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A crucial communication task for unknown brands is to build the knowledge in
consumers’ minds necessary to become established. However, communication
effectiveness may depend on prior familiarity of the advertised brand. The findings
of two experiments using television ads and computer Internet ads revealed that
brand familiarity influenced repetition effectiveness. In particular, repetition of ad-
vertising attributed to an unfamiliar brand showed decreased effectiveness; when
the same advertising was attributed to a known, familiar brand, repetition wearout
was postponed. Negative thoughts about tactic inappropriateness were seen to
arise with repetition, particularly for an ad for an unfamiliar brand, driving, in part,
the decreases in repetition effectiveness.

he influence of repetition on communication effective-
ness is an important issue that has generated a consid-
erable body of research. Consumer researchers, psycholo-
gists, and marketers have attempted to understand the
relationship between repetition and an audience’ s reception
of a message. The leading theory is that there is a non-
monotonic relationship between message repetition and
message effectiveness (cf. Anand and Sternthal 1990; Vak-
ratsas and Ambler 1999). Message effectivenessis believed
to increase at low levels of repetition and then to decrease
as message repetition increases (cf. Berlyne 1970; Cacioppo
and Petty 1979). Thereis strong evidence in support of such
a curvilinear relationship (cf. Anand and Sternthal 1990;
Batra and Ray 1986; Pechmann and Stewart 1989). There
is also, however, substantial research that shows no rela-
tionship between ad repetition and message effectiveness
(Belch 1982; Mitchell and Olson 1977; Rethans, Swasy, and
Marks 1986) or mixed effects in terms of the curvilinear
relationship (Calder and Sternthal 1980; Messmer 1979).
A review of the literature on repetition effects suggests
that there is no simple answer to the question of how rep-
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etition affects message effectiveness. Several researchers
have called for and turned their attention to factors that
moderate the relationship between repetition and message
effectiveness. For example, research has identified severa
message factors that influence the effects of repetition, in-
cluding message complexity (Cox and Cox 1988), “grabber
versus nongrabber” ads (Ray and Sawyer 1971), and ease
of processing of the message (Anand and Sternthal 1990).

We propose an important source factor as a moderator of
repetition effects. Specifically, we propose that the famil-
iarity of the brand sponsor of an ad will moderate the way
in which repetition influences consumer response to that ad.
Additionally, we contribute to existing research by describ-
ing more completely the mechanism by which a decrease
in attitudes with an increase in repetition may occur. We
begin by describing the two-factor theory of repetition ef-
fects. We then apply the two-factor theory to examine how
familiarity with the brand sponsor might influence the ef-
fectiveness of repeated exposure to an ad. Two experiments
demonstrate that brand familiarity isan important moderator
of repetition effects and provide insight to the process by
which this moderation occurs.

REPETITION EFFECTS

The leading explanation of repetition effects is based on
Berlyne's (1970) two-factor theory. This theory proposes a
two-part process by which repetition influences message
response. The first phase, sometimes called “wearin,” isone
of habituation. In this phase, there may be a certain amount
of what is called hostility or uncertainty about an unfamiliar
message. Initial levels of message repetition serve to in-
crease positive habituation by reducing negative responses
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to the novel stimulus, thus increasing effectiveness at lower
levels of repetition (Cox and Cox 1988). The second phase,
sometimes called “wearout,” is when continued repetition
resultsin the onset of tedium such that the message decreases
in effectiveness (Anand and Sternthal 1990; Blair and Ra-
buck 1998; Calder and Sternthal 1980). Tedium arises be-
cause of boredom, less opportunity to learn, and reactance
against the repeated message.

Two important conceptual contributions have been made
to the two-factor theory of repetition effects. First, Cacioppo
and Petty (1979) examined the processing and memory ef-
fects underlying Berlyne's theorizing. They demonstrated
that cognitive responses to the message appear to mediate
the effects of repetition on the overal evaluations engen-
dered by an ad: support arguments first increase and then
decrease with repetition; counterarguments, by contrast, may
first decrease and then increase with repetition. Cacioppo
and Petty (1979) show that repetition has its greatest effect
at moderate levels of repetition. It appears that under low
levels of repetition resources are not sufficient for complete
processing but that high levels of repetition prompt coun-
terargumentation. Second, Anand and Sternthal (1990) show
that, in addition to the important effects of resource avail-
ability, resource requirements for processing influence the
effect of repetition. They show that the ease of processing
moderates the influence of repetition on brand attitude.
Greater processing difficulty slows the habituation and te-
dium experienced by the consumer so that the point at which
ad wearout occursis delayed, whilelow processing difficulty
speeds up the point at which wearout occurs. Anand and
Sternthal (1990) conclude that both resource availability and
resource requirements influence when repetition effectswill
be greatest.

Brand Familiarity

We draw on this theorizing to propose that brand famil-
iarity is an important variable that can influence consumer
processing and the stages of habituation and tedium. Brand
familiarity reflects the extent of a consumer’s direct and
indirect experience with a brand (Alba and Hutchinson
1987; Kent and Allen 1994). Brand familiarity captures con-
sumers brand knowledge structures, that is, the brand as-
sociations that exist within aconsumer’s memory. Although
many advertised products are familiar to consumers, many
others are unfamiliar, either because they are new to the
marketplace or because consumers have not yet been ex-
posed to the brand (Stewart 1992).

Familiar and unfamiliar brands differ in terms of the
knowledge regarding the brand that a consumer has stored
in memory. Consumers tend to have a variety of different
types of associations for familiar brands. Consumers may
have tried or may use afamiliar brand, they may havefamily
or friends who have used the brand and told them something
about it, they may have seen prior ads or marketing com-
munications for the brand, or they may know how the brand
is positioned, packaged, and so on, from the press. Con-
sumers lack many associations for unfamiliar brands be-
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cause they have not had any of these types of experiences
with them.

Processing and Brand Familiarity. One possibility
might be that consumers would have negative reactions to
the repetition of ads for familiar brands more quickly than
they would to ads for unfamiliar brands. Because consumers
already know something about familiar brands, ads for these
brands might seem lessinteresting than ads for novel brands
that consumers do not know. Following this line of reason-
ing, ads for unfamiliar brands might seem less boring than
those for familiar brands, such that wearout would be post-
poned for unfamiliar brands. However, consideration of the
processing engendered by unfamiliar versus familiar brands
actually suggests the hypothesis that ads for unfamiliar
brands can wearout more quickly than ads for familiar
brands, as follows.

Because of knowledge differences, consumers are likely
to have different processing goalswhen exposed to ads spon-
sored by unfamiliar and familiar brands. People tend to at-
tempt to learn about and evaluate novel stimuli (e.g., Sujan
1985). Thus, when consumers are exposed to an ad for an
unfamiliar brand, they are more likely to have a goa of
learning about and forming an accurate impression of the
brand (Hilton and Darley 1991). To put it ancther way, if
ads for unfamiliar brands appear more novel and interesting,
they will therefore elicit more extensive processing.

When exposed to an ad for afamiliar brand, by contrast,
consumers aready have some knowledge about the brand
and, therefore, are more likely to update their existing
knowledge (Snyder and Stukas 1999). Since consumers al-
ready know something about familiar brands, they arelikely
to engage in relatively less extensive, more confirmation-
based processing when exposed to an ad for afamiliar brand
(Keller 1991; MacKenzie and Spreng 1992). In fact, fa
miliarity can itself use cognitive capacity such that pro-
cessing of a familiar, relative to an unfamiliar, stimulus is
diminished (Britton and Tesser 1982), although it should be
recognized that consumers may not always engage in highly
involved processing, in an absolute sense, in either case.
The more extensive processing elicited by adsfor unfamiliar
brands increases the resource availability; since, as noted
above, excess resource availability leads to wearout (Ca-
cioppo and Petty 1979; Calder and Sternthal 1980), these
ads should show decreased repetition effectiveness at a
lower number of ad exposures relative to ads for familiar
brands.

Effects of Habituation and Tedium. Habituationisthe
process by which initial uncertainty or negativity to an un-
familiar stimulusis attenuated (Berlyne 1970; Vakratsas and
Ambler 1999). When a consumer first sees an ad for an
unfamiliar brand, there are two sources of unfamiliarity to
which the consumer could respond negatively: the ad itself
is novel, and the brand is also novel. The first time that a
consumer sees a new ad for a familiar brand, there is only
one source of unfamiliarity—the ad. Thus, negative uncer-
tainty created by unfamiliarity should be higher for a new
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ad from an unfamiliar as compared with a familiar brand
SPONSOr.

Tedium arises from boredom and reactance or annoyance
to the repeated message (Anand and Sternthal 1990; Berlyne
1970). When consumers are repeatedly exposed to an ad for
an unfamiliar brand, they process primarily in order to learn
about the brand, and once they have been exposed to the
same ad severa times, there is very little left to process or
learn (Krugman 1972). As noted above, consumers have
stored knowledge in memory for familiar, but not unfamiliar,
brands and thus are likely to process ads for familiar brands
less extensively than those for unfamiliar brands. In addition,
the stored knowledge provides processing materia for fa-
miliar brands that does not exist for unfamiliar brands. Thus,
to the extent that consumers continue to process an ad for
a familiar brand over repeated exposures to the ad, in ad-
dition to the materia presented in the ad itself, the brand
knowledge that exists in memory provides context for con-
tinued processing (Britton and Tesser 1982). Since no such
additional knowledge exists for unfamiliar brands, consum-
ers are likely to “run out” of material to process with re-
peated exposure to the same ad. In other words, because of
alack of stored knowledge, the processing requirements are
much lower for the same ad for an unfamiliar than for a
familiar brand, which islikely to hasten the onset of wearout
(Anand and Sternthal 1990).

Effects on Cognitive Responses.  As noted above, ear-
lier research suggests that consumers’ cognitive responses
to repeated messages may mediate the effects of repetition
on attitudinal response (Cacioppo and Petty 1979). This
work showed that support arguments first increase and then
decrease with message repetition, whereas counterargu-
ments show the opposite pattern. More extensive processing
should increase the rate at which these patterns of support
and counterargumentation occur relative to less extensive
processing. A consumer who engages in more extensive
processing of an ad should deplete support arguments and
therefore generate counterarguments at alower level of rep-
etition than a consumer who engages in less extensive pro-
cessing. This adds support to our proposition that ads for
unfamiliar brands will wear out more quickly than ads for
familiar brands.

In addition, we propose that a specific type of thought is
likely to arise with ad repetition, contributing to wearout
effects. Recently, there has been growing interest in how
consumers’ thoughts about marketers persuasion tactics af-
fect their responses to marketing activities (see Friestad and
Wright 1994; Kirmani and Wright 1989). Consumers have
been shown to consider the inappropriateness of advertising
tactics sometimes (Campbell 1995; Sagarin et a. 2002).
Research has shown that cognitive capacity is hecessary for
consumers to access and use thoughts about marketers' per-
suasion tactics (Campbell and Kirmani 2000). Importantly,
prior research indicates that consumers are likely to focus
on message content at low levels of processing but are more
likely to access “negative tacticsrelated thoughts’ when
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processing is more extensive (Shiv, Edell, and Payne 1997,
p. 290).

As noted above, consumers are likely to process an ad
more extensively when it is for an unfamiliar rather than a
familiar brand. Additionally, because of the lack of stored
knowledge, consumers are likely to deplete possible brand-
related processing at a lower level of repetition of ads for
unfamiliar rather than familiar brands. Because of these pro-
cessing differences, consumers should be more likely to
have the cognitive capacity to think about the appropriate-
ness of advertising tactics at comparatively lower levels of
repetition of an ad for an unfamiliar brand as compared with
a familiar brand (Campbell and Kirmani 2000; Shiv et al.
1997). Moreover, in general, brand reputation has been
shown to decrease the extent to which consumers consider
persuasion inappropriateness (Campbell 1999). It follows
that consideration of tactic inappropriateness should increase
to a greater extent with repetition of an ad for an unfamiliar
rather than a familiar brand.

Effects of Ad Attitudes on Brand Attitudes. Finally,
the extent of consumer processing elicited by a message
should also affect the relation between attitude toward the
ad and brand evaluations. Specifically, when consumers are
unfamiliar with an advertised brand, they lack prior knowl-
edge on which to base attitudes toward the brand. Thus,
they are more likely to rely on attitudes toward the ad in
forming attitudes toward the brand. Consumers with prior
brand familiarity, by contrast, are more likely to draw on
their existing brand knowledge, attenuating the influence of
attitude toward the specific ad on attitude toward the brand.
Thus, the effect of attitude toward the ad on brand evalu-
ations should be greater when the ad is for an unfamiliar
rather than a familiar brand (Machleit, Allen, and Madden
1993; Machleit and Wilson 1988). That is, ad and brand
attitudes may be expected to be more divergent in the case
of familiar versus unfamiliar brands.

Prior Research. Although the impact of brand famil-
iarity on repetition effects has not been systematically stud-
ied, there is some research that is consistent with the notion
that brand familiarity will attenuate advertising wearout
(e.g., Edell and Burke 1986; Kardes 1994; Kent and Allen
1994; Lodish et al. 1995). An earlier study that examined
advertising repetition effectiveness used two products as
replicates: one product was “relatively unfamiliar to partic-
ipants,” whereas the other was “well known to the research
participants’ (Calder and Sternthal 1980, p. 176). Interest-
ingly, while brand familiarity was not afocus of the research
and was not discussed, there were different patterns of re-
sults for the two brands. Although there was support for
wearout for therelatively unfamiliar brand, therewaslimited
evidence of wearout for the more familiar brand.

Likewise, as noted above, there have been mixed findings
on the relationship between repetition and advertising ef-
fectiveness. Although brand familiarity cannot fully account
for differing effects, it is interesting to note that several of
the studies that fail to support the curvilinear relationship
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between repetition and effectiveness have used familiar
brands (e.g., Messmer 1979; Rethans et al. 1986). Relatedly,
research on other communication issues has shown that
brand familiarity can be an important variablethat moderates
advertising interference (Kent and Allen 1994), humor in
advertising (Stewart and Furse 1986), and comparison ad-
vertising (Pechmann and Stewart 1990). All of thisresearch
is consistent with the notion that brand familiarity will mod-
erate the effects of ad repetition.

Summary

In short, we propose that consumers will respond differ-
ently to the repetition of an ad sponsored by a familiar as
compared with an unfamiliar brand. Consumerswill process
an ad with an unfamiliar brand sponsor more extensively
than an ad with a familiar brand sponsor. Because of the
processing differences, consumers will be more likely to
consider advertising (in)appropriateness for unfamiliar
rather than familiar brands. As a result, the number of ex-
posures at which wearout occurs and advertising effective-
ness begins to decrease will be lower when the ad comes
from an unfamiliar as compared with a familiar brand. Ad-
ditionally, attitudes engendered by an ad are less likely to
influence attitudes toward familiar than toward unfamiliar
brands.

We report results from two experiments that examine ad-
vertising repetition effectsfor familiar and unfamiliar brands
in terms of both attitude toward the ad and attitude toward
the brand. In study 1, we demonstrate that advertising wear-
out occurs with fewer repetitions of an ad for unfamiliar
rather than familiar brands and begin exploring the types of
thoughts that underlie this effect. In study 2, we replicate
these effects and specifically measure perceptions of ad-
vertising inappropriateness and demonstrate the mediation
of the effects of repetition and brand familiarity on ad
effectiveness.

STUDY 1
Subjects and Design

Ninety-four adult staff members at a West Coast univer-
sity participated in an hour-long study in exchange for $5.00
and a chance for a cash prize. Subjects were randomly as-
signed to a 2 (brand familiarity: familiar or unfamiliar) x
3 (ad repetition: 1, 2, or 3 exposures) x 3 (product: bank,
women's clothing, or health-care plan) factorial design.
Brand familiarity was a between-subject factor, and ad rep-
etition and product were within-subject factors.

Stimuli

All subjects watched a half-hour local news show from
adifferent state. The news program included three ad breaks.
Each break included three ads: the first break showed two
filler ads and one test ad, the second break showed onefiller
and two test ads, and the third break had three test ads. The
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test ad shown in the first break also appeared in the second
and third breaks (repetition level of three). The test ad first
shown in the second break was also in the third (repetition
level of two). The ad that first appeared in the third break
was seen only once (repetition level of one). The ads were
rotated and counterbalanced for order and repetition level;
each ad appeared in each position in each ad break.

Test ads were selected from compilation videos of “ good”
advertising, that is, either the advertising agency or an out-
side judge considered the commercialsto represent effective
advertising. Ads were selected that had aired in regions
different from the study locale. A familiar and a fictitious
brand name were chosen for each product category. Pretests
indicated that people drawn from the same subject pool as
the actual study had (1) not seen the ads, (2) were familiar
with the familiar brand, but (3) were unfamiliar with the
fictitious brand. A professional video editor replaced the
origina brand name frames in each ad with either the fa-
miliar or the unfamiliar brand name frames to create two
ads from each original ad. A fina pretest indicated that
subjects felt that the test ads were typical and of good qual-
ity. No one in the pretest suggested that the ads were not
real.

Procedure

Subjects were asked to watch a television news program
and then to answer questions about the programming. After
watching for a half-hour, subjects completed filler questions
about the news show. They then completed measures of
uncued recall, brand recall cued by product category, open-
ended thought listing, and brand and ad attitudes. Brand
attitudes (Ab) were measured with a four-item, seven-point
differential scale, anchored by bad—good, low quality—high
quality, unappealing—appeaing, and unpleasant—pleasant,
and the items were averaged (Cronbach’ salpha = .88). At-
titude toward the ad (Aad) was measured with a four-item
scale with the same anchors (Cronbach’salpha = .91). Af-
ter completing these measures for the test ads, subjects com-
pleted manipulation checks and covariate measures. Sub-
jectsindicated how familiar they were with each brand prior
to seeing the ads and how many times they remembered
seeing an ad for each brand. Subjects then indicated product
category involvement, gender, age, and education level.

Results

A full model that included interactions among the product
category, ad order, brand type, and ad repetition factors was
analyzed to determine whether the data could be pooled.
The lack of any significant interactions with product cate-
gory or ad order indicated that the pattern of effects of the
experimental factors did not depend on the particular prod-
uct category or the order in which the ads were seen. Thus,
the data were collapsed across the three product categories
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and three different ad orders.* Analyses were conducted with
amode that included brand familiarity as a between-subject
factor and ad repetition as a within-subject factor.

Manipulation Checks. Consistent with pretest results,
analysis of the measure of prior brand familiarity revealed
only a significant main effect of brand type (F(1,87) =
94.6, p< .0001): ratings for familiar brands (M = 5.05)
were substantially higher than for unfamiliar brands
(M = 1.95). Analysis of recall of message content revealed
a significant effect of repetition (F(2,184) = 81.1, p<
.0001) and no other significant effects; recall increased with
repetition. Similarly, there was a main effect of repetition
on self-reports of ad repetition (F(2,172) = 365.1, p<
.0001) and no other significant effects. Subjects demon-
strated quite accurate memory for the number of times they
had seen each ad (M, = 1.02, M, = 2.16, M, = 2.90). The
results suggest a successful manipulation of both the brand-
familiarity and ad-repetition variables.

Attitude Effects. We examined the effects of ad repe-
tition on message effectiveness by exploring both attitude
toward the ad (Aad) and attitude toward the brand (Ab). An
ANOVA of Aad reveded a significant main effect of rep-
etition (F(2,157) = 4.1, p < .02), quaified by a significant
interaction effect between brand familiarity and ad repetition
(F(2,157) = 3.5, p<.03). A follow-up analysis revealed a
significant increasing linear trend in Aad for familiar brands
(F(1,32) = 4.4, p<.04). The Aad for unfamiliar brands,
as expected, showed a significant quadratic trend
(F(1,36) = 5.0, p<.03), first increasing (F(1,158) =
10.3, p<.002) and then decreasing (F(1,158) = 5.3, p<
.02; seefig. 1). These results show that, over this repetition
schedule, ads for unfamiliar brands exhibited a decline in
ad attitudes, but ads for familiar brands did not. This sup-
ports the idea that ads for unfamiliar brands show wearout
more quickly than do ads for familiar brands.

Anaysis of Ab showed significant effects of brand fa
miliarity (F(1,90) = 45, p<.04) and ad repetition
(F(2,158) = 3.76, p< .03), qualified by a significant in-
teraction effect between brand familiarity and ad repetition
(F(2,158) = 4.1, p<.02). The Ab showed a directional
increasing linear trend for familiar brands (F(1,32) = 1.9,
p < .17). When the brand was unfamiliar, there was a sig-
nificant quadratic trend (F(2,37) = 8.7, p<.005): Ab in-
creased from one to two exposures (F(1,158) = 11.8, p<
.001) and decreased from two to three exposures
(F(1,158) = 5.2, p< .03).

Asdiscussed above, because consumersarelikely to update
exiging attitudes toward a familiar brand but to form an
attitude toward an unfamiliar brand, the extent to which at-
titudes toward the ad affect brand attitudes should vary by

'One of the three ads, the ad for the hedth-care plan, was liked better
than the others. While the well-liked ad resulted in higher attitudes toward
the ad (5.77 vs. 3.90 and 4.52; F(2,147) = 34.0, p< .001) and the brand
(5.02vs. 4.26 and 4.42; F(2,147) = 8.2, p < .001) than the two moderately
liked ads, these were main effects. There were no significant interactions,
showing that the pattern of effects was not affected by ad likability.
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FIGURE 1

STUDY 1: ATTITUDE TOWARD THE AD
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brand familiarity. To test this, we conducted a regression of
Aad, brand familiarity, and their interaction on Ab. Not sur-
prisingly, Aad was a significant predictor of Ab (8 = .40,
t = 7.6, p<.0001), as was brand familiarity (8 = —.97,
t = —2.63, p<.01). Importantly, the interaction was also
significant (8 = .14,t = 2.0, p < .05). The significance and
direction of the interaction parameter estimate show that, as
predicted, Aad had a significantly greater influence on Ab
when the brand was unfamiliar than when it was familiar.

These reaults indicate that ads for unfamiliar brands show
declines in attitudinal response—that is, they show wearout—
more quickly than do ads for familiar brands. This also
shows that attitude toward the ad has a more powerful im-
pact on brand attitudes for unfamiliar than for familiar
brands. We next explore the respondents’ thoughts in re-
sponse to the ads in order to gain a better understanding of
the processing that people engage in when messages are
repeated.

Processing Effects.  Thoughts were coded in terms of
support arguments, counterarguments, negative tactic-
related thoughts, and irrelevant thoughts. Following the lit-
erature, support arguments were thoughts that agreed with
or bolstered the message advocacy, while counterarguments
were those thoughts that disagreed with or countered the
advocacy position (Wright 1973). Negative tactic-related
thoughts were defined as “thoughts that indicate that the
subject is considering the persuasive, tactical nature of the
ad; thoughts about the advertiser’s strategy and the appro-
priateness of the strategy.” Thus, negative tactic-related
thoughts were a separate category, not just a subset of coun-
terarguments. Examples of negative tactic-related thoughts
from the data include, “1 thought poorly of the company’s
marketing folks for advertising like that,” “it was very ob-
vious that they were trying to promote this ad by using sex,”
and “ad ploy to get one to recall ad over those of another
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company based on number of times shown.” Two indepen-
dent coders, blind to experimental conditions, coded sub-
jects' listed thoughts with 93% agreement; differenceswere
resolved through discussion.

Analysis of the total number of thoughts showed main
effects of brand familiarity (F(1,89) = 5.6, p< .02) and ad
repetition (F(2,182) = 34.7, p < .0001), qualified by asig-
nificant interaction between brand familiarity and ad repe-
tition (F(2,182) = 4.4, p<.01). Total thoughts increased
with repetition both when the advertised brand was familiar
and when it was unfamiliar, but the patterns differed (see
table 1). Trend analysis revealed asignificant quadratic trend
over ad repetition for the unfamiliar brands (F(1,54) =
9.4, p < .005) and showed only a significant increasing lin-
ear trend, but no quadratic trend, for the familiar brands
(linear: F(1,45) = 23.4, p < .0001; quadratic: F(1,45) < 1).
Interestingly, there was no significant difference between
the total thoughts for familiar versus unfamiliar brands at
the first ad exposure (M = 1.33, M, = 1.52; F(2,182) <
1, p> .65). Tota thoughts for the unfamiliar brands were
significantly higher at the second (M. = 1.93, M, = 3.06;
F(1,182) = 21.7, p<.0001) and third (M = 255,
My, = 3.17; F(1,182) = 5.8, p<.01) exposures than for
familiar brands. Given that total thoughts indicate more ex-
tensive processing (Sujan 1985), these analyses are consis-
tent with the proposition that ads for unfamiliar brands are
processed more extensively with repetition than are ads for
familiar brands.

Consistent with prior research, we examined subjects
thoughts more specificaly (Anand and Sternthal 1990; Ca-
cioppo and Petty 1979). Support and counterargumentswere
negatively correlated (r = —.25, p<.0001). Support ar-
guments and negative tactic-related thoughts were not
strongly related in the data (r = —.08, p < .02). However,
not unexpectedly, negative tactic-related thoughts showed
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some positive correlation with counterarguments (r = .15,
p<.02).

An ANOVA of support arguments showed a significant
interaction effect between brand familiarity and ad repetition
(F(2,182) = 6.07, p<.003). Repetition did not signifi-
cantly affect support arguments for familiar brands
(F(1,138) = 1.45, p>.24), but when the brand was un-
familiar, support arguments first increased (M, = .76,
M, = 1.40; F(1,138) = 6.0, p<.01) and then decreased
(M, = .64; F(1,138) = 8.6, p < .004). Counterarguments
also showed an interaction effect between brand familiarity
and ad repetition (F(2,182) = 2.9, p < .05). Counterargu-
ments did not show a significant change with repetition for
familiar brands (F(2, 138) < 1, p > .54) but significantly in-
creased with repetition for unfamiliar brands (F(1, 138) =
3.3, p<.04).

The difference between support and counterarguments
was examined to understand the overall tenor of subjects
thoughts (Greenwald 1968). This analysis showed only a
significant interaction effect between brand familiarity and
ad repetition (F(2,182) = 5.24, p < .006). Follow-up anal-
yses revealed no effect of repetition for familiar brands
(F(2,90) = 1.2, p>.3), but a significant effect for unfa-
miliar brands (F(2,90) = 4.8, p<.01). For unfamiliar
brands there was a quadratic trend (F(1,45) = 5.2, p<
.03) such that the difference score first increased (M, =
24, M, = .68; F(1,182) = 1.3, p>.25) and then signifi-
cantly decreased (M, = —.52; F(1,182) = 9.8, p < .002),
showing that with repetition, counterarguments outnum-
bered support arguments for unfamiliar brands.

Finally, negative tactic-related thoughts were examined.
An ANOVA revedled significant main effects of brand fa-
miliarity (F(1,91) = 5.86, p<.02) and ad repetition
(F(2,177) = 34.1, p< .0001), as well as a significant in-
teraction effect between brand familiarity and ad repetition

TABLE 1

STUDY 1—ATTITUDES AND THOUGHTS: MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

Level of repetition

Familiar Unfamiliar
Dependent measure 1 2 3 1 2 3
Attitude toward the ad 4.56 4.73 5.24 4.14 5.26 4.41
(1.71) (1.87) (1.66) (1.93) (1.60) (1.82)
Attitude toward the brand 4.67 4.65 5.06 3.94 4.79 4.26
(1.16) (1.46) (1.16) (1.39) (1.22) (1.42)
Total thoughts 1.33 1.93 2.55 1.52 3.06 3.17
(1.63) (1.42) (1.52) (1.64) (2.16) (1.59)
Support arguments . 6 1.40 .64
(.94) (1.05) (1.25) (1.30) (1.52) (.85)
Counter arguments 4 . 2 .75 1.14
(1.17) (.89) (.69) (.91) (1.21) (1.40)
Difference score: Support—
counter .08 —.02 49 .24 65 —.51
(1.56) (1.61) (1.65) (1.75) (2.11) (1.94)
Negative tactic-related
thoughts .14 .33 55 19 .36 1.02
(.36) (.47) (.62) (.45) (.48) (.83)
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(F(2,177) = 5.05, p<.007). When the advertised brand
wasfamiliar, negative tactic-related thoughts showed alinear
trend (F(1,45) = 15.25, p <.0003). When the advertised
brand was unfamiliar, negative tactic-related thoughts
showed a linear trend (F(1,41) = 39.27, p < .0001), qual-
ified by a quadratic trend (F(1,41) = 5.47, p < .02) caused
by a sharp increase in negative tactic-related thoughts at the
third ad exposure.

These results suggest that repetition of the same ad in-
duces somewhat greater processing when the advertised
brand is unfamiliar than when it is familiar. Repetition of
ads for unfamiliar brands results in a decline in support
arguments but an increase in both counterarguments and
negative tactic-related thoughts. It thus appears that the
greater processing of ads for unfamiliar brands results in
more negative thoughtsthat then |ead to advertising wearout.
In particular, this suggests that a higher repetition of an ad
for an unfamiliar brand results in cognitive capacity that
allows the consumer to consider the (in)appropriateness of
the advertiser’s tactics. We examine this process more di-
rectly in study 2.

Summary and Discussion

Overal, the results of study 1 support our conceptualiza
tion. Ad repetition in a television news program produced
wearout when the advertised brand was unfamiliar—both Aad
and Ab showed similar patterns in that they first increased
and then decreased with repetition of an ad. For a familiar
brand, wearout did not appear over three repetitions—Aad
showed an increasing linear trend, and Ab showed a direc-
tiona increase. When the brand was familiar, neither Aad nor
Ab showed any decrease over the repetition schedule, whereas
both Aad and Ab showed definite decreases when the brand
was unfamiliar. Analysis also demonstrated that Aad has a
greater influence on Ab for unfamiliar than for familiar
brands.

The results of study 1 also suggest that consumers' cog-
nitions while viewing ads may drive the effects of repetition
on advertising effectiveness. Anincreasein counterarguments
and a decrease in support arguments with ad repetition led
to adecrease in overall ad effectivenessin terms of both Aad
and Ab. Importantly, this also shows that negative tactic-
related thoughts increased with repetition and that these
thoughts increased more rapidly for unfamiliar than for fa-
miliar ads. The largest number of negative tactic-related
thoughts coincided with the wearout seen for the unfamiliar
brands.

Study 1 provided basic support for the idea that brand
familiarity moderates the attitudinal effects of repetition.
Thisaso provides some initial exploration of the processing
that gives rise to advertising wearout and to the differential
effects of repetition on processing of ads for familiar and
unfamiliar brands. Study 1 demonstrated that there was a
greater increase in the level of processing with repetition of
an ad for an unfamiliar brand and suggested that, as pro-
posed, the respondents were more likely to think about the
(in)appropriateness of advertising tactics at comparatively
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lower levels of repetition with an ad for an unfamiliar as
compared with one for a familiar brand. A second study
was designed to explore in more detail the consumer pro-
cessing evoked with repetition. In particular, this study was
designed to measure specifically consumers’ perceptions of
tactic inappropriateness and to assess the role that perceived
tactic inappropriateness plays in the different wearout pat-
terns for familiar and unfamiliar brands. This second study
also alows replication of the moderating role of brand fa-
miliarity with a different advertising medium, and with dif-
ferent brands, ads, and repetition schedules. Showing the
same important role of brand familiarity under different con-
ditionswill provide greater confidencein the generalizability
of the results.

STUDY 2
Subjects and Design

One hundred and four adult staff members at a private,
eastern university participated in astudy in exchange for $10
and a chance for a cash prize. Subjects were randomly as-
signed to a 2 (brand familiarity: familiar or unfamiliar) x 4
(ad repetition: 1, 2, 3, or 5 exposures) x 4 (product: ceredl,
laundry detergent, pain reliever, toothpaste) factorial design.
Higher repetition was used in study 2 than in study 1 because
of the different repetition requirements of static (e.g., print)
versus dynamic (e.g., television) advertising (Belch and Belch
2001). Brand familiarity was a between-subject factor, and
ad repetition and product were within-subject factors.

Stimuli and Procedure

All subjects read a cover story about a new service
whereby consumers could get free Internet access by agree-
ing to view a set of ads prior to accessing the Internet. Each
participant individually started a computer-controlled pro-
gram that displayed a series of ads on a persona computer
screen. The program began with afiller ad and then showed
the test ads and another filler ad at different levels of rep-
etition, ending with a repeat of the first filler ad and a new
filler ad. Thus, subjects saw three filler ads, one of which
was repeated once, and four test ads, with each test ad
appearing at a different level of repetition. The first test ad
to appear was seen five times during the course of the pro-
gram, the second was seen three times, the third was seen
twice, and the fourth was seen once. All ads had at least
two other ads in between any repetition of the ad, and ads
were rotated and counterbalanced for order and repetition
levels such that each ad appeared in each position and at
each repetition level for different subjects. Each test ad was
displayed for 13 seconds (a pretest revealed that this was
long enough for subjectsto read the entire ad without feeling
rushed). All ads were created by a professional designer to
include a relevant, high-quality graphic (e.g., a photo of a
couple at a breakfast table with abow! of cereal, newspaper,
etc., for the cereal ad), a headline, and copy that stressed
product benefits (e.g., nutrition and taste for the cereal ad).



BRAND FAMILIARITY AND ADVERTISING REPETITION

Two versions of each ad were created with either afamiliar
or afictitious brand name (names were pretested to verify
that the familiar brands were well known and that the fic-
titious brands were not).

After the ads ended, subjects completed a questionnaire,
beginning with severa filler questions about the Internet ser-
vice. Next, they completed thought protocols of what they
thought and felt the last time that they viewed each ad. Sub-
jects completed the same measures of Ab (Cronbach’s
alpha = .95) and Aad (Cronbach’s alpha = .95) used in
study 1. Next, subjects were asked to indicate perceived tactic
inappropriateness on two seven-point agree—disagree scales:
(1) “I thought that the way BRAND tried to persuade people
seemed acceptable,” and (2) “I felt that this advertising for
BRAND was fair in what was said and shown” (r = .61,
p < .0001). The second measure was similar to the negative
tactic-related thought measure used by Shiv et al. (1997).
Higher numbers reflect greater perceived tactic inappropri-
ateness. After completing these measures for all test ads, sub-
jects indicated prior brand familiarity, product category in-
volvement, gender, age, and education level.

Results

A full model with the experimental factors, product cate-
gory, involvement, and ad order was anadyzed. The lack of
significant interactions between experimental factors and the
other variables indicated that the data could be pooled across
these variables. Unless otherwise stated, the following anal-
yses were conducted with a 2 (brand familiarity) x 4 (rep-
etition) ANOVA. Table 2 contains cell means.

Manipulation Checks. Analysis of prior brand famil-
iarity revealed a significant main effect of brand type on
prior brand familiarity (F(1,102) = 1500.6, p < .0001) and
no other significant effects. Prior familiarity was higher for
familiar brands than for unfamiliar brands (M = 5.82,
M, = 1.09). Analysis of subjects’ self-report of how many
times they remembered seeing each ad showed a significant
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main effect of ad repetition (F(3,303) = 254.1, p < .0001)
and no other significant effects. As in study 1, subjects
demonstrated good memory for the number of times they
viewed an ad (M, = 141, M, = 2.24, M, = 2.85, M, =
4.66).

Attitude Effects.  An ANOVA was used to examine the
effects of brand familiarity and ad repetition on Aad and
Ab. Analysis of Aad showed a significant main effect of ad
repetition (F(3,295) = 5.01, p < .002) and no other signif-
icant effects. We next conducted a series of planned contrasts
and trend analyses, as recommended by Rosenthal, Rosnow,
and Rubin (2000), among others, to test for planned dif-
ferences. For familiar brands, examination of Aad revealed
no effect of ad repetition (exposure 1 was contrasted with
exposure 2, and exposure 2 was contrasted with exposure
3, F's< 1; contrasts of exposure 3 to exposure 5 showed a
marginal decrease, F(1,295) = 3.14, p<.08; linear and
quadratic trends: F(1,46) < 1). For unfamiliar brands, there
was a significant quadratic trend (F(1,50) = 7.1, p<.01)
for Aad. This trend was driven by a sharp decrease in Aad
from three (M = 5.05) to five exposures (M = 4.16;
F(1,295) = 12.63, p < .0004).

An analysis of Ab showed main effects of brand familiarity
(F(1,102) = 7.83, p<.006) and of ad repetition
(F(3,299) = 2.8, p<.05), and it indicated a significant in-
teraction effect (F(3,299) = 3.7, p< .01). Follow-up ana-
ysis showed no significant effect of repetition on Ab for fa-
miliar brands (contrast F's < 1.1). For unfamiliar brands, Ab
showed a significant linear trend (F(1,50) = 9.4, p < .001)
and a quadratic trend that approached significance
(F(1,50) = 2.5, p<.11). Importantly, Ab significantly de-
creased fromthree (M = 5.05) tofive(M = 4.34) exposures
for unfamiliar (F(1,299) = 10.14, p < .002), but not for fa-
miliar (F < 1), brands. Both of these analyses provide some
support for a differential effect of repetition as a function of
thefamiliarity of the sponsoring brand. Therewasno evidence
of wearout for familiar brands, either in terms of Aad or Ab,

TABLE 2

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR EVALUATION AND PROCESSING MEASURES (STUDY 2)

Level of repetition

Familiar Unfamiliar

Dependent measures 1 2 3 5 1 2 3 5
Attitude toward the ad 4.70 4.74 5.07 4.61 4.83 4.95 5.07 4.16
(1.69) (1.31) (1.44) (1.37) (1.47) (2.47) (1.41) (1.74)
Attitude toward the brand 5.62 5.29 5.39 5.52 5.13 5.01 5.05 4.34
(1.48) (1.54) (1.40) (1.37) (1.28) (1.28) (1.28) (1.40)
Total thoughts 241 2.49 2.88 2.71 2.04 2.45 2.36 3.12
(1.49) (1.14) (1.42) (1.27) (1.34) (1.17) (1.40) (1.78)

Negative tactic-related

thoughts .14 31 .29 .76 .08 12 .27 1.18
(.40) (.55) (.50) (.81) (.34) (.45) (.77) (1.01)
Tactic inappropriateness 3.53 3.20 3.35 3.42 2.80 2.55 2.99 3.87
(1.95) (1.66) (1.73) (1.79) (1.37) (1.24) (1.45) (1.85)




300

but there were decreases in both Aad and Ab after three
exposures for unfamiliar brands.

Regression analysis was conducted to examine whether
the influence of Aad on Ab depended on prior brand fa-
miliarity. Regression of Aad, brand familiarity, and their
interaction on Ab replicated the results found in study 1.
All three variables were significant (3 = .44,,, t = 7.7,
p<.000L; B = —1.26miiany, t = —3.28, p<.00L; B =
16 eractions T = 2.01, p < .05). Importantly, the significant
interaction revealed that Aad had a significantly greater in-
fluence on Ab when the brand was unfamiliar than when it
was familiar.

Processing Effects.  Thoughtswere coded and analyzed
to explore the process underlying the different wearout ef-
fects observed for unfamiliar and familiar brands. The total
number of thoughts was analyzed to provide insight as to
whether consumers processed ads for unfamiliar brands
more than for familiar brands. The total number of thoughts
reported by subjects showed a significant main effect of
repetition (F(3,300) = 6.72, p < .0002), qualified by asig-
nificant interaction effect (F(3,300) = 3.54, p < .02). Total
thoughts showed a significant linear increase for both fa-
miliar brands (F(1,55) = 5.38, p<.02) as well as unfa
miliar brands (F(1,55) = 28.15, p < .0001). For unfamiliar
brands, however, this was qualified by a significant cubic
trend (F(1,55) = 5.72, p<.02), with a large increase in
total thoughts from the third (M = 2.35) to the fifth ex-
posure (M = 3.12; F(1,300) = 11.94, p < .0006). Because
of this sharp increase, there were more thoughts at the fifth
exposure when the brand was unfamiliar than when it was
familiar (M, = 3.12, M = 2.71; F(1,300) = 35, p<
.06). It is possible that the main effect of repetition merely
reflects that ads' thoughts are better recalled with more ad
repetition. Theinteraction results, by contrast, are suggestive
of greater processing with repetition of ads for unfamiliar
relative to familiar brands.

Negative tactic-related thoughts were coded as described
in study 1. In addition, as described above, perceived tactic
inappropriateness was explicitly measured. Consistent with
expectations, the perceived tactic inappropriateness scalewas
significantly correlated with the negative tactic-related
thoughts coded from the open-ended protocols (r = .20,
p < .0001). Given this positive correlation and the conceptual
connection between the two, MANOVA was utilized to ex-
amine the effects of repetition and brand familiarity. This
revealed main effects of repetition (Wilks's lambda = .66;
F(6,582) = 22.79, p<.0001) and familiarity (Wilks's
lambda = .97; F(2,291) = 3.85, p = .02) and an interac-
tion effect (Wilks's lambda = .93; F(6,582) = 3.81, p =
.001). The ANOVA results of subjects’ coded negativetactic-
related thoughts revealed a main effect of ad repetition
(F(3,292) = 47.48, p < .0001), as well as an interaction ef-
fect (F(3,292) = 522, p<.001). While tactic-related
thoughts increased with repetition for both familiar and un-
familiar brands, there was a larger increase for unfamiliar
brands. Although tactic-related thoughts were the same for
unfamiliar and familiar brands at the first exposure to the ad
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(F < 1), they were significantly higher at the fifth exposure
to the ad for an unfamiliar than for a familiar brand
M, = 118, M = .76; F(1,292) = 12.90, p < .0004).
There was a significant linear (F(1,55) = 63.65, p < .0001)
and quadratic (F(1,55) = 15.91, p < .0002) trend in negative
tactic-related thoughts for unfamiliar brands.

Similarly, an ANOVA of perceived tactic inappropri-
ateness reveadled a significant main effect of repetition
(F(3,292) =4.91, p < .002) and a significant interaction ef-
fect (F(3,292) = 3.31, p < .02). There was no effect of rep-
etition on perceived tactic inappropriateness for familiar
brands (F < 1). For an unfamiliar brand, perceived tactic
inappropriateness significantly increased with repetition of
an ad (F(3,220) = 6.74, p<.0002). There was a linear
(F(1,52) = 8.76, p< .005) and a cubic trend (F(1,52) =
16.70, p < .0002) for unfamiliar brandswith asharp increase
in perceived tactic inappropriateness between three and five
exposures.

Mediation. Analysis showed significant experimental
effects on Aad and Ab. Likewise, significant effects were
revealed for total thoughts, negative tactic-related thoughts,
and perceived tactic inappropriateness. These analysesfulfill
thefirst two stepsfor potential mediation of the experimental
effects on attitudes by these variables (Baron and Kenny
1986). Thus, the last step examining potential mediation by
these variables of the effects of brand familiarity and rep-
etition on attitudes was conducted by including each of them
separately as a covariate in the standard ANOVA model for
Aad and Ab.

Total thoughts did not appear to mediate the experimental
effects. Total thoughts did not achieve significance as a co-
variate in the analysis of either Aad or Ab, suggesting that
it is not the amount of thought itself that is driving the
different effects of repetition for familiar and unfamiliar
brands.

Negative tactic-related thoughts were also examined for
mediation of the effects of ad repetition and brand famil-
iarity. Tactic-related thoughts was a marginally significant
covariate for Aad (F(1,288) = 2.51, p<.11) and reduced
the effect of repetition on Aad (from F(3,295) = 5.01,
p<.002 to F(3,288) = 2.37, p<.07). Tactic-related
thoughts was a significant covariate for Ab (F(1,292) =
4.74, p < .03), eliminated the significant effect of repetition
on Ab (F(3,292) = .65, p> .58), and significantly reduced
the interaction effect (F(3,292) = 2.23, p < .09) but not the
effect of brand familiarity on Ab (F(1,100) = 8.37, p<
.005). This suggests that negative tactic-rel ated thoughts par-
tially mediate the differing wearout effects for familiar ver-
sus unfamiliar brands.

Finaly, perceived tactic inappropriateness was examined
asapotential mediator. Perceived tactic inappropriatenesswas
a dgnificant covariate for Aad (F(1,293) = 62.7, p<
.0001) and reduced the effect of repetition on Aad (from
F(3,295) = 5.01, p<.002 to F(3,293) = 3.03, p<.03).
Perceived tactic inappropriateness was also a significant co-
variatefor Ab (F(1,295) = 20.58, p < .0001) and diminated
the significant effect of repetition on Ab (F(3,295) = 2.1,
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p>.1) and the interaction effect (F(3,295) = 248, p<
.06).

These analyses demonstrate that negative tactic-related
thoughts and perceived tactic inappropriateness provide
some mediation of the effect of ad repetition on Aad and
mediate the effects of repetition and the interaction of brand
familiarity and ad repetition on Aad and Ab. Combined,
these results support the notion that thoughts about the in-
appropriateness of advertising tactics are one important type
of the consumer thoughts that underlie ad wearout.

Summary and Discussion

Study 2 replicates the findings from study 1 that ads for
unfamiliar brands can wearout more quickly than ads for
familiar brands. As with study 1, study 2 also provides
results that suggest that processing of the ad is different
when the brand is unfamiliar versus when it is familiar.
Additionally, study 2 suggests that the greater processing
accorded during ad repetition for an unfamiliar brand may
give rise to consideration of the appropriateness of adver-
tisers tactics.

GENERAL DISCUSSION
Summary

Two experiments were conducted in which ad content
and repetition were carefully controlled and only the fa
miliarity of the brand sponsor was varied. These provide
consistent evidence that ads for unfamiliar brands wear out
faster, showing decreased effectiveness at lower levels of
repetition relative to ads for familiar brands. The resultsalso
provide insight to the consumer psychology underlying the
effect of brand familiarity on ad wearout.

Across both studies, processing of the ads was seen to
differ with repetition depending on the familiarity of the
brands. Ads for unfamiliar brands were processed more ex-
tensively with repetition than were ads for familiar brands.
Just asamarketer’ sfocusis often on building market knowl-
edge for new brands and on maintaining presence for fa-
miliar brands, consumer focus may be on learning about
unfamiliar brands but also on updating existing knowledge
for familiar brands. Increases in processing because of rep-
etition and brand unfamiliarity lead to more negative and
fewer positive thoughts. Additionally, the studies provide
evidence to suggest that at higher levels of ad repetition,
consumers may use more extensive processing to consider
the inappropriateness of advertising tactics for unfamiliar
brands. Tactic inappropriateness was seen to mediate the
effects of ad repetition and brand familiarity on message
effectiveness. Finally, the results demonstrated that attitude
toward the ad had a greater influence on attitude toward the
brand for unfamiliar brands compared with familiar brands.?

2A third study was conducted that provides an additional replication of
both the moderating effect of brand familiarity on advertising repetition
effects and the mediating role of perceived tactic inappropriateness.
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Implications

This research has important implications for both aca-
demic and practitioner research. This contributes to the ex-
isting research on advertising repetition by both identifying
brand familiarity as an important moderator of repetition
effects and providing insight on thoughts about tactic in-
appropriateness as one possible mediator of these effects.
This provides replication of the curvilinear relationship be-
tween ad repetition and attitudes found earlier (e.g., Ca
cioppo and Petty 1979; Calder and Sternthal 1980) and
builds on the existing research by providing a more nuanced
view of when and how negative effects of repetition are
likely to occur. In particular, thisaddsto the existing research
on the processing underlying repetition effects (e.g., Anand
and Sternthal 1990) by providing a greater understanding
of the processing that consumers do with repesated exposures
to a message.

The findings reported here on the important moderating
role of brand familiarity have general implications for re-
search. It is common for researchers to use fictitious brands
to provide greater experimental control. The use of fictitious
brands should be carefully reviewed for any project in terms
of the likelihood that the use of familiar versus unfamiliar
brands could change the conclusions that are drawn. Care
must be taken such that research with fictitious brands does
not provide incomplete or incorrect insights to how con-
sumers respond to “real,” familiar brands (Smith 1993;
Stewart 1992).

The research reported here sheds some light on issues
surrounding brand equity. One oft-cited benefit of creating
a strong brand is to increase communication effectiveness
(Aaker 1991; Keller 1998). However, we are unaware of
research that has carefully examined whether strong brands
beneficially affect communication effectiveness. Brand fa
miliarity is an important component of brand equity (Aaker
1991; Jacobson and Lane 1995; Keller 1998); thus, these
research findings provide some empirical support for the
beneficial effect of brand equity on communications. The
study findings can be interpreted as showing that high-equity
brands (i.e., familiar brands) were able to maintain positive
attitudinal responses over higher levels of repetition than
were unfamiliar brands with little brand equity. Postponing
the onset of advertising wearout may be one way in which
strong brands increase communications effectiveness.

The study findings also have implications for unfamiliar
brands. Marketers of unfamiliar brands need to build fa
miliarity to compete better with more familiar brands, but
they must be careful in how they use concentrated, high-
repetition ad schedules in order to avoid alienating consum-
ers. Memory cannot be built at the expense of attitudes.®

3Memory results from study 1 showed a main effect of brand familiarity
on uncued brand recall such that familiar brands were better recalled than
were unfamiliar brands (M. = .65, My = .29; F(1,89) = 35.6, p<
.0001). While repetition also had a main effect such that recall improved
with repetition (F(2,176) = 28.5, p <.0001), there was no interaction ef-
fect. That is, memory for unfamiliar brands never “caught up” with memory
for familiar brands.
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Rather than simply employing a high-frequency ad schedule,
care should be taken to keep consumers engaged by match-
ing the processing required to the processing available, per-
haps by showing a variety of messages or increasing mes-
sage complexity and content for processing to avoid
advertising wearout. Unfamiliar brands may have to work
harder to build positive attitudes concurrent with brand
familiarity.

Limitations and Future Research

It is interesting to note that the different rate of wearout
for unfamiliar versus familiar brands occurred under two
different types of repetition. In study 1, the ads were em-
bedded in television programming, and repetition was
spaced within the programming. In study 2, repetition fol-
lowed a more concentrated schedule. Ads were al shown
together, as at the beginning of many magazines, and rep-
etition was massed, separated only by other ads, not by
content. Brand familiarity was seen to influence repetition
effects in both of these cases.

However, it should be noted that even the spaced repe-
tition in study 1 showed more repetition within a half-hour
time period than consumers typically see. Although some
research suggests that massed and spaced repetition sched-
ules show the same patterns of effects (cf. Pechmann and
Stewart 1989), it is possible that the fairly concentrated
repetition used in our experimental settings influenced the
results. Although the repetition schedules to which consum-
ers are typicaly exposed involve much higher levels of
repetition than were used here, the repetition is also usually
more spread out. Future research could strive to replicate
these results in more naturalistic settings to examine the
possibility that these results were influenced by the exper-
imental settings themselves, that is, potentially greater pro-
cessing involvement and more concentrated repetition. Like-
wise, future research should examine the effects of different
types of communication schedules on consumer access of
tactic-related thoughts. For example, do more concentrated
schedules increase the consideration of tactic inappropriate-
ness? How does the use of multiple media influence access
of such tactic-related thoughts? I's the consumer who is ex-
posed to two different but integrated communication vehi-
cles, such as an ad for abrand and then a coupon containing
the same graphic, more or less likely to consider the ad-
vertiser's tactics?

There are also methodological limitations to the research.
First, the thought protocols were taken prior to other mea-
suresin al experiments. This was done in order to keep the
measures themsel ves from contaminating the thoughtslisted
by subjects. Whereas the measure order cannot account for
the differential effects of repetition by brand familiarity, it
is possible that subjects thought more about the ads than
they would have if we had not asked them to list their
thoughts. If this were the case, these additional thoughts
could have influenced the results seen here. Second, the
measure of perceived inappropriateness, while drawing from
earlier work (Shiv et a. 1997), isafairly new and untested
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measure. Further examinations of possible order effects and
of measures of perceived tactic inappropriateness are de-
serving of future research.

Other brand knowledge structures should be explored for
their effects on advertising wearout. Because brands in this
study were both familiar and somewhat positively evaluated
by consumers, it remains for future research to examine the
separate effects of familiarity and favorability of brand as-
sociations. While most established brands are somewhat
positively evaluated, there may be brandsthat are negatively
evaluated by afair number of consumers but liked strongly
enough by others so that they are still able to succeed in
the marketplace (e.g., niche brands such as Spam). Brand
familiarity may play a more important role in whether con-
sumers are able successfully to expend processing effort as
aresult of an ad designed to dlicit greater processing. Brand
favorability, by contrast, may play a more important role in
whether consumers are willing to expend such effort, as
well as the nature of their reactions to the ad and ad tactics.
Additionally, as noted above, an interesting and important
avenue for future research is to explore how best to build
knowledge for an unfamiliar brand while maximaly in-
creasing message effectiveness. Finaly, this research sug-
gests a positive role of brand familiarity in communication
effectiveness. Research should continue to explore whether,
in the words of Shakespeare, “familiarity breeds contempt”
or, rather, as suggested here, there are conditions under
which familiarity breeds contentment.

[David Glen Mick served as editor and Wayne D. Hoyer
served as associate editor for this article]
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