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Since the advent of advertising, advertisers have had a love/hate relationship with advertising

research. Advertising research has been accused of being too powerful (stifling creativity and killing

the best advertising) and not powerful enough (unable to truly measure the effects of advertising) .

The myth that i1itds simply not possible to isolat
avoid being held accountable for their expenditures; this persisted for many years after other

corporate expenditures were required to prove their worth.

Up until the early 1980s, periodic ad tracking 1 although widely acknowledged to be less than

perfect as a means of measuring the impact of advertising I was commonly employed. If brand scores

di dnot i mprove, wel |, there were so many ot her f
true effects of the campaign. However, if the tracking study djid show gains in brand scores from one
measurement period to the next, no one seemed to hesitate to attribute the gains to advertising.

The availability of supermarket scanner data beginning in the 1980s threatened to change the
equation because it enabled the promotion people to calculate the ROI of sales promotions. The
purveyors of advertising had to do something to show that advertising, too, provided quantifiable
value.

Taking a cue from the sales promotion analytics, ad researchers came up with the concept of
continuous  tracking . The idea was simple: by conducting interviews every week, and by correlating
changes in the brand measures that advertising was supposed to change with heaviness of TV
advertising, the researchers would be able to identify the effects of advertising. Importantly,
continuous tracking would look beyond short-terms sales measures by employing econometric

modeling to identify slower building, equity-based di mensi ons. The statisti

able to provide insights on how the TV campaign was building the equity of the brand in ways that
sales promotions never could.

Fastf or ward to today. Nearly everyoneds using contji

real learning that is gained is often quite disappointing.

What ' s gone wrong?

Continuous tracking was supposed to provide pro
despite the best efforts of the researchers and statisticians, these studies have historically been

unable to identify correlations between advertising and equity -related measures, even with the
assistance of sophisticated econometric modeling techniques. For example, continuous tracking

studies almost never uncover significant relationships between TV weight and changes in future

purchase intentions, brand favorability or brand perceptions for established brands.

acto
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Theybve created some stati:

What canbe correlated with TV weight? Brand Theyo6l !l tell you that typi
awareness 1 established brands sometimes show achieves X% of its readership in the first week, Y% in
increases in unaided brand awareness that can be its second week, and so on. So, they simply assign the
attributed to TV weight, while TV weight for newer and magazine dollars accordingly. Even worse, other media
smaller brands can be proven to increase total, or without time -specific exposure opportunities such as
alded, brand awareness. out-of-home are typically just ignored.

The response of the continuous tracking providers to And what about the fact that more and more Americans
this unfortunate reality has been to work on convincing are watching TV on their DVRs in playback mode or

their clients that brand awareness is, indeed, an impor- online? When did that Sunday night program actually

tantef fect of advertising ( angebdti nwaetrcnheedd ?a tTeh evyadrvi ea bd eevbe) |
that is statistically likely to produce all of those other
desired outcomes. So, they say, you should be satisfied The result? Continuous tracking has historically been

if they can prove that your TV campaign has built biased toward identifying results produced by TV, and

brand awareness. thus has nearly always understated the impact of non
time-specific media. And, as a higher percentage of TV

With a Communicus comm st udy, y o wdndmercial exposures occur outside of traditional TV

learn whether your campaign Is impacting the specific delivery systems, the inherent problem with relating the

dimensions that the advertising was designed to affect time of media exposure with changes in brand metrics

i whether these include perceptual dimensions, brand will only worsen.

affinity, behavior or behavioral intentions, competitive

advantage, and so on. ( And, Thy leass wiedhs Mracaifossolutiané! | y ou

whet her youdve had an | mpachNultioedalbensaranaenta walo evereomethie.
multimedia measurement shortcoming, some
continuous tracking providers now offer an additional
research module. They ask people which specific TV
shows they watched last week, what magazines they
read, what websites they visited (for online, they
supplement the sample with people that they know

. : .- . visited certain websites), and so on.
Continuous tracking was originally conceived as a ):

means of measuring the impact of TV advertising. TV
was the dominant and growing advertising medium in ~ i b ¢ X
the1980s, and was the medium that seemed most hoppor uni I es o seeo ( m?

threatened by the ROI of sales promotions. TV is still wh o S aﬁ]’ s th g y t(') ve wa tche dd
i mportant, but ités not al | M3PFIASHYhergyouradveflizing appeated) fp pron:

Then, they develop econometric models that relate

advertisers want to know about the relative awareness.

contributions of each medium within a multi -media n

campaign. Of 'course, they donot real |
even if they actually watched Law and Order on NBC or
USA or A&E, but theyoll mo

Take magazinei often the medium that is added to
the plan next after TV. How do you know when the
exposure opportunity has occurred for a monthly
magazine?

relationships. Sometimes these models identify patterns
that suggest that one medium is delivering a better ROI
than another.
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But , woul dnot
esti mates of
in which actual page exposures are measured, versus
media in which the measures are less precise) would
show stronger relationshipsi relationships that are a
function of measurement bias, not a reflection of
superior ROI?

you worry

Communicus quantifies the impact of each and every
medium within your multimedia campaign. The
analyses are based on comparing changes in brand
measures among people are proven to have engaged
with your specific commercials and ads, ad by ad and
medium by medium, as compared to those who
havendt seen your
techniques are comparable for all media, so the
analysis is truly media-neutral. And because each
specific ad execution is evaluated in relation to our
extensi ve nor ms, youol |l
are based on creative quality or media investment.

.Advertising analysis that
misses the all -important creative quality

dimension.

Continuous tracking assumes that all exposures are
equal , which of cour se
commercial that is a) engaging; b) well -branded;

c) focused on awareness-building; and d) well-
targeted, your continuous tracking will show strong
correlations between your TV spending and brand
awareness.

If your commercial falls short on any of these

di mensi ons, you wonot have
probably wondét be clear on
your advertising fell short. This will require additional
research, which of course can be done, but falls

outside the basic continuous tracking design.

.I'f you do have a TV

you' || have to wait -fat
occur before you know that
winner.

Do you have a low-budget campaign 7 one that will

t h 0re naot . f oudve. got
eS.yBecause a robust contmuougtractkmg deagt%J

t h atdke ameouth oa maoretosbtild th mearingfal TRPs e r
fopportuniti esl etvoe lsse? OY o u Giil kl e uhoamviben Bteo sBweadii

from continuous tracking for a while. You might be
having terrific effects among the 10% of your target
that see the campaign in the first week or two, but
with continuous tracking i which tracks total market -
place changesi i t 61 | be some ti
advertising has achieved sufficient awareness for the
impact to be readable across your overall target.

me

If you want early indications as to how the campaign
is performing, continuous tracking with a larger initial
sample might help. Interview enough people, and
you can identify smaller changes sooner. This of

advert i sicouge wiladddo the eastsbutearlyresults are

critical, so if this is the only option provided with
continuous tracking, you might just go for it.

k n oWith a sinalliceale Gomeunigusdomm AL 5T estady,t h

you can learn within a few weeks of campaign launch
how the campaign is doing, which ads and which
media are likely to produce the strongest results and

nthewest ROI, and a wealth of diagnostic information

to guide you toward any indicated mid -course
corrections.

a

would need to include such a large number of
respondents, most advertisers end up
compromising in ways that further impact on
the quality of the analysis.

Instead of sampling among their true advertising

target, many advertisers opt for a broader or general
populatidn targetr Whaelthis saves meney atdwvidl , i t
yield thecnlimber$ requiteckfor dtatistieahtesting, thes
sensitivity of the advertising effectiveness analysis is
compromised by including many of those whom the
advertising is not really intended to influence.

Further, many (if not most) advertisers budget for

c amp ai gweekly samples ef 100 interviews ay less. The data
5 D gfrom 100 weekly interviews lrave far too much

variahility foranalytic jpurposes. So, the researchers
commonly use either rolling averages or compiled
monthly data to report on and model.
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The result: far less sensitivity than actual weekly When all is said and done, why would you
data analysis would provide, and far less want to use continuous tracking to provide

sensitivity than if you erertdafl ofydurdadvérising?0 opoi ntf in
t i med tiinaveidh attegst you know,

among a stable base of 400 respondents, what Your task is to determine how well the advertising is
advertising had actually aired at the time they working. Logic would suggest that you might find out
were surveyed. by conducting an 6ad tracking

. o _ . from experience that peri
To add insult to injury, some advertisers decide o gengitive gauge of advertising impact.

eliminate one of the key elements of continuous
tracking altogether i the econometric component.  The conventional wisdom says that continuous
tracking is more sensitive, and it makes sense that it

What 6s left? Rolling avedghdupBe Ast BoRus, abrbad fakgind’cbriintisls
measures across a toobroad population, in hopes  racking study can double as an effective means of
that fluctuations in brand awareness will line up monitoring brand health.
with TV spending. advertisers, you may have jumped on board.

Youdl | surely end up with

will have spent a lot of money trying to quantify the

i mpactt'off your *advertisin
youol | be |l eft wishing yo
campaign is working, which elements are really
contributing, and how the campaign could be

Letds say you are advertimyaedg an established bran

I t 6 probably been around for years. Youbve spent
tens or hundreds of millions on advertising. 11t6&s
or has been in, tens to hundreds of millions of Communicus. A more direct (and proven)

homes. Even with the most persuasive advertising,  approach to isolating, quantifying and

would you really expect brand perceptions to diagnosing the impact of advertising.

change significantly on a weekly basis?

Even back when tracking studies were done once Weél !l give you a whole ne
or twice or four times a year, significant changes advertising research.

in brand perceptions, period to period, were the

notable exception, not the rule.

For the vast majority of brands, and in the vast
majority of marketing environments, weekly
change in brand measures is an unrealistic
expectation; therefore, collecting weekly brand
tracking data serves no practical purpose.
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