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Advances in Advertising Research

MUCH like marketing, advertising too has undergone the debate of
transferability across markets. In a review spanning forty years of

research work, Agrawal (1995) has brought together the three different
schools of thought – adaptation, standardization and contingency
approach. Contingency is a middle path or partial adaptation approach
based on circumstances and given context. Interestingly, different
approaches have been preached by practitioners and academicians, and
they too have fluctuated in their choices. Ad agencies and clients’ views
were taken into consideration to gauge the changing choice of practitioners.

Academicians like Buzzell (1968) have advocated contingency
approach straying from the standardization approach of Barnes (1968)
and Cornejo (1958). Miracle (1968) listed a few factors to consider for the
choice of approach to be selected for foreign markets. These were: type of
product;  homogeneity or heterogeneity of markets; characteristics and
availability of media;  types of advertising agency service available in
each market segment; government restrictions on the nature of advertising;
government tariffs on art work or printed matter;  trade codes, ethical
practices, and industry agreements, and corporate organization. Sheth
(1978) provided similar strategies and choices for transferability of
advertising. From complete extension to literal and/or symbolic extensions
and from simple adjustment to literal and/or symbolic adjustment, he
proposed various such strategies on the basis of differences in countries’
silent languages, countries’ decoding and encoding processes and
differences in customer expectations in these countries. The latter is a
sound observation considering most academicians attributed the choice
of approach to be based primarily on cultural differences between the
countries in question. The case of the US and Canada – both culturally
similar but having different customer expectations builds a case for this
reasoning of Sheth (1978). Thus in an increasingly globalized world and
greater internationalization of markets, it is left on the agencies and clients
to figure out what approach suits them – a universal advertising policy or
one unique for a given country.

In the light of the differences arising out of languages used in a country,
Krishna and Ahluwalia (1999) have studied how the choice of language
used in advertising may provide different results for domestic and
multinational firms. Their study can serve as a guide to advertising
agencies and clients in today’s context on the choice of language – English
vs. local language or a mix of those, to get greater effectiveness of
advertising and optimum results. A domestic/local language and a foreign
language may have different associations for the consumers (Myers-Scotton
1999, 2002; Piller 2003; Takashi 1990a, 1990b) and may be processed
differently (Koslow et al. 1994; Luna and Peracchio 2005a, 2005b; Platt
and Weber 1984). Even when both of these are favourable to the consumers,
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there may be differences across
different product categories.
Krishna and Ahluwalia (1999) have
shown that for the category of
luxuries, use of local language in
advertising backfires for
multinational firms. Exclusive use
of local language does not perform
well for MNCs even for necessities.
This is because of associations of
belongingness implied by usage of
the local language say, Hindi in
India. Thus, MNCs are advised to
go for a mixed (local + foreign)
approach when targeting bilingual
consumers. However, considering
their sample population, and
products and respective categories
studied, these results may be limited
in terms of generalization to rural
markets, to less educated
consumers and for various other
product categories.

Vakratsas and Ambler (1999)
have come with a great paper
researching what we know about
the way advertising works.
Reviewing a lot of literature they
have outlined multiple models
helping to explain the relationship
of advertising and its audience – the
consumer. Use of cognitive, effective
and experiential dimensions to
evaluate advertising inputs after it
has been filtered; resulting to
behaviour by the consumer is
outlined in the framework outlined
by them. Various models – Market
response, Cognitive information,
Pure effect, Persuasive hierarchy,
Low-involvement hierarchy,
Integrative and Hierarchy-free;
attempt to provide an
understanding of the sequence of
effects, the order (or lack thereof) of
thinking feeling and doing. They
cite studies to provide a list of
relevant literature to show the short
and long term effects of advertising
and the responses. Using quality,
objectivity, consistency, scope,

parsimony, precision, usefulness and
linkage with theory, they have
generalized the findings and
interpretations of the various
models and studies. Vakratsas and
Ambler (1999) have tried to show
the intermediate and behavioral
effects together. However they have
not well accounted for cognitive
biases that may have prejudiced the
data analysis. Also, the model is not
generalizable to all product
categories or contexts. It also needs
to take into account the competitive
environment and adjusted for the
marketing mix components, stage of
the product life cycle, and more
importantly, for the target audience.
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