681
Total 239,881 134 1.79G



TABLE 4.19
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3-WAY ANOVA OF PRODUCT ATTRIBUTE ‘'PREVENTING ITCHING'

BY COPYWRITER, COPY LENGTH AND PICTORIAL TREATMENT

Source of
Variation

Main Effects
Copy Writer
Copy Length

Pictorial Treatment

2-Way Interactions

Copywriter/Copy Length

Copywriter/Pictorial
Treatment

Copy Length/Pictorial
Treatment

3-Way Interactions

Copywriter/Copy Length/

Pictorisl Treatment

Residual

Total

Sum of
Squares

22571
24133
20.933
04 400

29.230

24+ 4,00

1.155

12.889

23.837

23.837

2144398

274546

Mean F Significance

Der'e Squares Ratio of F
6 3.762 1.895 0.088
2 1.067  0.537 0.999
2 104467  5.272 0.007
2 0.200 0,101 0.999
12 2.436  1.227 0.274
A 6.100 3,073 0.019
I 0.289  0.146 0.999
L 3.222 1,623 0.173
8 2,980 1i.501 C.165
8 2,980 1.501 0.165

108 1.985

134 24049
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Table 4.20 presents the ANOVA results for the third product attribute.
The copy length was the only source of significant effect on the third
product attribute, 'preventing discomfort'. Copy length effect was
significant at P = 0,004 Indicative of their effect were the 'main
effects' with P = 0.059, No other sources of variation affected this
product attribute. Hypothesis number two (first—order) interaction

was the only one for which the null hypothesis was rejected. for the

other six, the null hypothesis was accepted.

Table 4.21 presents the ANOVA results for the fourth product attribute.
No significant sources of variation were found for the product attrib-
ute, ‘'relieving itching'. All seven null hypotheses were accepted for

this product attribute.

Table 4,22 presents the ANOVA results for the fifth product attribute,
No significant sources of variation were found for the product attrib-
ute, 'relieving discomfort'. All seven null hypotheses were accepted

for this product attribute.

Table 4.23 presents the ANOVA results for the sixth product attribute.
No significant sources of variation were found for the product attrib-
ute 'being soothing'. All seven null hypotheses were accepted for this

product attribute.



TABLE 4.20

142

3=-WAY ANOVA OFf PRODUCT ATTRIBUTE *PREVENTING DISCOM/ORT®

BY COPYWRITEKR, COPY LENGTH AND PICTORIAL THEATMENT

Source of
Variation

Main Effects
Copy Writer
Copy Length

Pictorial Treatment

2~Way Interactions
Copywriter/Copy Length

Copywriter/Pictorial
Treatment

Copy Length/Pictorial
Treatment

3~-Way Interactions

Copywriter/Copy Length/

Pictorial Treatment

Residual

Total

Sum of Mean r Significance
Squares D, Squares Hatio of 7
204571 6 Jelh29 2.094 0.059
2.133 2 1,067 0.652 0.999
19.600 2 G.800 5986 0,004
1200 2 0.600 0,366 0.999
19,897 12 1.658 1.013 Qelle3
11,866 4 2.967 1.812 0.131
2.889 4 Q722 Oelyds 0.999
14.889 L 3.722 2,274, 0,065
11.792 8 1.4L74 0.900 0.999
11.792 8 lu4 T4 Je 900 0.999
176.799 108 1.637
226,992 134 1.694



3-WAY ANOVA Of PRODUCT ATTRIBUTE ‘'RELIEVING ITCHING®

TABLE 4.21

BY COPYWRITER, COPY LENGTH AND PICTORIAL TREATMENT

Source of
Variation

Main Effects
Copywriter
Copy Length

Pictorial Treatment

2-Way Interactions
Copywriter/Copy Length

Copywriter/Pictorial
Treatment

Copy Length/Pictorial
Treatment

3-Way Interactions

Copywriter/Copy Length/

Pictorial Treatment

Residual

Total

143

Sum of Mean F Significance
Squares D.F. Squares Ratio of F
G942 6 1.657 0.825 0.999
2.533 2 1.267 0.631 0.999
8.400 2 44200 2.092 0,126
L .800 2 2,400 1.195 0,306
17.687 iz 1474 Qe 734 0.999
9.022 4 24255 1.124 0,349
4222 N 1.055 0.526 0.999
9.333 4 2,333 1.162 0.331
16.148 8 2.018 1.006 Ve437
16,148 8 2.018 1.006 0.437
216.800 108 2,007
252,636 134 1.885
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3-WAY ANOVA OF PHODUCT ATTRIBUTE 'RELIEVING DISCOMFORT®

BY COPYWRITER, COPY LENGTH AND PICTORIAL TREATMENT

Source of Sum of Mean Fs Significance
Variation Squares De’s Squares Ratio of F
Main Effects 5.111 6 0.852 0.501 0.999
Copywriter 0.993 2 0. 496 0,292 0.999
Copy Length 0.904 2 Os 4452 0.266 0.999
Pictorial Treatment 3.215 2 1.607 0.946 0.999
2-Way Interactions 154689 12 1.307 0.769 0.999
Copywriter/Copy Length 6.874 L 1.719 1.011 0.406
Copywriter/Pictorial
Treatment 2.830 4 Q.707 0.416 0.999
Copy Length/Pictorial
Treatment  5.985 4 1.496 0.880 0.999
3-Way Interactions 7704 8 0.963 0. 566 0.999
Copywriter/Copy Length/
Pictorial Treatment 7.704 8 0.963 0. 566 0,999
nesidual 183,599 108 1.700
Total 212.103 134 1.583



TABLE 4,23
J-WAY ANOVA OF PRODUCT ATTRIBUTE ‘'BEING SOQTHING?®
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BY COPYWRITER, COPY LENGTH AND PICTORIAL PRESENTATION

Source of Sum of
Variation uares
Main Effects T« 289
Copywriter 0.726
Copy Length L« 904
Pictorial Treatment 1.659
2-Way Interactions 26,000

Copywriter/Copy Length 7.1l4l

Copywriter/Pictorial
Treatment 14518

Copy Length/Pictorial
Treatment Le34l
3-Way Interactions 44015
Copywriter/Copy Length/
Pictorial Treatment  4.015

Residual 183,999

Total 221.303

Mean r Significance

D,¥. Sguares Ratio of F
6 1l.215 0.713 0,999
2 0.363 0.213 0.999
2 2,452 1.439 0.240
2 0.830 Q.487 0.999
12 2.167 1.272 Qe245
4 1.785 1.048 0.387
L 3.630 2.130 0.081
L 1.085 0.637 0.999
8 0.502 0.295 0.999
8 0,502 0.295 0.999

108 1.704,

134 1.652
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Table 4.2, presents the ANOVA results for the seventh product attrib-
ute, On source of variation had a statistically significant effect

on product attribute *'being convenient to uset'. The interaction of

the copywriter with pictorial treatment produced a significant effect —
P = 0.018. The fifth hypothesis (out of the seven) was the only one
for which the null hypothesis was rejected for this product attribute.

The null hypothesis was accepted for all the other six,

Table L.25 presents the ANOVA results for the eighth product attribute,
Only one source of variation produced a significant effect on product
attribute 'being economical to use'. The interaction of the copywriter
with the pictorial treatment had a significant effect -; P = 0,028, The
fifth hypothesis is the one for which the null hypothesis is rejected.

The null hypothesis is accepted for the other six hypotheses,

Table 4.26 presents the ANOVA results for the ninth product attribute.
Only one statistically significant source of variation affected product
attribute 'being comfortable to use'. Copy length had a significant
effect at P = 0.043. The second null hypothesis is therefore rejected

and all other six null hypotheses were accepted.

Table 4.27 presents the ANOVA resulis for the tenth product attribute.
No statistically significant sources of variation were found for the
product attribute 'being meesy to use'. All seven null hypotheses were

accepted.
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3-WAY ANOVA Of PRODUCT ATTRIBUTE 'BEING CONVENIENT TQ USE®

BY COPYWRITER, COPY LENGTH AND PICTORIAL TREATMENT

Source of
Variation

Main Effects
Copywriter
Copy Length

Pictorial Treatment

2-Way Interactions
Copywriter/Copy Length

Copywriter/Pictorial
Treatment

Copy Length/Pictorial
Treatment

3~-Way Interactions

Copywriter/Copy Length/

Pictorial Treatment

Hesidual

Total

Sum of

Squares
10,133

7511
0.711

1.911

39.067
Le178

23.778

11.111

24y « L0

2ly o 400

206,398

279.998

Mean r Significance

Da i Squares Ratio of F
6 1,689 0.884 0.999
2 3.756 1.965 0.143
2 0.356 0.186 0,999
2 0.956 0.500 0.999
12 30256 1.704 0.075
& 1.044 04547 0.999
4L 5944 3.111 0,018
4 2.778 l.454 0.220
8 3.050 14596 0,134
8 3.050 1.5%6 06134

108 1.911

134 24,090



TABLE 4.2%
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J-WAY ANOVA OF PRODUCT ATTRIBUTE *'BEING ECONOMICAL TO USE'

BY COPYWRITER, COPY LENGTH AND PICTORIAL TREATMENT

Source of Sum of Mean £ Significance
Variation Squares De.fs Squares HRatio of F
Main Effects Gelil2 6 1.570 0.812 0.999
Copywriter Le 8Ll 2 Re422 1.253 0.289
Copy Length 1.200 2 0600 0310 0.999
Pictorial Treatment 3.378 2 1.689 0.874 0.999
2-Way Interactions 30.489 12 2.541 1.314 0.221
Copywriter/Copy Length 3.822 L 0.95 Qels94 0.999
Copywriter/Pictorial
Treatment 21.911 I 5.478 2.833 0,028
Copy Length/Pictorial
Treatment  4L.756 4 1.189 0.615 0.999
3-Way Interactions 13,022 8 1,628 Qe 842 0.999
Copywriter/Copy Length/
Pictorial Treatment 13.033 8 1.628 0.842 0.999
Residual 208.799 108 1.933
Total 261,732 134 1,953
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TABLE 4.26
3~-WAY ANOVA OF PRODUCT ATTRIBUTE ‘'BEING COMFORTABLE TO USE'

BY COPYWRITER, COPY LENGTH AND PICTORIAL TREATMENT

Source of Sum of Mean F Significance
Variation Squares D.Fs Squares Ratio of F
Main Effects 15.943 6 2.657 1.409 0.217
Copywriter 3.733 2 1.867 0,990 Q. 999
Pictorial Treatment 3.733 2 1.867 0.990 0.999
2-Way Interactions 32,910 12 24743 1.455 0.153
Copywriter/Copy Length 144355 4 3.589 1.904 O.114
Copywriter/Pictorial
Treatment 11.467 L 2,867 14521 0,200
Copy Length/Pictorial
Treatment, 10,222 FA 2.556 1.356 0e253
3=Way Interactions 18,192 8 2274 1.206 0.302
Copywriter/Copy Length/
Pictorial Treatment 18,192 8 2,274 1,206 0,302
Residual 203 .599 108 1,885

Total 258,769 134 1.931



TABLE

o2
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3-WAY ANOVA OF PRODUCT ATTRIBUTE 'BEING MESSY TO USE®

BY COPYWRITER, COPY LENGTH AND PICTORIAL TREATMENT

Source of Sum of Mean F Significance
Variation Squares D.fs Squares Ratio of F
Main Effects 10,000 6 1,667 Q.688 0.999
Copywriter 24326 2 1.163 0.480 0.999
Copy Length 6.326 2 3.163 1.306 0274
Pictorial Treatment 1.348 2 Q.674 0.278 0.999
2=-Way Interactions 27111 12 24259 0.933 0.999
Copywriter/Copy Length  4.652 4 1.163 0.480 0.999
Copywriter/Pictorial
Treatment 9.630 4 2, 4,07 0.994 0.999
Copy Length/Pictorial
Treatment 12,830 4 3,207 1.324 0.265
3-Way Interactions 13.926 A 1.741 0.719 0.999
Copywriter/Copy Length/
Pictorial Treatment 13.926 8 1e741 0,719
Residual 2614596 108 2el422
Total 312,633 134 24333
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Table 4.28 summarizes the Three-Way ANOVA results for six product
attributes., These six product attributes are those for which at least
one of the seven hypotheses had a rejected null hypothesis. Each of
these six product attributes was affected in at least one instance by
one or more treatments. In each case the treatment had a statistically

significant effect on the perception of this product attribute,

Taking the sewven hypotheses one at a time, the following summary emerges:
Copywriter effect was not statistically significant for any product
attribute.

Copy length had a statistically significant effect on variation for three
product attributes:; preventing itching, preventing discomfort and being
comfortable to use.

Pictorial treatment had a significant effect on variation in one prod-

uct attribute: cleansing.

The interaction of copywriter and copy length affected significantly one

product attribute: preventing itching.

The interaction of copywriter and pictorial treatment affected three
product attributes: cleansing, being economical to use, and being con~
venient to use.

Neither the interaction of copy length with pictorial treatment nor the
third-order interaction of all three execution elements had any sig=-

nificant effect on any product attribute,



TABLE 4.28

SUMMARY OF ANOVA RESULTS FOR SIGNIFICANT PRODUCT ATTRIBUTES®

Source of
Variation

Product Attributes

Cleansing

Preventing
Itching

Preventing
Di scomfort

Being
Convenient,
To Use

Being

Economical
To Use

Being
Comfortable
To Use

Main Effects

Copywriter
Copy Length

Pictorial Treatment

2-Way Interactions

Copywriter + Copy lLength

Copywriter + Pictorial
Treatment

Copy Length + Pictorial
Treatment
p—Hay Interactions

Copywriter + Copy Length
+ Pictorial Treatment

0,027

0.014

0.035

0,007

0,019

Oe 004

0.018

0.028

0.0i3

4Levels of significance was determined at P = 0.05.

(49!
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Analysis of step one shows that execution elements can affect perceived
product attributes in a significant manner. It now remains to be seen

whether these product attributes can be used for repositioning the

product concept.

Lehe2 Step Two: Can Perceived Product Attributes Discriminate

Among Respondents?

Step two uses discriminant analysis to see whether product attributes
can discriminate between respondents (see section 3.3.3). Hespondents
were divided into two groups: prospective buyers and prospective non-
buyers. The classification into these groups was based on the intention-

to-buy question. The question was: (Appendix 'A')

1f you suffer from bathroom discomfort, or might suffer sometime in

the future, how likely would you be to buy ALEAVE? Please check where
appropriate.

Absolutely sure I would get it

Almost sure I would get it

Probably would get it

Might or might not get it

Probably would not get it

Almost sure 1 would not get it

Absolutely sure 1 would not get it

A frequency distribution of response to this question is presented in

Table L. 29 .
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TABLE 4.29
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION Of RESPONDENTS BY THE

INTENTION-TO-BUY SCALE

Relative Cumulative Cumulative
Absolute Frequency Absolute Frequency

Category frequency (%) Frequency _ (%)

Absolutely sure 11 8.1 11 8.1
Almost sure 14 10.4 25 18.5
Probably would 37 27k 62 L5.9
Might or might not 52 3845 114 8l 4,
Probably would not 7 542 121 89.6
Almost sure not 9 6.7 130 96.3
Absolutely not 5 3.7 135 100.0

TOTAL 135 100.
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A total of 62 respondents indicated that they would buy the product.
This includes respondents who indicated either 'absolutely sure',
'almost sure' or 'probably would buy'. The 62 respondents were clas-
sified as buyers. A total of 21 respondents indicated that they would
not buy the products. This includes the last three categories of the
question. This second group was classified as non-buyers. The middie
category—'might or might not buy'-—was excluded from the analysis., A
total of 52 respondents chose this category. The discriminant analysis
reported here is therefore based on two groups alone including a total

sample of 83 respondents.

Six product attributes emerged from the ANOVA in step two as being
affected to some degree by the treatments. These six product attrib-
utes were used in the discriminant analysis. They are:

1., Cleansing

2. Preventing Itching

3. Preventing Discomfort

4+ Convenient to Use

5« Economical to Use

6. Comfortable to Use

A correlation matrix between these six product attributes is presented
in Table 4.30. When the correlations between the variables (product
attributes) is high, multicolinearity exists. This affects the meaning-
fulness of the discriminant analysis coefficients. Few high correla-

tions exist in Table 4.30. In two instances the correlation is higher



TABLE 4,30
CORRELATION MATRIX BETWEEN SIX PRODUCT ATTRIBUTES

Preventing Preventing Convenient Economical Comfortable

Cleansing Itching Discomfort to Use to Use to Use
Cleansing 1.0000
Preventing Itching 0.3300 1,0000
Preventing Discomfort 062957 0.5725 1.,0000
Convenient to Use 0.2923 0.1065 0.1601 1.,0000
Economical to Use 0.1732 042950 0.3839 0.3365 1,0000
Comfortable to Use 0.4354 02480 0.3838 05522 QeLli96 1.0000

9s1
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than 0.5. 1In all other cases the correlation is below 0.5. It seems
that although there may be a problem of multicolinearity, the problem

is not substantial.

A classification function is derived from the discriminant analysis.

This function is used in order to classify respondents into buyers and
non-buyers. Since the sample was small (especially the non-buyers group,
which includes 21 respondents), no holdout sample was used. The derived
classification functions were not validated on another sample. These
functions are therefore valid only for the group used in the example.

No predictive validity was proven.

The functions were derived through the use of step-wise diseriminant
function analysise. In this technique, the variables are entered sequen-
tially in the order in which they reduce the unexplained variance. Thus,
the first variable to enter the anlaysis would be the variable which has
the highest explanatory value for the difference between buyers and non-
buyers. The second variable (product attribute) has the next highest
explanatory value for the unexplained difference, remaining after the
choice of the first variable has been made., The third variable entered
is the one with the greatest explanatory value, given the first two
variables, and so on. The only variables entered were ones for which

Partial-r was significant at &x’- Ol

It is possible to develop a subset of variables which best explain the
variance between the apriori defined groups, Table 4.31 presents the

discriminant function coefficients for such a subset of variables,
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TAELE 4.31
DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEASFICIENTS* fOR PRODUCT ATTRIBUTES

Coefficients
Variable Name Unstandardized Standardized
Preventing Discomfort Q46574 0.65365
Comfortable to Use Q34294 0. 50782
Constant Term =2453794 0.0

#0nly significant variables are included, Partial F Test was
significant at (X » .05,
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Two product attributes (out of six) were included in this discriminant
function., The mean values for the buyers' group were lower for these
two product atiributes. The non-buyers had higher means. The lower the
mean, the better the product scored on this particuler attribute. The

higher the mean, the lesser the score.

Table 4.32 shows the degree to which the classification function (shown

in Table 4.31) was successful in classifying buyers and non-buyers.

The results of this step indicate that potential repositioning of ALEAVE
should be done along the lines of emphasizing two product attributes:
*preventing discomfort" and “being comfortable to use", Step L.h.2

carries the analysis one step further, into an attempt at segmentatiocn.

balia?d Develop Additional Target Markets

Step three is the last step in phase four. 1In this step, respondents’
characteristics are used to see whether they can identify the buyers!
groun., A battery of A.I.Q.'s was used as well as a set of product-
related attitudinal questions. Too, a set of socio-economic questions
were used as discriminators. In all, five different discriminant

analyses were done.,

The first discriminant analysis used the product-related attitudinal
questions for discrimination. A total of 13 questions were in the anal-

ysis, and six of them formed a subset of significant discriminatory



TABLE 4.32
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CLASSISICATION MATRIX, BUYERS VS, NON~-BUYERS,

USING PRODUCT ATTRIBUTES rOR CLASSIFICATION

Group
Actual Group Membership
Buyers 62
Non-Buyers <1

Pradicted Group Membership

Buyers Non—ngers
66,14 33.9%
28.6% Ti.4%

Note: Percent of Correct Classification:
computed, based on size,

67.47%. Priors were
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coefficients, Table L.33 presents the classification functions for the
two groups—buyers and non-buyers. The variables are listed in the
order of entry into the stepwise discriminant analysis. (Partial F

significant at CK = Q.1 for all the variables presented in this section.)

Table 4.34 shows the results of the classification using these functions.
The percentage of correctly classified cases was 89,16%. It should be
reiterated that all the results of the discriminant analysis are valid

only for this particular example,

The second analysis was conducted on socio-economic variables. Eight

variables were useds

Table L.35 presents the discriminant function coefficients for eight

socio~economic variables,

The classification of respondents into buyers and non-buyers resulted
in correct classification of 65,06% of the respondents. Table 4.36

presents the classification results,

The next three analyses present the discriminant analyses conducted on
the psychographics. irst, the activities-related questions were
analyzed., Next, the interest-relited questions and then the opinion-

related questions were studied. The results are presented in that order,

Table L.37 presents the classification function for the A.1.0.'s. Two
activities out of a total of ten entered the stepwise procedure, Five

interest items entered the stepwlise analysis, out of eleven items,
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TABLE 4.
DISCRIMINANT COEFFICIENTS AND CLASSIFICATION FUNCTIONS

FOR_SIGNIFICANT PRODUCT-RELATED-ATTITUDES
BUYERS VS, NON-BUYERS

Classification*®* Discriminant
function Coefficient Coefficients
Step Variable Buyers Non-Buyers Unstandardized Standardized

1 ALEAVE is
worth every
cent it costs 2,41718 1.52131 -0436367 -0.55313

2 ALEAVE offers
an advantage
over the way
people now
cleanse them-
selves 1.86607 1.07316 -0,32188 =0e 49972

3 My spouse
would object
if I bought
ALEAVE 0433347 1.07703 Q. 44336 0.30184

L ALEAVE is a
good idea 2.24177 1.68499 ~-0.34568 0422602

5 I would be
ashamed to
keep ALEAVE
on an open
shelf 1,67043 2.09963 0.25717 0.17423

6 1 need more
information
about ALEAVE 2.36934 2.04208 -0,20885 -0,13285

Constant Term =22,08716 =16.07913 3.00005 0.0

*SPSS, Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, (1975), produces
two sets of coefficlents — one tfor each of the two predetermined groups.
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TABLE 4434

CLASSIFICATION MATRIX: BUYERS VS, NON-BUYERS
USING PROCUCT-RELATED ATTITUDES #OR CLASSIFICATION

Predicted Group Membership

No. of
Actual Group Cases Buyers Non- ers
Buyers 62 95425 4L,.8%
Non—~Buyers 21 28,6% 71.4%

Percent of “grouped" cases, correctly classifieds 89.16%.

TABLE 4435
DISCRIMINANT rFUNCTION COESFICIENTS* ~OR DEMOGHRAPHIC VARIABLES
Coefficients
Unstandardized Standardized

Sex ~0.10472 ~0.04,863
Age 0410504 0.17207
Marital Status 0.07551 0,07616
Number of Children —0.32592 ~0. 26110
Home Ownership 1.44014 0.7244,0
Number of Rooms in

Residence 033925 0.28089
Family Income =0.054712 ~0,12386
Education -0.01336 -0.,01898
Constant -2433985 0.00

*0Only significant variables are included.

at = 0a106

Partial F test significant



TABLE 4.36

CLASSIFICATION MATRIX, BUYERS VS, NON-BUYERS,
USING SOCIQO-ECONOMIC VARIABLES AS DISCRIMINATORS

No. of Predicted Group Membership
Actual Group Cases Buyers Non-Buyers
Buyers 62 61.3% 38.7%
Non-Buyers 21 23.8% 764 2%

Percent of "grouped" cases correctly classified: 65.06%

164
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TABLE 4,

DISCRIMINANT COEFFICIENTS AND CLASSIFICATION fUNCTIONS #OR
SIGNIFICANT PSYCHOGRAPHICS, BUYERS VS, NON-BUYEKRS

Classification + Discriminant
Munction Coefficients function Coefficients

Step Activity Buyers Non-Buyers Unstandardized Standardized
1 Enjoy Working

On The Job 1.79396 146593 Q. 52006 0.81009
2 Enjoys Wearing

The Latest

fashion 1.96658 1.70900 0.408L4, 0.59312

Constant

Term =7 «48656 ~5.33812 -3.55381 0. 00000

Intearests
i Privacy 1.38823 1.94117 0. 38567 0.55687
2 rood 1.49533 1.18645 =0.27928 ~J.37377
3 Advertising 1.89168 1.49127 = 21544 ~-0,33126
L Clothing 1.38823 1.94117 —0, 26842 ~0.29355
5 Discussing

Qwn Affairs 1.04640 0.78271 -}.18392 ~J. 28915

Constant

Opinions
1 1f T Had My

Life To Live

Over, I'd

Sure Do

Things Dif-

erently 0.56761 1.31534 0.33589 0.57166
2 1 Feel More

Energetic When

Clean 2.0724L,0 1.65012 018969 ~D 27475

#SPSS, Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (1975), produces two

sets of coefficients, one for each of the two predetermined groups.



TABLE 4.37 (continued)

SIGNI FICANT PSYCHOGRAPHICS, BUYERS VS, NON-BUYERS

Classification

Munction Coefficients
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DISCRIMINANT COEFFICIENTS AND CLASSIFICATION FUNCTIONS fOR

Diseriminant
function Coefficients

Step Activity Buyers

3

Non-Buyers Unstandardized

Standardized

1 am More
Independent

Than Most

People 5.,0904L5

The Early

Morning Is

The Best

Part of My

Day 2424050

It Is Not

What. You

Know But

wWho You Know

That Is

Important  1.43347

Nobody Cares
wWhat 1
Think 084143

I Think 1

Have A Lot

of' Personal
Abvility 4,.10035

I Like What

1 See When

1 Look In

The Mirror 0.68947

Constant
Term -38.91022

Lo 46120

1.75483

1.00700

1.,21710

3.71956

1.00388

"3&.2“-26

-(}, 28266

-0.21817

-0.19157

0.16876

-0.17106

Oellly

2+33428

~0.28312

~0.35622

-0.28383

0.23215

~0.18504

0.17302

0. 00000
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Eight opinion items entered the analysis, out of a totsl of 23 opinion

items. Each was used in a separate discriminsnt analysis.

Results of the classifications obtained are presented in Tables .38

through 4.40. Using the two activity items, a correct classification
of 71.08% of the cases was obtained. Using the five interest items, a
correct classification of 84.34% of the cases was achieved. When the
eight opinion items were used for classification, 84.34% of the cases

were correctly classified.

The potential buyers of ALEAVE can be described by the following pro-
file. They prefer the comfort and convenience of the product. They
beliave that the product is worth every cent it costs, and that the
product offers an advantage over existing products. They think that
the product is a good idea, and would not be ashamed to keep it on an

open shelf. Their spouses would not object to their buying it.

In terms of target psychographics, the typical buyer enjoys working on
the job and wearing fashionable clothing; he 1s also eager to take

part in enjoyable activities.

In terms of the interest items, interest in food, clothing, advertlsing,
and discussing own affairs were discriminating interests among the
groups. Out of the opinion items, elght items discriminate between the
groups. The psychographic variables (Table 4.37) are presented in the
order in which they entered the analysis. The standardized discriminant

coefficient can be used as a measure of relative importance within each



168

TABLE 4,38

CLASSISICATION MATRIX, BUYERS VS, NON~-BUYERS
USING ACTIVITIES AS DISCRIMINATORS

No. of Predicted Group Membership

Actual Group Cases Buyers Non-Buyers
Buyers 62 954 2% L+ 8%
Non-Buyers 21 100,04 0.0k

Percent of "grouped" cases correctly classified: 71.,08%. The
relatively high percentage of correct classification of buyers and

the high percentage of incorrect classification of non-buyers is
partially a result of the proportions between these groups,.

Activity items can discriminate and classify buyers but cannot classify
non-buyers. They are therefore not a good diseriminator for the purpose
of this example.
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TABLE 4.39

CLASSIFICATION MATHIX, BUYERS VS. NON~BUYERS
USING INTERESTS AS DISCRIMINATORS

to. of Predicted Group Membership

Actual Group Cases Buyers Non-Buyers
Buyers 62 98ebpo 1.6%
Non-Buyers 21 57«16 L2k

Percent of "grouped" cases correct.y classified: 84.34%. The
relatively high percentage of correct classification of buyers and
the high percentage of incorrect classification of non-buyers i
partially a result of the proportions between these groups. Interest
items can discriminate and classify buyers but cannot classify non-
buyers. They are therefore not a good discriminator for the purpose
of this example.
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TABLE 4440

CLASSIFICATION MATRIX, BUYERS VS, NON-BUYERS
USING OPINIONS AS DISCRIMINATORS

No. of Predicted Group Membership

Actual Group Cases Buyers Non-Buyers
Buyers 62 95, b L85
Non-Huyers 21 LT7.6% 52.4%

Percent of "grouped" cases correctly classified: B84.34%.
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category. The three psychographic items with the highest standardized
discriminant coefficient are:

Activity: Enjoy working on the job

Interests Interest in privacy

Opinion: If I had my life to live over, I'd sure deo things

differently.

The additional testing in phase four lead to inconclusive results with
respect to psychographic discrimination. Using A.1.0. questions did

not lead to a highly successful prediction of buyers and non-buyers,

On the other hand, phase four showed that the concept can be repositioned,
using a stronger emphasis on two out of the ten product attributes

originally used {see Table 4.31).

Product-related attitudes showed the highest discrimination potential
(see Table 4.34). The percentage of correctly classified cases was

89.16 5 The implications for product management are as follows:

A. 1f the product is deemed worthy of retesting, a new product position-

ing should be undertaken.

Be Target respondents should be redefined as sufferers who have cer-
tain attitudes toward the product. for example, buyers believed (more
than non-buyers) that ALEAVE is worth every cent it costs. They believed
more than non-buyers that ALEAVE offers an advantage over the way people

now cleanse themselves. They thought ALEAVE is a good idea, They
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attested that they would not be ashamed to keep ALEAVE on an open shelf

nor did they think their spouses would object to their buying it.

Results from phase four are subject to an evaluation by the screener.
If the screener believes the product is worthy of additional testing
based on results from phase four, the concept re-enters the model at
phase one, If the screener believes that no further testing is warrant-

ed, the product is discarded.
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4e5  SUMMARY

The example followed in this study was carried through phases one,

three, and four. Phase ‘w0 was not carried out for ALEAVE,

The example shows how the concept pretesting model can be used to
sereen product concepti. An actual concept was executed by choosing
three factors, each on three levels, The twenty-seven different
executions were then presented to respondents. It was found that the
execution: did not affect response as expressed by the preference

indexe.

Phase three was undertaken as the next step in the example. A total
score was computed and compared to the cut-off points. The cut-off
point: determine that the product should be discarded or tested

further,

Phase four is undertaken next. Product attributes were studied. Six
were found to be dependent upon the execution:s. These six were used
in the subsequent discriminant analysis, and two emerged as able to
discriminate between potential buyers and non-buyers of ALFAVE. Demo-
graphics and a psychographic profile of the potential buyers were
investigated and described next. The product-related attitudinal

questions were found to be the best discriminators. A.1.0. items and

demographic characteristics did not discriminate as well between buyers
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and non-buyers. The example shows how the model should be used., The
conclusions as well as the limitations of the example are example-
specific, The model must be used by several screeners and companies

before generalizations can be drawn.
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5.1 RETHROSPECTIVE REVIEW

This study has examined the literature on concept testing. The liter-
ature on the subject is sparse, and the range of views expressed in the
literature is wide. Concept testing means different things to different
people. It seems to be a generic name for a battery of tests, rather

than a name for one specific test.

A concept pretesting model was developed so as to improve the mechanism
of concept testing. Concept screeners test abstract ideas in a concrete
formulation, i.e., an execution. The response elicited from respondents
is a function of both concept and execution. The concept's execution
presents the concept to respondents. The model presented in Figure 3.1
suggests pretesting several elements of the concept's execution. Con-
cept pretesting enables the researcher to study the relationships be-
tween a concept and its executions. This is done by investigating the

effect of the executions on respondents' preferences.

Once the relations between a concept and its execution are known, the

researcher may proceed in one of two directions:

A. If the execution has no effect on consumers' preference for the con-
cept, the researcher proceeds through traditional concept testing.
An overall score for the concept is computed and a decision as to
acceptance or rejection of the concept, is made (see Phase 3 of the

model).

B. If the execution affects consumers' preference for the concept, the
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researcher should follow phase two of the model by studying

product attributes and respondents' psychographics, Different
executions appeal to different benefit segments. This means that
the executions can create different product preferences. Too,
product attributes can appeal to different segments, thus leading

to repositioning of the concept.

The additional expense involved in carrying out concept pretesting

may be more than offset by reducing the likelihood of mistakes. Con-
cept pretesting provides a means for defining the relationship between

a concept and its execution. A good concept *wrapped' in a bad execu-
tion will not be discarded. The bad concept wrapped in a good presenta-

tion can be identified,

An example is carried out as an application of the model. A Three-Way
factorial design was used in the example, The factors were chosen based
on the literature survey. The product, ALEAVE, developed by Chesebrough
Ponds, Inc. is currently being market-tested in Indiana and was deemed
appropriate for concept testing in New Jersey (as an unknown, new con-

cept).

The ANOVA, performed in the example, showed that the executions had no
effect on the preference indicated for the concept. Two product attrib-
utes were found to have an affect on response., These two can be used
for repositioning the concept. rurther analysis revealed a profile of
potential buyers., This is an additional insight that might be used
when retesting the concept in its new positioning. 1If validated, this

profile can be helpful in the forming of a promotion strategy.
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Several comments are in order about the example. The example is
product-specific; it was carried out with a relatively small judgmental
sample, The response obtained is ordinally-scaled, although an inter-
val scale is assumed in the analysis. No provision for severity of
suffering was made in defining the target market. For example, senior
citizens, whose suffering may be more intense, could prove to be a
different benefit segment. Their reaction could be different. Other

limitations are mentioned in the introductory chapter (section 1.4).

The example, nevertheless, illustrates a methodology and explains the
model. The effect of the execution on perception of the product is
important. Following the methodology of concept pretesting can con-

tribute to better product planning.
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5.2 TMPLICATIONS FOR PRODUCT PLANNING

A product is not only a physical entity. It is a combination of per-
ceived attributes and benefits. Different consumers perceive a given
product in various ways. While this is accepted in marketing theory,

it is ignored by product planners.

Concept testing is based on the assumption that for testing purposes
a product need not exist as a physical entity. What is tested is the
product's image, its Gestalt, its perceived benefits., It is therefore

surprising that concept pretesting is not included in concept testing.

Changing the advertising copy statement can change a product. A change
in the background music, actors on a T.V. commercial, media vehicle —
each of these can affect the product. While accepted in advertising,
this fact 1s not implemented in product planning. The execution pres-
ents the product, especially when the physical entity does not exist.
Testing a single execution is no different from market-testing a single

package size, or one advertising theme. It can be done, but it is

PiSkya

Product planning involves high stakes; high rates of product failures,
coupled with expensive price tags. The successful new product is
tomorrow!s sales, profits, and in many cases, survival. An improve-

ment in product planning can help improve these chances for success.

The model offered in this study is an attempt to improve the process,

It is not an automatic improvement which can be used indiscriminately,
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Product planners must still exercise judgment and care. Choosing the
factors to be tested and pretested, the factor levels, the target
respondents — all require judgment. Concept pretesting offers a
method for dealing with a fallacy that contributes to erroneous

decision-making. The model should not be used indiscriminately.

Company executives have to evaluate benefits and costs involved with
concept pretesting. They should evaluate the benefits from the infor-
mation to be gained. 1 concept pretesting can save a good new prod-
uct idea from being discarded, the benefits will probsbly pay for many
more concept pretesting tests, If a bad product idea is detected
earlier, many resources will be saved. Applying the model can better

marketing decision making.
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2¢3  IMPLICATIONS fOR FUTURE RESEARCH

Various possibilities for future research in this area are possible,
Some are replications of the example, without changing the model. This
is discussed first. Other possibilities are additions and refinements

of the model itself. These are discussed second.

S5e3,1 Replications of the Example

The example carried out in this study involved a large sample (close

to 700 respondents) out of which only a fraction was used for the
analysis (See Table 4.l). The criterion for selecting the sub-sample
for analysis was respondent's belonging to the target market. Only
those who admitted to suffer from either hemorrhoids or bathroom
discomfort were defined as the target market, and included in the sub-
sample. In this example, the target was predetermined by Chesebrough
Ponds, who developed the product. In other cases, the target market
may not be predetermined. 1In yet other cases, respondents may not wish
to admit that they are potential users. Medical journals claim that two
thirds of the adult population are suffering from hemorrhoids or bath-
room discomfort., Only half of those people admit to be sufferers in

market testing.

All the above possibilities call for a study of the entire sample. 1In
an explanatory study conducted on a matching sample of non-sufferers, it
was found that executions had a stronger effect on their response.

ANOVA results found more variation in response due to the different

treatments. Too, intentions to buy were significantly higher for the
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nonesufferers. This may imply two alternative explanations:

A. Non-sufferers are easily swayed by the elements of the sxscution.

In this case, a company conducting concept testing must exercise special
care in selecting target respondents. The non-sufferers may be more
likely to tell researchers what they think those researchers want to
find., Such an occurence may distort results significantly, leading to

wrong conclusions.

B. The non-target includes a large group of target respondents. A
predetermination of the target can miss this segment of the market. A
study of the non-sufferers is called for. It will be undertaken as an

extension of the present study.

Several additional replications of the study are possible. An analysis
of additional new product concepts 1s called for. ALEAVE™ was used in
this study simply because Chesebrough Ponds allowed the use of the
concept in the study. It is possible that using additional concepts
will add insight to the application of the model. 1In the long run, the
more concepts are pretested, the more will be learned about the model

and its usefulness,

The use of students in this study resulted in a group whose age and
educational characteristics are relatively homogeneous. It is pos-
sible that choosing a different population as respondents would result
in different results, and different reactions to the treatments. A

replication of the study with other target audiences is called for.
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A fourth replication of the model can be conducted by using other

elements for the execution. 7for example, combinations of:
A, Medium presenting the concept (print, radio, videotape).
B. Degree of closeness of the execution to the finished advertisement

{rough, storyboard advertisement).

Additional combinations are possible. While there is, of course, an
economic limit to the number of elements tested, the company can decide
on the most appropriate ones, Hopefully, with more replications, some
generalizations can be made about the choice of factors for concept

pretesting.

Most. concept testing tests in industry are conducted by using focused
group interviews, Academic studies in this field have used larger
samples (200-400 cases)., The effect, if any, of the data-collection
mode is unknown as well., Can concept testing be done over the phone?
by mail? etc. A replication of the example using different data

collection modes and sampling methods is called for.

All the above replications do not call for a change in the model itself.

The next section discusses changes in the model.

5¢3.2 Model Building

One important aspect of the model is the preference index. Preference
indices are cruclal to both concept testing and concept pretesting.
Preference indices must be developed and further valldated before being
used in product planning. The example in this study has relied on the

preference index used by the company (Chesebrough Ponds Inc.) which
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developed the concept. However, more work is required in this area.

It is possible that phase one of the concept pretesting model has to be
enlarged to include validating preference indices. This will be

attempted in the future.

The cut-off points in phase three (K1 and K2) presents another area for
future research. A method for developing these points must be devel-
oped. It may be that at this stage, only a checklist can be developed
(possibly via interviewing product planners)., At a later point, phase
three may have to be enlarged to include the development of cut-off
points., Parameters such as the costs of type-one and type-two errors
will be included as explicit steps in developing a less heuristic

method for determining cut-off{ points,.

The model has tested several executions with a given target market.
Pretesting a concept with several executions and several target markets
is another possible development for the model. This model-building
research is currently in the works. An application of concept pretest-
ing to public administration and social-policy-making requires dealing
with several target markets. An application of concept testing to
public administration problems have been presented to a public admin-
istration conference (Bernstein, Silbiger and Laric, 1974). The
execution is an important parameter for a public officer. A project

or any public commodity must be presented to different target audiences
in different executions. for example, Mayor Lindsey of New York

presented the low income housing project in Forest Hills, N.Y. to the
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residents in one execution—without pretesting the concept. This policy

was rejected by residents and after violent demonstrations, the project
was changed and scaled down. Concept pretesting can be used to avoid
public dissent and violent demonstration. Concept pretesting could have
helped in developing a more acceptable concept. A proposal for a study
grant to execute such a study is currently under review by the

Connecticut Commission on Higher Education,
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RUTGERS UNIVERSITY  The Stute Univeraty of Nen Jercey

UNIVERMTY COLI YUY
Dq-a- rorenr o Markesing

New Broaue ek, Nean Jeosey ooy

Kay, 1975

Deaar student:

The envlosed quationnaire is part of my dootoral research, It is concerned
with New Produots, and will be carried out in several colleges, I am
interested in obtaining your opinions and reactions to a cartain product,
411 the producte used in the study are slresady being test marketsd or have
been introduced in snother part of the couniry,

There are seven pages in this gquestionnaire, divided into four parts, Your
opiniona and feelings are sought, Your name and ideniity are NOT. Please he
as candid as possidle. Thare are no 'Right' or 'Hrong' answers. Only your
opinien counts, Plesse answer sll guestions.

Thank you very such for your consideration mnd coopsration,

Nichael ¥, Lario
Departsent of MNarketing
U.C. Newark Campus
Phaone: 201/648-5605

P.8,
The nuabsre in parenthesss are for date punching, on computer oards, Please
disragerd then,

Thank you again

Mike Laric



PART 1,
The following questions are for classifiocation purposes only, Your name is NOT required,

Flease check whers sppropriats.

Col,

{(6) 1.
(1) 2
{1) 3.
(2) 4.
(10) 5.
f11) 6.
{12) 1.
(13) 8.
(18) 9.
(15) 10,

187

(Foxr orfioe umss only)

' | I ' ' '
To1.1 Col.2 Gel.3 Col.4 Col. 5

1.

-,
What ie your age: Under 25 __ -1y 26=30 __ =2y 31-35 __ -3y 36-40 __ -4y
41-45 ____-5¢ 46-50 ___ =63 51-55 ___ =Ty 56-60 ___-8; Over 61 _ -9,
Your marital statuss Narried __ ~1g Single
Separsted ___ -4y Widowed __ -5y Other, please epacify
If you have any childrem, what is the sge of your youugest child:

No children ~13 Youngest ohild under 6 =23 Youngest child over 6 ~3,

You are: Nals -1y Femals

-2% Divorced -3t
4l

ln your residence owned or renteds Owned ___ -2y Renies __ -2,
How many rooms arse there in your residenec¢: Under 3} __ l; 46 __ -2
7~9 ___~3; Over 10 ___ -4.
Nhat is your family inoome berore taxwes, for 1974
Under $ 5,000 __ =13 # 15,001 - § 17,500 ___ -6;
$ 17,501 - & 20,000 __ ~Ts

$ 5,001 -8 7,500 __-23
$ 7,501 - $ 10,000 __-3s $ 20,001 - § 25,000 __ -8y

$ 10,001 - $ 12,500 __~4}
$ 12,501 - § 15,000 __ -5s

$ 25,001 - § 30,000 __ -9%
Over $ 30,001 __ -0y

Whioh oatagory bast desoribes the number of oredits you completed in collegm
Less than 9 __ -1} 9-30 _ 2§ 31-60 __ -3¢ 61-90 __ -43 91-120 __ -5
I have & Bughclor's Dogree  =6jdradvets student_ ~7; Oraduste degree _ -8,
Ars you the: Hesa of the housshold __ -1y Spouse __ -<y Other __ ~3.
Wpich category bast desoribas the PRIMARY ocoupation of the head of your
houssholds
Service worker {Policeman, practiosl nurse,bousakesper, barber etc,)
Craftsman or Foreman (Plumber, derpentser, baker, lineman etc.) __ -2;
Nanager or Propristor(Store manager, executive, supervisor eto.) .
Laborer {lLongshorwan, warehouseman, consiruction worker ete,) __ -4y
Opsrator (Deliveryman, factoryworker, driver, sachinecperator ste.) __ -5
Sales or Clerical {Seoretary, bookkeeper, mailman, zalesman eto.) ___ 6;
Prefesaional or Technical (Engineer, Doctor, Teacher, Clergyman ete,) —_—T
Stwdeat __-9¢ Other, epeoify -0,

Housewife __ -84

(F ) 11, Wanioch of the follewing statwmsnte best describes your grooery shopping:

Resd of household desidee alome __ -1y

Head of household and spouse deocide togsther -2%
Spouse decides alone =33

All members of the fmmily decide togsther ~d
Othar, plsase mpesify




13,

14.
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2.
{17) 12, Which of the following statements bLest desoribes your oosmetics and non-
presoription drugs, shopping:
Head of housshold deocides alone =1

Head of household wnd spouss decide together -2

Spouse decides alone -3
All fanily members decide together -d

Other, pleass Bpeoify -5,

PART 2.
Plenss give us your opinion of the following statements. How interesisd are you in the

subjactn listed belows Plesse oirole the moest appropriate number,
Extremely Very Quite Rather Hardly Not

Interested Inter,Inter. Interes,Intar, Inte,

(18) Diseussing your ewn affairs -5 -5 -4 -3 -2 el
(19) Pood -5 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1
(20) Eeslth Care -6 -5 -4 =3 -2 -1
(21) New Products B =5 -4 -3 -2 -1
(22) Advertising -6 -5 ~4 -3 -2 -1
(23) Cooking -6 -5 -4 -3 =2 -1
(24) Politios b -5 ~4 -3 =2 -1
{25) Clothing - =5 -4 -3 -2 -1
(26) Children -4 =5 -4 -3 =2 -1
(27) Other people's problems ~6 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1
(28) Privaoy -4 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1
(29) Community affairs -5 -5 -d -3 -2 -1
{10) Newspapers w4 -5 -4 =3 -2 -1

The following statements desoribe sotivitiss in which people like to enrasge. FPlease
circle ths number under the phrase which best dssoribes how enjoyable this activity is

for you. Extremely VYeary Quite Rather 3Slightly Not
Enjoysble Enjoy.Enjoy. Enjoy, Enjoyat. Enj,
{(31) Wetching television -8 =5 - =3 -2 -1
(32) Going to parties " 4 =5 -4 -3 -2 -1
(33) Pargain hunting -5 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1
{34) Cleaning your house =& -5 -4 -3 -2 -1
(35) Workx {on your job) -6 -5 -4 I -1
(36) Eating -6 -5 -4 -3 =2 -1
(37) Taking s showver 3 -5 -4 -y =2 -1
{38) Wearing the latest fashion =6 -5 -4 -3 -2 =1
(39) Drinking with friends -6 3 -4 -3 -2 -1
{40 Sports -6 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1
41 Do—it-yoursslf projeot i 1 -5 =4 -3 -2 -1
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3.
15, Aere are some statenents used by vearious people to descrihe themaslvas, We would like
to get your apinfon am to how well esch ststement desoribes you, There are poe right or
wrong answers. Only your opinion ocounts, Cirole the number which in.mader the heading

clomest to your opinten. Stron-Mein-S1ight— Slight—Nain-Strong-
rgly 11y 1y ly Dis-ly 1y
e Agra Agree sxres Disn, Dioagres

(42) 1 often worry that something I buy will turp
out to be a mistake.

{43) 1 work very hard most of the tiue

(44) I am more independent than most people are,
{45) I think { have & lot of personal ability,
(46) It is not what you kmow dut who you know that

~5 -4 -3 -2 -1
-5 =4 -3 -2 -1
-5 -4 -} -2 -1
=5 -4 -3 -2 -1

-d -3 -2 -1

AA&A &b &
[}

is important.
(47) T™hinge are ohanging too fast. -5 -4 “3 =2 -1
{48) Movody caree what I thinmk, -5 =4 -] -2 -1
{49} I am & homabody. -5 -4 ~3 -2 -1
(50) I believe in taking sotion when I don't like

somsthing, -6 -5 A -3 -2 -1
(51) Xy greatemt achisvemantia are still ahead, -6 -5 -4 ~3 -2 -1
(52) I put my femily's welfare befors my own. -6 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1
(53) T wishi I were younger then I am, -6 -5 -4 -} -2 -1
(54} If I had wy 1ife to live over, I1'd sure do

fhings differently. =6 -5 -4 ~3 -2 ~1
(55) I hate to lose st anything. -6 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1
(56} I like what I zee when I look in the NMirror. -6 -5 -4 ~3 -2 -1
(57) The early morning is the beat part of ay day. =6 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1
{58) I feel mors energetic vhen clesn. -5 =5 -4 -3 -2 -1
{(59) I smcke too much. -6 -5 -4 -~} -2 =1
{60) T'11 probatl - mova onoe in the next 5 yeara, -6 -5 =4 -3 -2 -1
{61) T wouldn't work i I didn't have to, -6 -5 =4 -3 -2 -1
{(62) I enjoy life mora than my parents did, -6 =5 -4 -3 -2 -1
(63) 1 get paid what I am worth, -8 -5 -4 -3 -2 -l
{(64) Ny major hobdy is my femily. -6 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1
{65) 1 am » grest perwon. -6 -5 -4 -} -2 =1

PARY

On the next page you will see & deneripitien of a product which im now selling in the
Nidwest, Some of you will also ses a photograph of the product, Fleana read the
desoription oarefully. The questions folleving the preduet description will relats te
i1he preduct described, Flasse mmaver all the questions, svan if yeu fesl that they may
not be sppliocable te you,



Plaase ansver the following questions evea if you Jde not thipk that you might be adble to

use ths product yourself,
16,Based on the description you just read how would you rate ILEAVIR on the follovwing

charsoteristicss Cirele number 1, 1f you thiak tha produot ratee hizhly on that

charscteriatis, Cirole number & if you think the product ratem pooriv on that

characteristic, Chyose a nusber between 1 and 6, i€ you think such & number is
appropriats,

(66} Cleansing

{67) Preventing itoching

(68) Preventing dincomfort
(69) Relieving itohing

(70) Relieving dimconfort
(71) Peing moothing

{72) Paing acnvenient to une

{73} Being econominal to ums
(74) Baing ocomfartabls 1o use
(75) Being messy to use

Excel~ Very Yery
+Jenmt Cood Gend Pair Foor Poor
- -2 <3} =4 =5 b
-l -2 =3 -4 =5 -6
-1 -2 -3 ~4 -5 =6
~1 -2 -3 -4 =5 -5
-1 -2 -3 -4 -5 -6
-1 -2 -3 e | -5 -5
-1 -2 ~3 -4 ~3 .
-1 ~2 -3 -4 -5 -6
-1 -2 =3 ~4 ~-R o
=1 =2 -3 ~4 =% -6

17. If you suffer fros bathroom disoomfort, or might suffer romatimes in the future,

how likely would you be {0 buy ILELTE.

18, Ir
to

Absclutely sure I would get it ___ (74)-1
Almost surs I would get it __ -2

Probahly would get it __ -3

Kight or might not get it ___ -4

Probvably wounld pot get % ___ -5

Almest sure I would not get it __ -6

Absolutely sure I would not get it ~T

you knew of someope who suffsrs frosm bdrthreom discomfort, how likaly would you bde

R

recommend ALEAVE to him?y Please oheck where apprepristes

Abmolutaly sure I would recommend it (17) -1

Almont sure 1 would recommend it ___ -2
Probvably would recommend it __ -3

Night or migit not recomeend it __ -4
Prebably would not reacommend it ___ -5
Almost sure I would nat recomwend 1t ___ -6

Avaglutely sure I would not recommsend it

_-1

7?3 FPlaase check where appropriates

4.

190



19,

20,

2)

191

-

In the following questiom you will find the names ¢f six preducts which are used

by peepls who suffer from ekin irritation, hemerreids er bathroom discomfert. We
wonld like to ksow how similar, you fse), thase aix producis are., They are listed for
Jou twe at » Fims, If you feel the two are identiesl, cirole puaber 6, If you feel
they are not at all similar, cirole number I, The less eimilar you fesl they are,
the lowsr the numbar you'd choose, The producis are: RCN-DBRAXD PETROLEUN JELLY,
ALEAVE®, PREPARATION-H., " ASELINE PETROLEW JELLY, IRISH SPRING SOAP, WIFE n DIPE.

Fleass snswer sach pair,

Not at all Almost
similar identical

(0O7) Aleave = Non Brand Petrel, Jelly -1 -2 =) -4 -5 =6
(08) ileave - Preparation - H, -l -2 =3 -l -5 -6
(09} Alcave - Vasoline Petroleum Jelly -l -2 -3 -4 -5 -6
{10) *lcave — Irish Spring Boap -1 -2 =3 -4 =5 -6
(11) Aleave - Wipe n Dipe =1 -2 =3 -4 -5 -6
(12) Preparstion R — Non Brand Petrol, Jel,.-l -2 - ~4 -5 -6
{(13) Preparstion H - Vaseline Petroleum Jel,l -2 -3 -4 =5 3
{14) Preparation H - Irish Spring Soap -1 -2 -3 -4 -5 -6
(15) Preparation H - Wipe n Dipe -l -2 -3 -4 =5 -6
{(16) Vaseline Pst, Jelly - Non Braad

Petrolcum Jelly I | -2 -3 -4 =5 -6
(17) Vassline Pet. Jolly - Irish Spring

Soap -1 -2 -3 ~4 -5 -6
(18) Vaseline Pet, Jsll. - Wipe n Dipe -1 -2 -3 -4 =5 -6
{19} Irish Spring Soap — Non Brand Fet. Jelel -2 -3 -4 =5 o 3
(20} Irich Spring Soap — Wipe n Dipe -1 -2 -3 ~4 -5 -5
(?1) Wipe n Dipe — Non Brand Petrol, Jelly -1 -2 -3 o | -5 -6

Mow, we'd like te knowv whioh of thase aix preducts you would use if you suffered from
irritation, heworroids or bathroom discomfort, Just nut a 1 next 4o the product you
would like to use most, Then put & 2 mext to the producfyou next moest prefer to use,
and so on antil you put the pumber & along side the produst you Would least prefer,
Maks surs emoh product ends up with a number,

Aleave _x) -1 Preparstioen 1 -4
Irish Spring Scap -2 Yaseline Pedrolewm Jelly ~5
Nen Bramd Petrolemm Jelly -3 Wipe n Dipe =5

How weuld you rate ALRAYE overslly
ALEAVE ie & great preduoct {2))=1 ALEAYE should naver b sold -}
ALEAVE is just another produst -2 I have no epinion .
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24. How muoh do you think a 3} Os. bettle of ALEAVET letion sotpally costs? Pleass write
(24-26) Dollera .

Y, |
25, How muoh woull you pay, at nost, for a J Oz. bottle of aLeave® 7 Flease write:
{27-29) Dollare . 3

26. The following questions are concerned with your feeling and opinien sbout M.ll'!:r.
BASED on the desaription you sawj Pleass ocirclie the numbsr whioh is under the heading

that describes your opinion bemt:
Strongly Nufnly 3lightly Slightly Mainly Strongly

Agree Axree Agres Disagres Dissrr.Dicagree
(30) ALEAVE® is worth every gent it costs —

use the price you suggested, b -5 - -3 -2 =1
{31) uy spoyse would objeot if I bought

ALEAVE =6 -5 -4 =} =2 -1
(32) T really don't understamd how ALEAVE®

is wuppomed to work -6 -5 -4 =3 -2 -1
(33) ALEAVEoffers an advantage over the

vay people now cleanss themsslves -6 -5 —-d -} -2 -1
{34} 1 would have no difficulty telling

my rriend that I uae ALEAVE -6 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1
{35) I would be sshamed to keep ALEAYE én

an open shelf in my bathroom = -5 | -3 =2 -1
(36) ALEAVE iw not a product for a parsen

1ike me 4 -5 e | -3 -2 -1
{37) I need wore informstion mbout ALEAVE

before I1'11 decide whether to buy i1t-6 -5 -4 -} -2 -1
{(38) The description I saw was

provocative : -6 -5 -4 =3 -2 -1
(39) 1'd rather buy a product like ALEAVE

with & Dootor's prescription - 4 -5 e | -3 -2 -1
(40) ALEAYE is a good ides 3 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1
{41) ALEAVE signifies the morasl deterioration

of the American socisty -6 -5 B | | -2 =1
(42) ﬁgﬂg cannot be discussed im - -5 » -3 -2 -1
PART 4

This section fooumes on your opinions regarding advertising, personal ocare habits and
some diet habits, Plesse circle the number which basst describas your opinions

SBtrongly Maimly Slightly Slightly Mainly Stromrsly
Agrse Agree Agres Disagres Disag, Disagres

(41) There is too such sdvertising areund -6 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1
(44) I sry to igmore advertising -5 -5 - =3 -2 -1
(45) Advertising leads te impulss Wying -6 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1
{46) Advertising has a bad effect ea

Children -6 -5 - -} -2 -1
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1.

Strosgly Mainly Slightly Slightly Nainly Strongly
m. Agrees &mo Disagres Disagr Disagree
(47) Newepapers weald be dull without

advertising -6 -5 o | S ] -2 -1
(48)T enjoy television edvertising -6 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1
(49) 1 PEY 14431 attention fo printed ade -6 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1
{50) 1 never bought » product beosuse of an

advertising I saw -5 =5 i -3 -2 -1
(51) A valanced diet 1s very important -8 -5 - -3 -2 -1
(52) Realth ia the most important thing in

the world =6 -5 - -3 -2 -1
(53) Overweight people have poor health -6 =5 - =3 -2 -1
(54) Vitaninea are importaat sven if you sat

s well-balapoed diet ~& -5 -4 -3 -2 - |
{55) 1 shower svery day > -5 -4 -3 -2 -1
{56) People should wash more often -6 =5 -4 -3 -2 -1
{57) Cur house is very clean -6 =5 -4 -3 -2 -1
(568) 1 eat too much -6 =5 - -3 -2 -1
{59) I work very hard to kur things olean =6 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1
{60) T cannot stand pains -5 =5 - -3 =2 -1
{61} I'd rather take painkillers than

suffer =& -5 | -3 -2 wl

Por the following list of discomforis, please indicats the ones from whioh you euffered
or which bothored you in the lsst 6 months, If were bothered, please aleo indicate how
often and whether you tock any medication, Circle the appropriats pumber, under the hesad.
line which describes your casse:

Bothered How Often Yedication,

Yos No. Yally Ximost Daily Weskly Alwcat Weekly Yes ko = gome

(62) Readaches =1 -2 {63)=1 -2 =3 -4 (6401 -2 =3
(65) Musoculsr aches -1 -2 {(66)-1 -2 -3 -4 (67)-1 =2 =~}
(68) Dandrurs -1 -2 (69)-1 -2 -3 -4 (10)-1 -2 -3
(71) Piles or Hemgrpz -1 =2 (12)-1 -2 -3 -4 (73)-1 -2 -3}
(74) Stomach Upsets .1 =2  (75)1 -2 -3 -4 {76)-1 =2 =3

(77) Reotal Itobing

or dimooafort -1 =2 (18)1 -2 -3 -4 (719)~1 =2 =3

THANK YOU VERY NUCH FOR YOUR HELP AMD COOPERATION, WE HOPE YOU POUND THIS QUESTIONNAIRE
INTERESTING,
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