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L o - ABSTRACT o

Whether or not an advertisement is said to be ”deceptive" depends“onA
e o - ) o

- the understanding and definition of deceptlon being used The~gosition

]

- | advocated here is that the focus of any detinition must%?e the receiver °f the

— —— __‘,,\-)k

B message. Based on an analysis of veridical perception a definition of deception
' in advertising is offenad. An approach to measuring deception is also offered.

The techniques are/ell seen as screening techniques, althuugh by their regular -

use, advertise;é should improve the ability of their advertisements to reach
. 2
 their stated objectives as well as reduce the amount of deception.

-
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Deception in advertising is oﬁ\interest to governments, business

firms and academicd for at least twolreasons. First, in all countries,.

Ed

fi”;if:i§7in‘§ome way illegal to lie in advertisements. However, ther@ T
A [ . . . . ")

generally are no objective'standerdeﬂto'define what 15'9 iie.’ In some

RPN 7.‘__‘,_4._ _——— e @ e o e

instances, certain hractices are specifically spelled out as being illegal

while in others, broad guidelines guide the regulator and business firm.
. The second, and closely related reason for being interested in deceptjion

in adverti81ng is because of the possibility that certain types of advertise-

ments that contain no implicit o explicit lies may, however, have an effect

on bnth competition and consumers that is similar to advertisements containing
“explicit lies. |

' The .purpose of this paper is t exanine deception in advertising
from a behavioral perspective, leading to a definition that can’both ; d

guide research and governmeital reéulation. ‘ : N

. A Behavioral Perspective

The basic premiﬁe underlying the illegality of deception in ad-

‘ vertising is that the reCeiver of the advertising message will behave
y -

,'ﬂ in a manner which is different than if the advertIBEment contained no

deceptiqn. Therefore, free competitidn 1is hindered and firms that de-

hd B -

ceive ,are assumed to obtain-more business than they othewvwise would.

y
I
2

Of ¢ourse, this additional business is assumed tb be obtained at the

- expense of competitors who dre engaged in truthful advertisfng. ' Because

of the difficulty of demongtrating the effects of advertising, whether
S (
truthful or untruthful, governments have traditionally tended to focus
. v s .
on- the act of deceiving, i.e., are certain words or pictures or certain

statements apt to be not truthful and hence deceptive. Focusing on the .

act of deceiving has led quite naturally to questions of whether intent

to deceive must be showh and how many pecple need to be deceived for

I3

deception to pr}t. In those countxies that have rigorously policedf .

2}
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deception in advertising, explicit lies have been greatly reduced. How-

ever, a serious question must be raised. Does rig_pousiy<policing ex-

NI U S Sy

ﬁi1c1t‘11EB_BDTVé:%he;ﬂééépiiﬁﬁ“in“ﬁﬁvﬁitiﬁfngAp?oBIem! The answer is

.

"not be properly understood without the focus of attention being the re- P

definitely no! The reason is obvious. Focusing on the act of decep-

.

tion ignores the recelver of the communication. “Therefore, some adver-

tisements that contain explicit lies may not be deceptive to consumers,
but other advertisements that are literally true may in fact be decep-

tive. '

It is the pogjition of this paper that deception in advertising can-<

ceiver of the communication. There is no way to determine in a meaningfui
way whether a given advertisement is deceptive unless we can meagure

the behavioral impact on the receiver. “W% can ecall certgin”scntemgﬂrg

>

lies without reference to the receiver of the communication, bq§°we .

Ks

cannot determine 1f the advertisement is deceptive without khowing the

behavioral impact on the receiver. ' Ly
- <t /e
Therefore, it gppears necessary to study deceptionﬁtn advertising

within the framework of a communication theory like thqn,of Weaver (10). Y
i
Weaver considers communication a system in which the/creatment of iso-

") 4

lated parts is potentially misleading. Hence, the ) ceiver is of,vital

importance in understanding the message.
If we are to include the reciver or’the commﬁnication in our
understanding of deception in advertising, it i; both neceseary and , s
appropriate to briefly review several aspects’gg;pegception. Every-
thing we call perception is the end product éfﬂ; categorization process.’
But in order to engage in the categorization process, recelvers must
first ;}arn. They must learn the relations hﬂﬁWﬁﬁﬂ properties of pro-

ducts, social objects and events which are encahntered Qr likely to be

encountered. The product of learning is a series of caﬁegory systeme

/[
. .
/

i
i

i
E: R i
. /

. i
- ) L f/



! . ’Gardnerf 3
that are used to predict what properties go with what products, social

objects and .events.: But also, these: category systems are used to check
, , d -

i
i

f S LT W*w———ﬁ

—what—goes with What—(L, 7. ZOEE

i

Thése category systems are largely Iéarned by exposure to stimuli

;”“‘f’“ﬁ‘*‘““Krech““Crut‘ﬁflela“sﬁa BaIlachey suggest these category systems are a
product ¢f each indtvidual s physical and social environment,‘physiolog-
ical structure, wants and goals, and past experiences (5). 5However, it
Is clear that all-stimnli do nct enter into the individuals view of the
world primarily for two reasons. F;rst there are factors associated '
- with the stimuli such as'figure~grbun§, frequency of presentatien,
gtimulus intensity, movement and chan<c, and the number of objects in
the stimulus (5). Advertlsers are well aware it is necessary to get
the attention of the reeeiver'before the message can be categorized:
Therefore, effort is taken to build into advertisements sttention getting
devices, obtain high levels ¢f expusure and to build into advertisements
"aspects that influence ptoper cognitive selectivity.

The second reason that not all stimuli enter into the individuals
view of the world is beéause of personal fact/':)rs’tt éersonsi factors
such as the span of apprehensibn,vmentai set;iemotiOns and wantg operate
in sbmsnner such that the'nquer“i €obj'egts thst can be perceived vary
from moment to momentadd from: 1ndividua1 ‘to individual: These per-

sonal factors also result in receivers being selectively sensitized

to stimulus objects and furthermore often resulting in the distorti%n
of various stimuli so that they “fit" théipers factors of the re-
ceiver (5). | -
Thése"personal factors are very rmportantfto advertisers. For as

* Maloney has stated, "each persdon's predispositions to note, understand,

and accept or reject certain messages is learned. Different people

have different expectations about the trustworthiness of various kinds
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of advertising. They have developed dlfferent kinds of knowledge and

different tprl of feelings abaﬁt the products or brands being adver-

[

———— tised'fﬁ) “"Tﬁerefore, the advertiser is both concerned ‘that the re-

- —— .

ceivsr ot his advertisement responds correctly to an obJect to which he

— - - / ——— e 5 e - T - o o — -__j:T—i

\

- ©

. advertiser's advantage.
In addition to the categorization process, another aspect of percep-
/W tion of intereat to those studying deception in advertising 1; the pre-
dictive proceea. Bruner refers to predictive veridi%ality which“meane
"simply tnat perceptional organization of an object or evenE'permita
one to 'go beyond' the properties of the object not yet tested. The
more adequate the category“systems constructed for coding environmental
~events in this way, the greater the predictive veriﬁféatafv that results
(1, p. 126)." This implies tha} the receiver learns a set of probabill |
ities of what goes with what, The.result is that the receiver need not-

examine each physical attribute of the object that is the object of the

communication because he haa “learned to ex ect" that cer*ain attributes,
P

. @ " v

go with others in certain*situations.. TherefOIE, when the receiver seesg
an advertisewent for flour, he need not be able to physicallfaexamine

- the flour to know its texgure‘and basic baking properties because he

"has learned to expect a certain texture and basic baking properties

. b

from all flour. Bruner suggests:

.

"Weridical perception, consists of the coding of stimulus
inputs in appropriate categories such that one may go from
cue to categorial identification, and thence to the corréct
inference or prediction of other properties of the object so
categorized. Thus, veridical perception requires the learning
of categories and category systems appropriate to the events
and objects with which the person has commerce in the physical
world. When wé speak of the representative function of per-
ception, we speak of the adequacy of the categorizing system
of the individual in permitting him to infer the nature Wf
events and to go beyond them to the correct prediction of
other events (1, p. 133)."
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In the specific case of advertising, we are not as much concerned

with how category systems are deveLOped as we are concerned -with how

38¢=e&t6«get—£€8—ﬂ&~us¢d~i:n—thﬁercepﬁmr*proc*e’s‘g. B N

A-rev iew—o£—the~4iterature*suggests—that—the-receiver—reacte te

AN advertﬁsement—{n a way such-that the t stimulus is both the- speciffe
aspects of the message and the total gestalt The receiver is probably
engaging in the categoriéation‘process at two levels. The first‘is an

» @evaluation of the specific product information and recommendations and

the second is some type of total impression

L]
@
7

But. in both cases, the receiver is engaging in predictive veridi-
- . .
cality. He is going beyend the information presented in the advertise- - .

> ment and predicting what nﬁoperties to anticipate or éxpect. This h

.

process of predictive veridicality must serve as the basis for ‘under-

e

" standing much of deception in advertising, it's’ detection and remedy.
As mentioned above, the receiver comes to expect certain things =~ ~ g
to go togethér. He has learned this relationship. Therefore, when
P .

@

he sees an object presented in an advertisement, he has expectations

; o R
of what goes with, that object. But the situation is mofe complex than

this; _The receiver also has expectations about the' set cf;worda used
to describe the object, the setting in which the object is presented, ]
the communicator and/or the sponsor of the advertisgement, ~
‘ The literal meaning of a word or collection of words may not be’
’ 4 4
the meaning asaigneé to those words by the receiver. e receiver, may 1

have gone beyond these words and added additional meaning ¥ _expecta-

tions. Furthermore, the setting, the communicator, or other aspects !

i

of the stimulus may be used by the receiver;to go beyond these words

in specific ways and add meaning far beyond the listeral meaning of the
exact words used.

. Therefore, the literal meaning of a word or collection of words,

N

- °

ERIC - 8
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) mdy or may fot be deceptive. -Rather, a word or collection of words can
' ’

+ not be judged Aeceptive until it is understood how the feceiver is cate-

——————————poriringthenand-what-te-being -#dded Fedtettve——— = R

[

T vertdtealttey T Ivt&fs"“fﬁfﬁ'éf'é‘fff'@‘fé"gﬁ“b’é?O‘h'd' the words—to—determine

“deception because of this process. It 1s necessary to inciude the T
setting in which the object 1is preseﬁ;ed,“the communicator and/or the
‘sponsor of the advertisement - in fact the gesthlt.r |
Without the agalysis of the categorization process at both the
word and gestalt level and the resultant predictive veridicality it is
impossible to judge‘if, in fact, degeption in advertising.is takiﬁg
place. Otherwise, some advertisgments willvbe Judged deceptive that

’ ' -
4 in fact are not (Type II error) and others that are'deceptﬁve“Willwbe——
g .

= -

judgedznot.deceptive (Type 1 error).

¢

. A DEFINITION -
. With this brief -argument as backﬂmd,‘ it is ap‘prop;iate to in-
troduce a definition‘;f deception in advertising that meets Ehe test
of being baséa on the interaction of the adgértise@ent with the cate-
gorization process of the receiver and also f;nds itsylf to being
implemented in‘the detection and E%oid;nce of deception ‘in adve;tising.

This definiﬁion is a revision of one offered earlier by Gardner (3):

If an advertisement (or advertising campaign) leaves the

N average consumer within some reasonable market segment with .
. an impreéﬂi&n(s) and/or belief(s) different from what would .
normally be expected, if the average consumer within that i

market segment had reasonable knowledge and that impression(s)
. and/ar belief(s) is factually untrue or potentially mislead-
| ing, then deception’is said to exist.

" This definitié6n. assumes that the.end produpt dfytﬁa;percepcionﬁtjan
. brocess is the matter of -interest, i.e., what the receiver perceives,

rather than what the advertisement either intended or says literally.

It should be clear that the act of deceiving is of only limited rele-

vancy to this definition. ,
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But, in addition, this definition focuse¢s on the average consumer.

. ~

This assumes that the impressions and/or beliefs of consumers falling

nnotse—caused-by

, ~axt:aaeeus—éae%e;sf=—8ue*&%307ﬂ%hf3‘deffﬁition—assnmes*that*consumers

“———uhe—are clear Iy not ineludedin-any reasonable market-segment should — — —— — — -

not be used to judge thg deceptivenéss of an advertisement or advertising
campaign,/ﬁﬁor i;ssance, a 67 year 01d~retired person who has nevg}%/
ridenfé motorcycle, is unlikely ever to do so énd furthérmcré has no
intgégst in motorcycles should not Sé"of concern in the determination

of deception in moto}Cycle advertising.

This definition is clearly limited to the effect of the communi=
cation .on the receiver. In terms ‘of the communication model of Weaver -
(10), this dgfinition deals only with the decoding process. However,
this éoes not aeny that there may be advergisements that may c;ntain
untruths tpat originate when the message is enc@déd. These untruths

PsﬂlJmay be' such that they should be dealt with simply bécéuse they are
untrue, whether or not they have a ﬁeceptive ;mpact on the receiver.
These untrutha, in contrast to the definition of deception above, are
labeled "false" adverti;ing. One couid ergue that “falge'" advertising
should ge ignored because it has no deception impact. Howevgr, in =
addftion to the general adversion to liesj most would agree that over
_time there may in fact be some residual or lagged effect that would
act in such a way that receivers would be deceived ataséme futyre time. -

Within this definition, we can find the ba;ic understanding of

deception in advertising based on the pfgcese of veridical perception

and two subcategories of more specific instances.
The most basic understanding of deception in advertising is that .
an advertisement interacts with the learned categories of the receiver. ®

9

Therefore, 1f an advertisement or advertising campaign interacts in i?»
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" such a manner that it is categorized either directly or by the additign -

v
of information by the process of veridical. perception such thét the

resul&ant impression would not. meet the tegnaspeeifiedﬁ%n=the=defin

- L e e

approa;h;thatean advertisement—need—not‘mske either explicit or im-

*

plied claims that are false to be judged deceptive. The sole criteria,
then, is not the exact words, pictures, etc. that.are used, but the -
impression left in the mind of the receiver. Therefore, if detergent
manufacturers: discovered that housewives agsociate "power" with the
c6lor blue and hence associate _more cleaning power with detergents

} ceﬁ%aining blue crystals, then saying that a specific brand of deter-
gent has blue crystals_and showing pictures of satisfied housewives v
using\thighgrand, could be deceptive, even though no claims about
increased cleaning power were made. It would be deceptive if the in;

formation added by the housewife/receiver resulted {n either a specific

belief or a total impression that thisg particular brand was more power-~

\

ful than in fact it is to the objective observer ST
‘This understanding of deception also allows us to specify two

specific types of deception that fall within this broad category. .The
| .
first is what Gardner ﬁss called the Claim-Fact Discrepancy type of

)

deception (3). Here, some qualification must be added to the infor=-

mation and/or impression carried in the advertisement 80 tﬁgh'the

recelver can properly categorize it and result in a non-deceptive

o

impression. Many advertisements supply only part of the information

necessary for proper evaluation, recognizing that the consumer will

add fnformation based on learned probabilities. In this speci}f’é?&k\\\ :
stance of decgption, the question centers around whether or not the re- b
<

ceiver has accurate andvsufficient encugh information to add to the in-

formation present in the advetrtigements that the result will be a non- : o

11
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- d .

deceptive impression. For instaaee, hoat receivers have."learned cert.in‘

‘s N q ) ! !
things about the word "doctors". For dpst recélvers-this word is asso-

%im‘]-m—”muh&;—i8—14“4uh=0~w=and;t»akee—ea«r~e=of—_ayeﬂhen_ygu B —

“sick, prescribes medicine, etc. In general, doctors are held 1n\ratherm

high esteem and are thought to be hénest. Therefore, when an adver- .

tisement suggests that "3 out of 5 doctors recomtnend" something, through R

- the process of veridical perception the receiver is apt to add the pos=

(&}

ception in this instance could result if the receiver attributed this

1is not clear under what circumsEances the claim is correct. For

itive image of M.D. to these words and hence increase the acceptance

of this message. The potential for deception exists because there

is no way to tell what kind of doctor made this recommendajiqn, under

what -circumstances and what about the other 40% of doctors. ‘é
Likewise, another type of claim-faé{.discrepancy type &t decep-

tion comes about when a correct claim for a product is made, but it

instance, the uge of a certain type of o0il in autémobiles may increase

the useful life of the vehicle, but only if used in conjunction with ’

certain other practices and in certain types of automobi%esi The de-‘.g

“

»
-

¥ * I .
quality of extended life to all cars and without knowledge of the other
practices. E - o \ ‘
A rhffg type of claim-fact discrepancy type of deception is when

: . \
a uniqueness claim 18’ made for a particular brahd,that is said to con-

_tain attribute X, but which in fact is contained in all other comparable

brands. It is easy to gee how veridical perception could result in A
M )]

the addiriqn of information in this case bnd also easy to see how it
. ¢ :

o L4

" could result 4n deception unless the receiver was aware of the fact

that all comparable brands contnined this attribute.

In some inatances, when claima and objective evidence do not match,

N

it is not merely a false advertisement, but can be termed deceptive be-

N i -

k0 ’
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cause the receiver has come to either trust or believe the communicatiof

or in gsome way rely on the communicétiop. Gardner has called this sec-

= 0, @ .

ond spécific#typeidf déception the Unconscionable Lie (3). ' For in-
stance, if’the communication claims that a watch has_ 21 jewels, the
receiver has no, way of checking that fact. If based on past experi-

eng§ he has every right to believe the communication is correct, the

- deception exists if in fact the wétéh does not have 21 jewels; "To

be clasgified as decgétivé in thié”category, an advertigement would

L

make a qléig that is completely false (3)." ®¥or an advertisement to

be judged an unconscionable lie, there must be no way for receivers

L4

to échieye’phe claimed results, attributes or benefits. Hence, the

claim could notvbe’frue,'even if properly qualified.

-

: /
A RESEARCH ORIENTATION

o
o kA

JThe probéss of cognitive éategorization and'veridical perception

148 complex ‘enough gthat it is unlikely that answers to questions of

what.is deception and how do we detect and measure it will not come

easily. Nonetheless, enoul&ﬁis known about human information procefs-

s »

ing and measurementvthat initial attempts can be made in this area.
It should. be clear that when referring to deception in advertising,

we are dealing primarily with attitudes. Hansen presents an excellent

b o

developméﬁt of the formation of coéﬁitive categories and the relation-
!

+

" ““ghip of these categories to attitudes (4). Based on Hansen and others,

it can be argued that an attituhe toward a product is a function of
beliefs about that product and the evaluations of each belief.

If the perception process discussed in the previous section is
appropriate, then we can say that advertisging influences .the éhdition
of attributes making up an 4ttitude, the evaluation of attributes méking
ﬁp an attitude and their importégce or weighting. Therefore, the gen-

eralized, muylti-attribute attitude model preé%nted by Pessemier and

E Ry

id
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Wilkie seems appropriate as the basis of a detailed study_of deception

in advertising leading to a measure(s) oﬁrdeception:(7). This model

. may be expressed as follows: . o
n . ) . = ,
A = L I B . .

jkoi=1 ik Tijk |
where i = attribute or product ‘characteristic .

j =-brand s

! k = consumer or respondent '

Such that: Ajx = consumer k's attitude score for brand j

I{x = the importance weight given to attribute i by
consumer k -

By jx= consumer k's belief as ‘to the extent to which
attribute i,is offered by brand j

L

This type of model is widely used in studies of consumer behavior and

‘ reflects the work of Rogenberg (8) and Fishbein (2) The foundations

of these theories suggest’ that "attitudes are learned ag part of the
concept formation (labeling) prOcess Fishbein places this theory
. within the framework of behavior theory which allows him to hypothe-
a81lze that once a concept has” been learned, many new things are sub-
sequently learned.about it. The consumer agsociates many different
objects, concepts, values or goals with the product or service (the

attitude object or stimulus concept). These different objects, con-

cepts, values or goals associated with the concept of a particular e

product make up a belief system which is organized into a hierarchy
of responses.

"The higher the response in the hierarchy, the greater
the probability that the response is associated with the
.stimulus concept, that is, the stronger the belief. Each -
of these associated responses may also be viewed as stimuli,
which themselves elicit a learned mediating evaluative re-
sponse. These mediating evaluative responses are viewed as
summative; through the processes of mediated generalization
and conditioning, this summated evaluative response becomes
agsociated with the stimulus concept. Thus, when the concept
is pregented, it will elicit this summstedusivaludted regppnse,’
that is, it will elicit this learned attitude." (2, p 394)

i4

s
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Therefore, an individual's attitude toﬁg}d\ggzzproducp or ser= -
vice'can be seen as a function of a) the strength orlimportéhce of
his beliefs about the product, 1.é., those beliefs in his response
hierarchy, and b) the evaluation of those beliefs, i.e., the:evalua-

tion of associated reaponses.

i w% ' -

Applying this logic'to consumers, we find that consumersﬁlearn
to associate certain product attributcg wizh a givén product class T
and bganas within thgt class. Furthermcre, these p:educt attributes
are fach valued on some dimension by individual consumers. Fu. {n- “
stanée, consumers may learn that for men's socks, the attributes of
durabkility, construction, materials ‘and appearance are highly rele-¥ L
vant. ‘And for each of these attributes, the consumer will learn a
posit}ve or negative evaluation.. The sum of these evaluations for
relevant (salient) attributes representh'the affect associated withv

@

that product. The more'positiv? the affect, the more positive the‘

P attitude toward the produc;,cthe more'negatlve the affecxiethewmotqj
nhgapivéJthe attitude toward the product. .

To apply this logic to consumer deception, we must first recog-

nize sha; basically mogt promotional strategiés attempt to change either

existing beliefs about a‘product andubrand, i.e., how these beliefs-are

evaluated or to introduce a new gelief or make an existing belief more

salient or important. But in addition, we must be aware that attributes

Qre being added or used by the receiver that may ndk be contgined‘in the

eommunicat%on, realizing, however, that in both cases, it is not what the

’cbmmunication contains, but yhét,the receiver does with it. Therefore,

it seems probable that déception can occur in either two ways: .o

’

a) by the promotional communication influencing the probability of a
particular.belief being associated with an attitude toward a brand.

b) by influencing the evaluation of a particular belief associated
with a brand.




the pos/tive evaluation of a belief about "safe"

5& seems inappropriate to focus primary attention to Ajk because

¢

. it reflects the multiplication of weights @nd their respective beliefs
( /
whiqh are gummed. Furthermore, even if it is found that’ consumers held

an”attitude toward a product/advertisement that was deceptive, it would
// ] u‘@

BP necessary to show that daception existed by examining beliefs about
. o

/

; o
efs are evaluated.

|

/
i
i

//pecific attributes and how these bel

tive evaluation of these attributes which merely nf luence affect,
but add nothing, otherwise, todfactual product evaluation. Therefore,

it is assumed that there are "functional" and "non-functional" product

attributes. Functibnal attributes are those that relate to design,

Wear, performance, guarantees, etc., and non-functional attributes

-

1 Cod
relate to style, appearance and other "non-objective"” attributes. At~
tributes which have typically been classified as "psychdiegical" or

"well-being" could potentially fall into either classification.’

. ) 1f, a functional attribute has acquired a high‘probability of
‘being associated with a specific brand, when in fact, objective evi-
. dence {8 to the contéary, or needs qualification to be true, and this
belief is positively evaluated, then, deceptive beliefs exist. Like-
wise, if a non-functional attribute is viewed by congumers as a func-
tionsi\httribut and positively evaluated, then deception exists.

| The three techniques discussed below are all designed as screening

16
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devices, i .&,, they should not be used at. this time to definitely prove
or disprove deception in advertising. d

' | - Normative Belief Technique

o Using multi-attribute attit,ée theory as a foundation, Gardner

*

-

-~ . proposed the normative belief technidue 3). First,'it is necessary -,

- td establish product class norms by product attributes. This is a
delicate process and filled with many problems. As r;flected in a
recent paper by Wilkie and Weinreigh éll) the measurement of salient
product attributes is in a state'of flux. For this technique, a
variety of structured and uastructured techniques should be used to
gather salient p¥oduct attributes from a wide vatiety of product class

.'users. This data would be supplemented by:- data from appropriate ex- '

E p

perts for the particular product class under study. The experts would

4

provide a comprehensive range of attrihutes free from consumer atti- ; f

tudes and expectations. T ) ’ 7./ : M

Second, research needs to be conducted which shows whiph product
i attributes are functional and which are non-funptional ‘Consumer be- t oy
~ liefs and the use of experts would both be appropriate at this stage.x$ ! -k‘u'
- The third\step is to establish acceptable ranges of probabilities
of various attributes being associated with a produet and establishing
accgptable ranges of evaluation. The reason for establishing ranges
of evaluation will become clear in the next step. ‘ o . ‘M
Thé fourth step is to show advertisements for various brands within
a product class to consumers and have them estimate probabilities of
each attribute being asgociated with the brand being advertised and
give their evaluation of each attribute. . .
Then, their advertisements which produce probability estimates

and evaluative estimates within the acceptable range for functional

attributes are thereby deemed non-deceptive., However, it is clear ¢

RIC 17
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that standards of sample proportion within acceptable rangea need

)

to be established. As a first approximation, it would seem reasonable

to 'set the sample proportion as plus or minus one standard deviation.
: . b

As techniques are developed and more*is learned about normative be-

liefs, this range méy be extended. The size’of the range may also
vary by product class.. For instance,psome product classes énke "Bust
Developers" and "Weight-Diet" lend themselves more easily to claims
that will have a deceptive impac than products like bread or gasoline.
Therefore, we might expect the spmple proportion to be larger for bust~
developers than for bread. ' | .
' | ~

An advertisement could be dged deceptive, using this procedure,
for several reasons. It could be judged deceptive becauae consumers
rated the probability of a functional attribute being associat;d with | |
the product as highly probable when in fact the product has none or

‘y meaninglese levels of that attri te, Likewise it could be judged

ideceptive if, either individually or collectively, functiomal product

Aattributes are more‘positively evaluated than indicated by produyct’

class norms. This second reason is highly speculative and warrants-
‘rigorous‘research Before advanced as 4 definite measure of deception.

Consumer Impression Technique

A second ‘method advanced by Gardner (3) centers on consumer im-

=

pressions. This is ;ot a sophisticated technique, and employs widely

-

usedvcopy-tésting procedures. It could be implemented after only a
: short’period of experience developing appropriate questionnaires and i

procedures. In this procedure, consumers would be shown advertisements

and then asked to state (using properly designed and controlled proce~
dures) what they felt the advertisements were telling. them. °Some ques~
tions would be quite general, others quite specific. If for instance,

R4

it was hypothesized thdt an implied safety claim had been made that
‘ v

18
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& i

was not backed up by product performance. The infé mation gained
from consumer reactions would be compared with the actual fact and

- L[] P
claim of the advertisement to determine if the necegsary qualifications

]
> 3
are understood in such as to make the total advertisement either de-

.t

ceptive or not deceptive.

Expectation Screening Procedure

The third method (3) is based on the fact that cognitively, con-
sumers exposed to an advertisement are engaged in a comparison process.

At the minimum, consumers are comparing what they perceive the adver-

tisement to be gaying with expectationa of what they anticipate seeing

for a given product, brand, usage combination and secondly comparing
it ‘with appropriate evaluative frames of reference. If norms could be
developed for expectations and evaluative frames of reference, then
respon¥es to a given advertisement couId be compared with no for

a given product class. If the responqe to a gi.ven advertisenit were
significantly different from the norms, that advertigement should be
singled out for a very specific and thorough investigation to deter-r
mine 1if the total advertieemenr is interacting in some way with exist-
ing belief structure of consumers to produce a deceptive impact.

One issue that has not been dealt with is the whole issue of
selective exposure and relative attention. In passing, it should be
mentiontd that any understanding or measurement of deception must
take this issue into account. If the potential receiver does not ex~-
pose himself or pay attention to an aevertisement, it complicates many
issues. Likewise, as Sherif, Sherif and Nebergal point out, response
to communications varies depending on the level of involvemenr wit%

the topic of the communication (9). Undoubtably, future research in-

to deception in advertising will take these two iésues into account.

14
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CONCLUSION

} .
beception in advertising is always going to take place, whether

“

it is planned or not for the simple fact that deception is in the "eye

of the beholder."” Therefore; some advertisements ;)11 always be de-

L4

ceptive to some. The question, theteforea facing governments and ad-

.

vertisers is how do we detect. deceptiion in advertising and then how I

is it to be ‘decided what level and nature of deception will be toler-

¥

ated? But above all, it should now be clear that lying in édvertising ’ -
and the act of lying is a narrow conception of deception- in advertﬂbing
and that it is absolutely essential that the receiver of the communi-

~ cation is thg,most‘imﬁdrtant part in'the determination of deception.
v <
- ‘ ' , , \ '
Since it has never been demonstrated that a deceptive advertisement
J L o .. ;
cauges more sales than a non-deceptive advertisement, does’ this approach

focusing on the receiver of the communication really have any worth?
If you believe that advertising i% not trying to directly cause sales

but to increase consumer predisp sition so that when the product is .

14

seen }n the store, the consuiier is more predisposed to one brand.than

another, then this approach is quite vali&. It stands to reason, thougﬁ

not tested, that 1f gome claim leaves a deceptive impression, that brand

Bo

‘most likely has a higher probability of predisposition, other things
being equal. This approach also holds if you view advertising as pre-
negotiation. Obviously direct-mail advertising falls outside this under~

standing, but this dpproach still seems consistent with the task of

advertising.




. -~ J‘/
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