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Brand distinctiveness has become an important concept in brand studies; 

however, few studies exist. In this study, online survey was conducted to identify 

contributing factors to brand distinctiveness and brand differentiation. In addition, the 

relationship of brand distinctiveness and brand differentiation was investigated. A 

sample consisting of 228 university students was used in the study. Two TV 

commercials taken from Effie awards were employed as stimulus materials. The 

commercials were shown to the participants to complete the survey questionnaire, 

which include open-ended and close-ended questions. The result indicates that brand 

distinctiveness is frequently associated with executional variable (colors and brand 

name), whereas brand differentiation is often associated with product features, functions 

and benefits. However, the correlation analysis showed that brand distinctiveness and 

brand differentiation are correlated. Implication for advertising and marketing 

professional and suggestions for the future studies were also discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

For many years, marketers and researchers have purported that brand 

differentiation contributes to the success of a brand (Aaker 1984; Aaker 2004; Porter 

1980; Porter 1985). If a brand is considered as a train, brand differentiation is regarded 

as the engine of the train: brand differentiation is an essential marketing strategy and 

without differentiation, brands will fail (Agris, 2001 as cited in Asker, 2004). Aaker 

(2004) suggested that if all brands in a similar category do not have their own unique or 

different selling points, consumers may not have a reason to purchase them. In other 

words, marketers should give their customers a reason to purchase products (Aaker, 

2001; Kotler, 1994). Other researchers asserted that when different consumer’s 

segments exist, marketers need to differentiate their brands in order to satisfy the 

different segments (Lancaster, 1984; Lancaster, 1979; Rosen, 1974, as cited in 

Romaniuk, Sharp & Ehrenberg, 2007). 

More recently, Romaniuk, Sharp and Ehrenberg (2007) have suggested that 

current differentiation theories are overstated. The effect of brand differentiation is less 

important than what has been suggested from two different perspectives. First, 

consumer profiles of brand users rarely differ (Kennedy & Ehrenberg, 2001; Uncles, 

Kennedy, Nencz-Thiel, Singh & Kwok, 2012). Second, without unique or different 

persuasion, brands can succeed (Ehrenberg, Barnard, Kennedy & Bloom, 2002). From 

these perspectives, brand distinctiveness has been offered as a more explanatory 

concept (Romaniuk, Sharp & Ehrenberg, 2007). It is important, then, to identify 

differences between brand differentiation and brand distinctiveness. 
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There is limited research comparing brand differentiation and brand 

distinctiveness. Those two concepts seem somewhat similar yet different from each 

other. For that reason, this study will determine the similar and different points of those 

two concepts. Based on consumer’s perception, factors contributing to differentiation 

and distinctiveness will be explored. 
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CHAPTER 2  
 LITERATURE REVIEW 

Brand Differentiation 

According to Porter (1985), brand differentiation is a marketing strategy seeking 

unique values that are important to consumers in each different segment. Differentiation 

strategy selects one or more product features that are meaningful to each buyer in the 

segments and a company positions the values uniquely to meet those consumers’ 

needs. Porter (1985) claimed that differentiation can take diverse forms. The product 

itself can be differentiation, differentiation can be based on delivery system, the 

marketing strategies can be differentiation and many other factors can be used for 

differentiation (Porter, 1985).  

Brand differentiation can be used to meet demands from different demographic 

segments (Lancaster, 1984; Lancaster, 1979, Rosen, 1974, as cited in Romaniuk et al., 

2007). Differentiating a brand is an essential marketing activity to meet needs from 

different demographic segments (Lancaster, 1984; Lancaster, 1979, Rosen, 1974, as 

cited in Romaniuk et al., 2007).  

When a brand is highly differentiated from other competitors, consumers keep 

buying the brand because other brands cannot satisfy their demands, so the brand 

becomes more attractive to buyers. (Nelson, 1974; Nelson, 1970; Stigler, 1961, as cited 

in Romaniuk et al., 2007). Brand differentiation can be established via positioning 

different or unique, creating competitive advantage in a market (Porter, 1980). In other 

words, a brand that is easily substituted by other similar brands may not be attractive to 

buyers (Nelson, 1974; Nelson, 1970; Stigler, 1961, as cited in Romaniuk et al., 2007). 

For that reason, a marketer should keep a brand difficult for competitors to imitate so 
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that consumers will keep buying their products (Nelson, 1974; Nelson, 1970; Stigler, 

1961, as cited in Romaniuk et al., 2007).  

In the advertising literature, differentiating messages were identified as a factor 

that increases consumer’s purchase intention (Stewart, 1985; Stewart & Furse, 2000). 

Stewart and Furse (2000) claimed that existing differentiating messages in commercials 

can increase consumer’s recall and persuasion level. This evidence was found via 1059 

commercials for 356 brands, containing 115 different product categories (Stewart & 

Furse, 2000). Furthermore, among executional factors contributing to differentiation, 

storyline was identified as a factor that increases a level of consumer’s purchase intent 

(Sutherland, Figueroa & Cook, 1986). 

What makes Differentiation Important? 

Brand differentiation is important for the following reasons: creating a Unique 

Selling Proposition (USP), positioning a brand, keeping a brand competitive for long 

term and overcoming market barriers (Aaker, 2001; Kotler, 1994; Agres, 1995; Porter, 

1980). 

Unique Selling Proposition (USP) 

Brand differentiation is important because it works with a unique selling 

proposition. Reeve (1961) emphasized that marketers or advertisers should provide a 

unique selling point in order to persuade people to buy their products, and if marketers 

fail to provide an appropriate or reasonable selling point, their brands will fail in markets 

(Reeves, 1961). Reeve (1961) proposed three important claims. First, advertising 

should present a specific benefit and the benefit has to be specific so that consumer will 

buy a product (Reeves, 1961). Second, the proposition has to be unique and difficult for 

competitors to copy and this proposition can be either a brand itself or a claim (Reeves, 
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1961). Lastly, the proposition should have power that can influence consumers and 

possibly create new consumers (Reeves, 1961). Porter (1985) also claimed that a firm 

should look for unique or different points, and find one or two attributes that are 

important for consumers and emphasize these attributes to convince consumers to 

maintain a sustainable advantage in markets. If brands have unique or different values 

or attributes that competitors do not have, the brands are more likely to be competitive 

(Porter, 1985). 

Brand Positioning 

 The term “positioning” is defined by Ries and Trout (1986) as to position a 

product to the mind of consumers. The researchers emphasized that positioning has to 

work via what consumers have in their mind rather than merely positioning what a 

product does for consumers. Positioning starts with a product, including product service, 

a firm and even a person (Ries & Trout, 1986). Arnott (1992) claimed that after defining 

the target dimension, positioning can be applied to the particular group of consumers 

via advertising and other marketing approaches. Popkwski Leszczyc and Rao (1989) 

investigated the supermarket industry and found that different positioning strategies are 

applied to different market situations. For local advertising, it is more promotional, price 

and short-term oriented and for the national advertising, it is more oriented to building a 

brand image and differentiating a brand from competitors. Kaul and Wittink (1995) 

claimed that two kinds of advertising positioning exist, one focusing on price and the 

other not. The researchers determined that when advertising focuses on price, it 

increases consumer’s price sensitivity, whereas not focusing on price decreases the 

price sensitivity from consumers (Kaul & Wittink, 1995). Moreover, positioning 

influences consumers when they are in buying situations; particularly, if all brand names 
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are available, consumers tend to become less sensitive to the price of the brand that 

they have seen in the past, recalling differentiating messages in advertising (Mitra & 

Lynch, 1996). Brand positioning can also be based on a brand concept. Brand concept 

management (Park, Jaworski & MacInnis, 1986) showed three brand concepts; 

functional, symbolic and experiential. Functional brand concept is oriented to 

consumers’ tangible needs, representing direct problems and solutions (Fennell, 1978, 

as cited in Park et al., 1986). Symbolic brand concept emphasizes consumers’ needs 

that are related to self-enhancement, role position, group membership, or ego-

identification (Levy 1959; Martineau 1958; Sirgy 1982; Solomon 1983, as cited in Park 

et al., 1986). Lastly, experiential needs and desires represent sensory pleasure, variety 

and cognitive stimulation (McAlister 1979, 1982; McAlister & Pessemier, 1982, as cited 

in Park et al., 1986).  

Competitive Advantage 

Brand differentiation is an important marketing strategy for long term brand 

success; in markets, different segments exist; therefore, different differentiation 

strategies are required for different consumer groups (Aaker, 1984; Aaker 2004). If 

marketers conduct a differentiation strategy successfully, they can generate competitive 

advantage. This competitive advantage allows a brand to consistently attract buyers 

(Porter, 1980; Aaker, 1984; Aaker 2004). Therefore, brand success often depends on 

how well a brand is differentiated because differentiation is significant for obtaining long 

term sustainable brand power (Aaker, 1984; Aaker 2004; Porter, 1980).  

Overcome Market Barriers 

Porter (1980) claimed that new entrants spend a considerable amount of money 

to overcome an existing market barrier. Established brands have already achieved their 
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distinct identification and consumer loyalties because early brands have already spent 

considerable money on advertising, customer service or simply because the brands 

initially began business in the market (Porter, 1980). Thus, differentiation strategy can 

help a brand in an early stage to compete with brands already established (Agres, 

1995). The Brand Assent Valuator by Young & Rubicam (dimensions, differentiation, 

relevance esteem, and knowledge) showed that differentiation plays an important role 

for the success of new brands, particularly, in the early stage of new brands (Aaker, 

2004). In other words, differentiation works as an engine of a brand train, so without an 

engine, a brand cannot succeed in markets (Agris, 2001, as recited in Aaker, 2004).  

Benefits of Differentiation 

The positive effects of brand differentiation are: avoiding direct competition (Guiltinan & 

Paul, 1991; Kotler et al,. 1996), reducing price sensitivity (Bradley, 1991; Dickson, 1997; 

Sharp& Dawes, 2001), and creating brand loyalties (Caves & Williamson, 1985; Porter, 

1980). 

Less Competition 

Differentiation benefits marketers in that it reduces direct competition in markets 

(Guiltinan & Paul, 1991). For example, highly differentiated brands in markets can avoid 

direct competition because they provide unique benefits and offers, which are different 

from other competitors (Guiltinan & Paul, 1991). A marketer can emphasize benefits of 

products via differentiating brands (Guiltinan & Paul, 1991). Giving meaningful 

differences to consumers brings less competition because these meaningful differences 

motivate consumers to buy products (Aaker, 2001; Kotler, 1994). If consumers perceive 

meaningful differences in products, a positive motivation is generated (Aaker, 2001; 
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Kotler, 1994). This motivation is particularly significant because it gives a reason to buy 

a product (Aaker, 2001; Kotler, 1994).  

Reduce Price Sensitivity 

Differentiated brands allow consumers to become less sensitive to brands 

(Bradley, 1991). If a brand has a unique aspect, a customer will become less sensitive 

to price and a product can be sold at a higher price (Sharp & Dawes, 2001). If 

consumers perceive a difference, and they consider the difference is highly valued; 

when the demand is increased from buyers, a marketer can sell a product at a higher 

price (Sharp & Dawes, 2001). In addition, when a brand is differentiated, the brand can 

be easily identified by consumers (Dickson, 1997).  

Differentiation is based on providing one or more important benefits or brand 

images to consumers (Porter, 1985). If these benefits are given to the right segments in 

a market, people will be less sensitive to price (Dickson, 1997). A firm can then sell its 

product at a high price while generating more profit for the firm (Bradley, 1991). In 

addition, differentiating brands helps a product look desirable and attractive to 

consumers, allowing a marketer to sell more products, generating more profits (Sharp & 

Dawes, 2001). Consequently, a firm will be able to sell a product without lowering its 

price.  

Brand Loyalty via Differentiation 

 Brand loyalty can be achieved via differentiation (Caves & Williamson, 1985; 

Porter, 1980). Differentiation helps a firm keep its current consumers. Keeping current 

consumers is important because they are often vulnerable to a competitor’s offering, 

such as low-price products (Caves & Williamson, 1985). If a brand is highly 

differentiated and not substituted by other brands, customers will be less vulnerable to a 
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competitor’s offering (Caves & Williamson, 1985). Consequently, loyal consumers can 

be created via differentiating a brand. Having loyal consumers benefits a firm. It can 

decrease the expenditure on the marketing since loyal consumers are already familiar 

with the firm’s brand and trust it (Sharp & Dawes, 2001). Aaker (2004) asserted that 

without differentiation, it would be almost impossible to create loyal consumers.  

How to Differentiate a Brand 

Brands are differentiated by diverse forms (Aaker 1984; Aaker, 2004; Porter, 

1980; Porter 1985). First of all, a brand is differentiated with product quality, for 

instance, a Japanese car is well known for its excellent quality and this quality 

contributes to differentiation (Aaker, 1984; Porter 1985). Product innovation can also 

contribute to differentiating brands from competitors; IT companies have been 

considered technological leaders in the market (Aaker, 1984; Porter 1985). A brand can 

be differentiated with product features, for example, a tractor company differentiates its 

product based on its durability (1985, Porter). In addition, differentiation can be based 

on customer service; for example, the airline industry often differentiates a brand via 

service (Fulmer & Goodwin, 1988). Differentiation can also be based on brand name. 

Brand name is often associated with an important attribute or competence of brands 

(Aaker, 1984; Porter 1985). 

Differentiation Strategies  

Aaker (2004) presented four branded differentiators (feature, ingredient, service, 

and program). Branded feature shows consumer product features that are valued to 

consumers via a visual way (Aaker, 2004). Branded ingredient (or component or 

technology) contributes to creating credibility via the explicit or implied claims (Aaker, 

2004). Branded service is regarded as the way to differentiate a brand via providing 
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extra service (Aaker, 2004). Lastly, branded program provides consumers programs 

that intensify enjoyment of product usage (Aaker, 2004). 

Keller (2002) described three types of brand difference (brand performance, 

brand imagery and brand insight). Brand performance associations are related to actual 

product features or benefits, and this associates with functional needs of consumers 

(Keller, 2002). Second, brand imagery associations are related to a consumer’s 

experience such as getting a haircut or eating food (Keller, 2002). Lastly, brand insight 

associations are related to an insight into consumer’s problems (Keller, 2002). 

Evidences against Brand Differentiation 

Some researchers, however, claimed that brand differentiation is overstated. 

They claimed that user profiles for directly competing brands in markets are seldom 

different; small or big brands exist in markets rather than different or unique brands; 

having consumer bases of varying sizes and population; and advertising does not need 

to provide differentiating messages in commercials, instead, advertising works as 

creative publicity rather than through differentiation (Ehrenberg, Barnard & Scriven, 

1997; Ehrenberg, Barnard, Kennedy & Bloom, 2002; Uncles, Kennedy, Nencz-Thiel, 

Singh & Kwok, 2012).  

User Profile Seldom Differ 

Kennedy and Ehrenberg (2001) claimed that competing brands generally have 

similar consumers in terms of media usage, demographic and attitude. According to 

their finding, consumer segmentation rarely exists (Kennedy & Ehrenberg, 2001). 

Moreover, some recent studies indicate that the benefits of brand differentiation are 

overvalued (Romaniuk et al., 2007). The recent study examining 50 categories over 25 

years has found that user profiles for directly competing brands in markets are seldom 
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different (Uncles et al., 2012). It is an interesting finding because much advertising 

theory presumes that brand differentiation is vital for marketing success, giving reasons, 

and many other benefits for consumers to purchase brands, differentiating brands 

based on a product’s features to appeal to different demographic segments (Aaker, 

2001; Kotler, 1994; Lancaster, 1984; Lancaster, 1979; Rosen, 1974, as cited in 

Romaniuk et al., 2007).  

Some other studies showed that brands in the same category are similar to each 

other and consumers do not perceive much difference among brands (Romaniuk et al., 

2007).  Brand differentiation is important in markets; however brands do not have to be 

better or the best out of all brands in the same category, consumers buy a product when 

the product is just good enough for them (Ehrenberg et al., 2002).  

Large or Small Brands  

Ehrenberg, Barnard and Scriven (1997) claimed that there are large brands or 

small brands rather than differentiated brands. The different populations of customers 

lead to big or small brands in markets (Ehrenberg et al., 1997). It is difficult for 

marketers to keep their brands unique or different consistently because innovative and 

highly differentiated brands can be copied by other competitors due to high technology 

(Ehrenberg et al., 1997). In that context, Ehrenberg, Barnard and Scriven (1997) argued 

that salience becomes an important concept because it is not a single measure of brand 

performance, and covers broader ideas (Ehrenberg et al., 1997).  

Not Different or Unique 

Brands become similar, and only minor functional differences exist among similar 

brand categories in the market (Ehrenberg et al., 1997). As a result, it becomes more 

difficult for marketers to differentiate their brands from their competitors. Consumers do 
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not perceive much difference when a brand is compared to other brands in the same 

category (Ehrenberg et al., 1997; Romaniuk et al., 2007; Uncles, et al., 2012). Different 

or unique brand image or values does not need to be present in order to appeal to 

consumers (Ehrenberg et al, 1997). Barwise and Meehan (2004) also claimed that 

marketers should focus on delivering information or messages that matter to consumers 

regardless of whether those are unique or not. A firm does not need to focus on seeking 

differentiators to convince consumers since consumers may think those differentiators 

are not significant to them (Barwise & Meehan, 2004). Without differentiating brands 

and not having any unique or different points, brands can be successful since people 

perceive brands to be similar to each other (Ehrenberg et al, 1997; Ehrenberg et al., 

2002; Romaniuk et al., 2007).  

Creative Publicity and Salience 

Ehrenberg, Barnard, Kennedy and Bloom (2002) asserted that advertising works 

as creative publicity rather than through differentiation (Ehrenberg et al., 2002). This 

means that advertising does not need to deliver any unique or differentiating message 

to consumers (Ehrenberg et al., 2002). Instead, advertising just serves to publicize the 

advertised brand; and does not need to have a strong persuasive message (Ehrenberg 

et al., 2002). This point of view emphasizes advertising should maintain the brand’s 

salience rather than brand differentiation. Brands need to be salient to consumers so 

that they can easily identify a certain brand in a purchasing situation (Ehrenberg et al., 

1997; Ehrenberg et al., 2002). Publicizing a brand and mere exposure of a brand can 

help develop brand salience (Ehrenberg et al., 2002).   

Romaniuk and Sharp (2002) have defined salience as the presence and richness 

of memory linked to certain brands that consumers can bring to purchasing situations. 
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Salient brands can be easily identified and stay in a consumer’s consideration set 

(Ehrenberg et al., 2002). Brand salience can be achieved via creative publicity, not 

providing any unique or differentiating messages; for example, large and popular brands 

often do not provide strong persuasive messages to consumers, but consumers like 

those brands since the brands are salient and consumers are familiar with them 

(Ehrenberg et al., 2002). Since consumers do not see much difference among several 

brands in the same category and often tend to purchase brands that are salient and 

familiar to them, not taking much cognitive effort when they choose a brand, the 

importance of brand salience is often underestimated (Barwise & Meehan, 2004). In 

fact, establishing distinctiveness can be an effective method to create successful 

publicity in advertising, showing brands creatively and in a memorable way (Ehrenberg 

et al., 2002). Competitive brands are usually not significantly different or unique 

compared to other similar brands in the same category because if a certain brand tries 

some innovative things, other competitors can easily copy the innovation (Ehrenberg et 

al., 2002). In addition, not many brands and advertisements in markets emphasize their 

difference or uniqueness (Ehrenberg et al., 1997). 

Brand Distinctiveness 

Brand distinctiveness is achieved via refreshing and reminding brands into a 

consumer’s perception rather than emphasizing different or unique attributes or value of 

brands (Romaniuk et al., 2007). Previous studies of distinctiveness may have been 

misdirected since many studies focused on a distinctive element that is well associated 

with a brand so that people can like the brand (Romaniuk et al., 2007). For example, if 

consumers prefer blue to yellow, marketers choose blue for their brands; however, it 

has been claimed that regardless of the colors used in brands, effective marketing 
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communications can be made with consistent distinctive communications (Romaniuk et 

al., 2007). For example, distinctive brands can be established by using a single color 

either, blue or yellow consistently. Then consumers will be able to easily identify the 

brand because the color is associated with the brand (Ehrenberg et al., 

2002).Therefore, eventually, the color, whatever it is, will be able to replace the brand in 

some purchasing circumstances. This point of view gives new direction for brand 

distinctiveness study (Romaniuk et al., 2007). 

The concept of distinctiveness can possibly account for brand success and 

different market shares (Ehrenberg et al., 1997; Ehrenberg et al., 2002; Romaniuk et al., 

2007). Perceiving a difference among other similar brands is less important for 

consumers to buy products (Romaniuk et al., 2007). To explain brand success in 

markets, the concept of distinctiveness was proposed as an alternative that could 

explain brand success (Romaniuk et al., 2007).  

Importance of Brand Distinctiveness 

Brand distinctiveness is important for the following reasons: helping consumers 

to identify brands easily, providing an effective communication with consumers, and 

reducing consumer’s cognitive effort (Romaniuk et al., 2007).  

Brand distinctiveness is an important concept in that it helps consumers to easily 

identify a certain brand among other brands (Romaniuk et al., 2007). In addition, brand 

distinctiveness helps consumers to remember brands more easily since distinctive 

brands usually have strong and fresh elements that help people to remember brands; 

once consumers are exposed to distinctive elements within brands, the elements will 

help consumers at a later time to identify the brands easily (Romaniuk, et al., 2007).  
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Having distinctive elements allows marketers to have an effective communication 

with their consumers because highly distinctive brands can create clear messages 

(Romaniuk et al., 2007). This helps customers to easily identify brands while reducing 

possible risk in message strategy; brand distinctiveness helps consumers to reduce 

possible confusion. If brands are distinctive, marketers will not lose potential consumers 

because the marketers can refresh and remind their brands to customers frequently 

(Romaniuk et al., 2007). 

Researchers asserted that in general, consumers do not consider much and 

think seriously about brands; what matters to consumers most is making their lives 

simple, taking minimized effort to decide brands when they are in purchasing situations 

(Barwise & Meehan, 2004). In this context, brand distinctiveness benefits people in that 

it can reduce consumer’s cognitive effort when they are in a purchasing situation; 

consumers will be able to have easier purchase situations, not thinking much about 

which brands to buy because they already have the brands they are familiar with and 

the familiarity of the brand will make a consumer’s life simpler and easier (Romaniuk et 

al., 2007). 

What Makes a Distinctive Brand? 

Brand distinctiveness can be achieved with the following elements: brand name, 

colors, logos, taglines, symbols/characters, celebrities and advertising styles (Romaniuk 

et al., 2007). 

Brand names can be distinctive elements since names of brands help consumers 

to distinguish brands easily from other similar brands in markets (Romaniuk et al., 

2007). Colors can be a distinctive element; for example, a certain cola brand uses the 

red color, and it helps consumers to easily recognize the product; logos of brands also 
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can also be a distinctive element; a shape of logos such as circles, squares, other 

shapes can be considered a distinctive element (Romaniuk et al., 2007). Tagline can be 

another distinctive element; for example, a distinctive tagline is “Just do it” (Romaniuk et 

al., 2007). Symbols or characters can be distinctive elements such as animals and 

cartoon or animation characters (Romaniuk et al., 2007). Celebrities can be a distinctive 

element, person who is always associated with a certain brand in markets (Romaniuk et 

al., 2007). Lastly, advertising styles can contribute to distinctiveness (Romaniuk et al., 

2007).  

Distinctiveness vs. Differentiation 

First, differentiation is based on being unique or different from other brands 

(Porter, 1985). However, distinctiveness is focused on refreshing and reminding brands 

to customers (Romaniuk et al., 2007).  

Second, differentiation focuses on meeting personal values or intrinsic consumer 

needs, whereas distinctiveness is more focused on reducing consumer’s cognitive effort 

when they are in buying situations, helping consumers to easily identify brands and 

making people’s lives easier and simpler (Romaniuk et al., 2007). 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES 

Brand differentiation and brand distinctiveness are regarded as two different 

concepts (Romaniuk et al., 2007). For that reason, it becomes important to know 

whether consumers perceive the two concepts as different and what factors contribute 

to differentiation and distinctiveness. Similarly, for commercials, it becomes important to 

identify the difference between commercial differentiation and commercial 

distinctiveness and what elements contribute to commercial differentiation and 

commercial distinctiveness. Consequently, four research questions were developed. 

1. Do the factors that contribute to brand differentiation differ from the factors that 
contribute to brand distinctiveness? 

2.  What factors contribute to brand differentiation and brand distinctiveness? 

3.  Do the factors that contribute to commercial differentiation differ from 
commercial distinctiveness? 

4.  What factors contribute to commercial differentiation and commercial 
distinctiveness? 

Consumers do not perceive much difference among similar brands in the same 

category (Romaniuk et al., 2007). Brands need to be distinctive rather than different or 

unique to keep their consumers; pursuing unique or different attributes is less effective 

to people since consumers do not perceive much difference among brands (Romaniuk 

et al, 2007). Distinctiveness helps consumers to find brands easily while reducing 

possible confusion (Romaniuk et al., 2007). Brand distinctiveness can positively 

influence consumers when they are in a purchase situation (Romaniuk et al., 2007). 

This implies that brand differentiation can become less influential to consumers whey 

they are in a buying situation (Romaniuk et al., 2007). Therefore, it is hypothesized that: 
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1. Differentiation of a brand is not related to distinctiveness of a brand. 
2. Distinctiveness of a brand positively is related to brand attitude. 
3. Differentiation of a brand is not related to brand attitude. 
4. Distinctiveness of a brand is positively related to purchase intent. 
5. Differentiation of a brand is not related to purchase intent. 

 
Similar to brand distinctiveness and brand differentiation, it is hypothesized that 

commercial distinctiveness and commercial differentiation are not related, and 

distinctiveness of a commercial will influence consumers while differentiation of a 

commercial is less influential. Thus, it is hypothesized that:   

6. Differentiation of a commercial is not related to distinctiveness of a brand. 
7. Distinctiveness of a commercial is positively related to commercial attitude. 
8. Differentiation of a commercial is not related to commercial attitude. 
9. Distinctiveness of a commercial is positively related to advertising effectiveness. 
10. Differentiation of a commercial is not related to advertising effectiveness. 
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CHAPTER 4 
METHODOLOGY 

Survey Design 

An online survey, ideal for collecting data from a number of persons (Babbie, 

1998), was conducted. Qualtrics survey software was used to develop questionnaires, 

including closed-ended and open-ended questions.  

Procedure 

After obtaining approval from the Institutional Review Board (IRB), the researcher 

visited four different class rooms in the College of Journalism and Communications at 

the University of Florida and asked students to participate. Instructors for each class 

were informed of the visit in advance. After giving instructions for this survey, 228 

students voluntarily participated in the online survey. Extra credit was given for the 

participation. 

During the survey, respondents were shown two commercials, parodontax® 

toothpaste and Nikon COOLPIX S8000. After each commercial, participants were asked 

to respond to the survey questions. When all questionnaires were completed, the data 

were saved in the form of SPSS 17.0 via Qualtric survey software. All the complete 

surveys were ready for analysis in the form of SPSS 17.0.  

Stimulus Materials 

Two gold EFFIE award winning television commercials were selected for this 

study. The first reason for this selection was the effectiveness of commercials. Those 

commercials have been proven effective in markets. The second reason was brand 

involvement. Nikon COOLPIX S8000 camera (EURO EFFIES / EACA Euro Effies 2011: 

Gold, Consumer Goods) was selected for high involvement, whereas parodontax® 
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toothpaste (EURO EFFIES / EACA Euro Effie 2012: Gold (FMCG) was chosen for low 

involvement brand. The third reason is user’s profiles. Considering a majority of the 

survey participants were university students who are consumers of both cameras and 

toothpastes, those two brands were suitable. Lastly, the familiarity of brands and 

commercials was considered. The selected advertisements were only aired in European 

countries, so participants were expected to be not familiar with those brands and 

commercials. 

Variables and Measurement 

Familiarity and Usage 

Brand familiarity (Akay, 2001) was measured with a seven-point Likert-type 

measure. For example, “How familiar are you with brand X?” where point 1 is “not at all” 

and point 7 is “completely”. The brand usage was measured by Yes/No questions, for 

example, “Have you ever owned/used brand X?” Lastly the commercials familiarity was 

also measured with Yes/No questions, “Have you ever seen the commercial for brand 

X?” (Akay, 2001). 

Distinctiveness 

Since there is no commonly used brand distinctiveness scale, two questions 

were developed based on the literature (Romaniuk et al., 2007). The first question was 

designed with a ten-point Likert-type measure, “How easy would you say it will be to 

recognize and remember brand X compared to other similar brands in the future?” The 

second question was designed with an open-ended question, “What about the brand X 

makes it easy to recognize and remember in the future? Please type any words or 

sentences.” 
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Differentiation 

Two questions were used to measure differentiation. The first question was taken 

from the literature (Romaniuk et al., 2007). A ten-point Likert-type measure was used 

for, “Compared to other similar brands of brand X, to what extent is the brand X different 

or unique from other similar brands?” The second question was an open-ended 

question, “What about the brand X makes it different or unique compared to other 

similar brands? Please type any words or sentences.” 

Attitude toward Brand 

The brand attitude scale (Rosenber, Pieters, & Wedel 1997) contains three items 

with five-point semantic differentials. However, a seven-point scale was used in this 

study to obtain more accurate data. For example, “To me the brand X is,” from point 1 

which is “bad” to point 7 which is “good”, from point 1 which is “no value for money” to 

point 7 which is “value for money”, and from point 1 which is “low quality” to point 7 

which is “high quality”. This scale has an alpha of .69 (Rosenberg et al., 1997).   

Purchase Intention 

The purchase intention scale (Putrevu & Lord, 1994) contains three items with a 

seven-point Likert-type measure. For example, “It is very likely that I will buy brand X,” “I 

will purchase brand X the next time I need a product”, and “I will definitely try brand X.” 

This scale has an alpha of .91 (Putrevu & Lord, 1994). 

Attitude toward Advertising 

Attitude toward advertising scale contains three items with seven-point bipolar 

adjectives (Muchling, 1987). For example, from point 1 which is “bad” to point 7 which is 

“good”; from point 1 which is “negative” to point 7 which is “positive”; from point 1 
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“unfavorable” to point 7 which is “favorable” (Muchling, 1987). This scale has been 

reported to have an alpha of .97 (Muchling, 1987). 

Effectiveness of Advertising 

The effectiveness of advertising (Moreau, Markman and Lehmann, 2001) has 

seven items with a seven-point scale. However, only three items were taken from those 

seven items. For example, “Please rate the overall effectiveness of the ad on the scale 

below,” from point 1 which indicates, “not at all effective” to point 7 which indicates “very 

effective”; “Please provide your overall evaluation of the ad on the scale below,” from 

point 1 which indicates, “bad” to point 7 which indicates “Good”; and “How effective do 

you think the ad would be in influencing consumers’ purchase intentions?” (Moreau et 

al., 2001). The alpha reported for the scale was .80 (Moreau et al., 2001). 
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CHAPTER 5 
RESULTS 

Data Cleaning 

Of the 228 respondents, 6 respondents did not complete all questions, so those 

data were excluded from this analysis. The total number of respondents was reduced to 

222. 

To assure the sample included subjects who were not familiar with brands and 

commercials, all respondents who were familiar with brands or commercials were 

eliminated. Table 5-1 shows the number of respondents who were familiar either with 

brands or commercials (Nikon COOLPIX S8000 and parodontax® toothpaste).  

parodontax® Toothpaste  

In product familiarity, 6 people were familiar with the brand and 216 people were 

not. In product usage, 4 respondents had used the product and 218 people had not. In 

advertising familiarity, 6 people were familiar with the commercial and 216 respondents 

were not. Overall, 212 responses were usable. 

 Nikon COOLPIX S8000  

In product familiarity, 94 participants were familiar with the brand and 128 people 

were not. In product usage, 46 respondents had used the product and 174 people had 

not. Lastly, in advertising familiarity 127 people were familiar with the commercial and 

95 respondents were not.  Consequently, 71 responses were usable. 

Sample Description 

parodontax® Toothpaste 

By gender, 171 were female (78.4%) and 41 were male (18.8%), (Table 5-2). 

The age range was from 18 to 32 and 8 respondents were 18 (3.7%), 21 were 19 
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(12.8%), 60 were 20 (27.5%), 60 were 21 (27.5%) and 56 were 22 and up (25.8%), 

(Table 5-2). By major, the majority of respondents were advertising and public relations 

majors. For example, 95 students were advertising majors (43.6%), 62 were public 

relations majors (28.4%), 29 were journalism majors (13.3%), 10 were business majors 

(4.6%), 4 were telecommunication majors (1.8%) and 12 were in other majors (5.5%), 

(Table 5-2).   

For Nikon COOLPIX S8000 

The total number of participants for the Nikon COOLPIX S8000 in this study is 

71. Out of the total sample, 49 participants were female (69%) and 22 (31%) were male 

(Table 5-2). The ages of the respondents ranged from 18 to 22 and up. Out of the total 

sample, 2 respondents were 18 (2.8%), 7 were 19 (9.9%), 19 were 20 (26.8%), 22 were 

21(31%) and 21 were 22 and up (29.5%), (Table 5-2). A majority of respondents were 

advertising or public relations majors. For instance, 29 students were advertising majors 

(40.8%), 22 were public relations majors (31%), 14 were journalism majors (19.7%), 4 

were business majors (5.6%) and 2 were in other majors (2.8%), (Table 5-2).    

 

Reliability Checks 

Table 5-3 shows reliability analysis of the items used for measuring independent 

and dependent variables in this study.  

The results of the analyisis for parodontax® showed that the scales were reliable. 

Particularly, the scale measure for the brands, Cronbach’s alpha for attitude toward 

brand, was 0.93 and for purchase intent was 0.94. In the measure for the commercial, 

Cronbach’s alpha for attitude toward advertising was 0.93, and for advertising 

effectiveness was 0.93 (Table 5-3).  
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Similarly, the results showed that the scales were reliable for Nikon COOLPIX 

S8000. Particularly, in the scale measure for the brands, Cronbach’s alpha for attitude 

toward brand was 0.94, and for purchase intent was 0.89. In the measure for the 

commercial, Cronbach’s alpha for attitude toward advertising was 0.95, and for 

advertising effectiveness was 0.91 (Table 5-3). 

 

Results of the Research Questions and Hypotheses Test  

The different responses to “What about the brand X makes it easy to recognize 

and remember in the future?” and “What about the brand X makes it different or unique 

compared to other similar brands?” were analyzed and categorized into groups (Table 

5-4). 

Coding Process (parodontax® Toothpaste) 

Responses coded “Blood and Colors” focused on the color of a brand and visual 

stimulus in advertising. For example, “The red is associated with the spitting of the 

blood” is typical of responses coded as “Blood and Colors.” Responses codes “Usage 

and Functions” were exemplified by this verbatim quote; “It positions itself as toothpaste 

that will help prevent bleeding gums.” Responses mentioning the brand’s names were 

coded “Brand Name.” For example, “The name is very unique.” Responses coded 

“Slogan” referred to “Slogan-people who spit blood.” Response codes “Person in ad” 

were exemplified by this quote, “How show a girl with all her teeth vs. missing a tooth”. 

Responses coded, “Negative reaction” is pure negative reaction. For example, “It was 

disgusting and shocking” is a typical of response coded as “Negative reaction”. 

Responses coded “Package” is relevant to the mentions about product package. For 

example, “The package is different from most toothpaste brands” is a typical response. 
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Responses coded “Text” were represented by this verbatim quote, “This brand uses text 

instead of just telling the user about what the product does.” Lastly, responses coded 

“Health information” were relevant to mentions about health and disease. For example, 

“It talks about disease.”  

All codes with less than 5 mentions were collapsed into the, “All Other” category. 

Five was chosen at the minimum based up the 90% confidence interval for the set of 

responses (n=262). 

The most frequently mentioned responses for distinctiveness of parodontax® 

were associations with “Blood and Colors” (28.6%), “Usage and Functions” (16.0%), 

“Brand name” (14.5%) and “Slogan” (9.9%). Brand differentiation of parodontax® was 

associated with “Usage and Functions” (52.1%) and “Blood and Colors” (10.2%). The 

data (Table 5-4) were collapsed into more than 5 mentions for brand parodontax® with 

a 90% confidence interval.  

Table 5-4 shows that the distribution of responses for Distinctiveness and 

Differentiation for parodontax® were different (  = 122.448, df = 9, p ≤ .000). 

Distinctiveness was more associated with executional variables (colors in the ad, brand 

name and slogan).  Brand differentiation was more associated with the traditional 

product usage, features and benefits. In other words, distinctiveness was associated 

with executional variables. Brand differentiation was associated with the product. 
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Coding Process (Nikon COOLPIX S8000) 

All responses were categorized into groups (Table 5-5). Responses coded 

“Brand Name” focused on the name of a brand in advertising. For example, “It has a 

unique name” is typical of responses coded as “Brand Name.” Responses coded “Not 

distinctive/Not different” were exemplified by this verbatim quote, “I don’t think it is that 

different from other cameras like this one.” Responses mentioning the product’s usage 

and function were coded “Usage and Functions.” For example “Zoom and size.” 

Responses coded as “Brand Endorsement” were relevant to a brand’s reputation and 

credibility. For example, “Nikon is a popular brand used by a number of professionals.”  

All codes with less than 9 mentions were collapsed into the “All Other” category. 

Nine was chosen at the minimum based up the 90% confidence interval for the set of 

responses (n=81). 

The most frequently mentioned responses for distinctiveness of Nikon were 

associations with “Brand Name” (12.3%), “Not distinctive” (12.3%), “Usage and 

Functions” (11.1%) and “Brand endorsement” (11.1%). Brand differentiation of Nikon 

was associated with “Not different” (36.5%) and “Usage and Functions” (29.7%). The 

data (Table 5-5) were collapsed into more than 9 mentions for brand parodontax® with 

a 90% confidence interval. 

Table 5-5 shows that the distribution of responses for Distinctiveness and 

Differentiation for Nikon were different (  = 30.936, df = 4, p ≤ .000). Distinctiveness 

was associated with both executional variables and product features (Brand Name, 

Brand Endorsement, and Usage and Functions).  Majority of response shows Nikon is 
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not different from other similar brands, but differentiation was still associated with the 

traditional product usage, features and benefits.  

Coding Process (parodontax® Toothpaste Commercial) 

Similar to coding process of brands, responses for the commercial were also 

categorized into groups (Table 5-6). Responses coded “Blood and Colors” were 

relevant to color and visual stimulus in advertising. For example, “The spitting of the 

blood” is typical of responses coded as “Blood and Colors.” Responses coded “Person 

in ad” were exemplified by this verbatim quote, “The toothless girl at the end.” 

Responses mentioning negative quotes were coded “Negative reaction.” For example, 

“It is blunt and offensive”. Responses coded “Usage and Functions” were relevant to 

product features and benefits, for example, “To stop spitting blood”. Responses coded 

“Narrative voice” were exemplified by this quote, “British accent”. Responses coded, 

“Brand Name” is relevant to mentioning the brand name in the commercial. For 

example, “The name is long” is typical of responses coded as “Brand name”. 

Responses coded “Slogan” were relevant to repeating statements in the commercial. 

For example, “people who spit blood” is a typical response.  

All codes with less than 5 mentions were collapsed into the, “All Other” category. 

Five was chosen at the minimum based up the 90% confidence interval for the set of 

responses (n=284). 

The most frequently mentioned responses for commercial distinctiveness of 

parodontax® were associations with “Blood and Colors” (35.9%) and “Person in ad” 

(18.0%). Commercial differentiation of parodontax® was associated with “Blood and 
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Colors” (24%) and “Usage and functions” (20.2%). The data (Table 5-6) were collapsed 

into more than 5 mentions for commercial parodontax® with a 90% confidence interval.  

Table 5-6 shows that the distribution of responses for Distinctiveness and 

Differentiation for parodontax® commercial were different Chi-square analysis (  = 

63.426, df = 7, p ≤ .000). Distinctiveness of the commercial was associated with 

executional variables (colors and person in ad).  Commercial differentiation was 

associated with both product features and colors used in the commercial. 

Coding Process (Nikon COOLPIX S8000 Commercial) 

Responses for the Nikon commercial were categorized into groups (Table 5-7). 

Responses coded “Storyline” focused on the story in the advertisement. For example, “It 

talks about how related between camera and human life” is typical of responses coded 

as “Storyline”. Responses coded “Emotional appeal” were exemplified by this verbatim 

quote, “It goes for emotional approach”. Responses mentioning the brand is not 

different from other similar brands were coded “Not distinctive/Not different”. For 

example “There is not much that really makes the commercial easy to neither recognize 

nor remember”.  

All codes with less than 9 mentions were collapsed into the, “All Other” category. 

Nine was chosen at the minimum based up the 90% confidence interval for the set of 

responses (n=80). 

The most frequently mentioned responses for commercial distinctiveness of 

Nikon were associations with “Storyline” (22.5%) and “Emotional appeal” (13.8%). 
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Commercial differentiation of Nikon was associated with “Not different” (40%) and 

“Storyline” (14.7%). The data (Table 5-7) were collapsed into more than 9 mentions for 

the Nikon commercial with a 90% confidence interval.  

Table 5-7 shows that the distribution of responses for distinctiveness and 

differentiation for Nikon commercial were different (  = 30.936, df = 4, p ≤ .000). 

Commercial distinctiveness was associated with executional variables (storyline and 

emotional appeal). Commercial differentiation, however, was not associated with neither 

executional variable nor product features in that the majority of responses were “Not 

different”.  

Hypotheses Test Results  

Hypothesis 1: differentiation of a brand is not related to distinctiveness of a 

brand. The hypothesis 1 is not supported in that the results of both low (r = 0.482, p < 

.01) and high (r = 0.593, p < .01) are related. 

Hypothesis 2-1: distinctiveness of a brand is positively related to brand attitude. 

The finding supported hypothesis 2 that both low (r = 0.452, p < .01) and high (r = 

0.711, p < .01). 

Hypothesis 2-2: differentiation of a brand is not related to brand attitude. The 

hypothesis was not supported, parodontax® (r = 484, p < .01) and Nikon (r = 0.400, p < 

.01). 

Hypothesis 3-1: distinctiveness of a brand is positively related to purchase intent. 

The hypothesis was supported, parodontax® (r = 0.286, p < .01) and Nikon (r = 0.467, p 

< .01). 
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Hypothesis 3-2: differentiation of a brand is not related to purchase intent. This 

hypothesis was not supported, parodontax® (r = 0.192, p < .01) and Nikon (r = 0.296, p 

< .01). 

Hypothesis 4: differentiation of an advertisement is not related to distinctiveness 

of an advertisement. The hypothesis was not supported, parodontax® Ad (r = 0.671, p < 

.01) and Nikon Ad (r = 0.571, p < .01).  

Hypothesis 5-1: distinctiveness of an advertisement is positively related to 

attitude toward the advertisement. The hypothesis was supported, parodontax® Ad (r = 

0.208, p < .01) and Nikon Ad (r = 0.600, p < .01).  

Hypothesis 5-2: differentiation of an advertisement is not related to attitude 

toward advertisement. The hypothesis was supported for parodontax® Ad (r = 0.133, p 

> .05) but not for Nikon Ad (r = 0.510, p < .01).  

Hypothesis 6-1: distinctiveness of a commercial is positively related to 

advertising effectiveness. This hypothesis was supported. parodontax® Ad (r = 0.462, p 

< .01) and Nikon Ad (r = 0.682, p < .01).  

Hypothesis 6-2: differentiation of commercial is not related to advertising 

effectiveness. The hypothesis was not supported, parodontax® Ad (r = 0.420, p < .01) 

and Nikon Ad (r = 0.607, p < .01).  
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Table 5-1. Data cleaning for parodontax® toothpaste and Nikon COOLPIX S8000 

 
parodontax® 
toothpaste 

Nikon COOLPIX 
 S8000 

Product 
familiarity 

Yes (# 1-2-3) 6 94 

No (# 4-5-6-7) 216 128 

Used 
products 

Yes 4 46 

No 218 174 

AD 
Familiarity 

Yes 6 127 

No 216 95 

Respondent 
Not usable 10 151 

Usable 212 71 

 

Table 5-2. Demographic profile for parodontax® toothpaste and Nikon COOLPIX S8000 

parodontax® toothpaste Nikon COOLPIX S8000 

Gender 
 (n = 212) 

# % 
Gender 
 (n = 71) 

# % 

Female 171 78.4 Female 49 69 

Male 41 18.8 Male 22 31 

Age  # % Age  # % 

18 8 3.7 18 2 2.8 

19 28 12.8 19 7 9.9 

20 60 27.5 20 19 26.8 

21 60 27.5 21 22 31.0 

22 Plus 56 25.8 22 Plus 21 29.5 

Major # % Major # % 

Advertising 95 43.6 Advertising 29 40.8 

Journalism 29 13.3 Journalism 14 19.7 

Public Relations 62 28.4 Public Relations 22 31.0 

Telecommunication 4 1.8 Telecommunication 0 0 

Business 10 4.6 Business 4 5.6 

Other 12 5.5 Other 2 2.8 
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Table 5-3. Reliability analysis for independent and dependent measures 

  Measures Items # Cronbach’s α 

parodontax® 
toothpaste 

(n=212) 

Brand  attitude 3 0.93 

Purchase intent 3 0.94 

Attitude toward Ad 3 0.93 

Advertising effectiveness 3 0.93 

Nikon COOLPIX  
S8000 
(n=71) 

Brand  attitude 3 0.94 

Purchase intent 2 0.89 

Attitude toward Ad 3 0.95 

Advertising effectiveness 3 0.91 

 

Table 5-4. Responses for parodontax® toothpaste 

 
Distinctiveness         Differentiation 
# % # % 

Blood and Colors 75 28.6 24 10.2 
Usage and Functions 42 16.0 122 52.1 

Brand name 38 14.5 13 5.6 
Slogan 26 9.9 3 1.3 

Person in ad 20 7.6 4 1.7 
Negative reaction 13 5.0 9 3.8 

Package 12 4.6 5 2.1 
Text 8 3.1 1 0 

Health information 6 2.3 15 6.4 
All other 22 8.3 38 15.8 

Total 262 100 234 100 

Chi-square analysis (  = 122.448, df = 9, p ≤ .000) 
 

Table 5-5. Responses for Nikon COOLPIX S8000 

 
Distinctiveness Differentiation 

# % # % 

Brand name 10 12.3 1 1.4 

Not distinctive/Not different 10 12.3 27 36.5 

Usage and functions 9 11.1 22 29.7 

Brand endorsement 9 11.1 3 4.0 

All other 43 53.2 21 28.3 

Total 81 100 74 100 

Chi-square analysis (  = 30.936, df = 4, p ≤ .000) 
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Table 5-7. Responses for Nikon COOLPIX S8000 commercial 

 
Distinctiveness Differentiation 

# % # % 

Storyline 18 22.5 11 14.7 
Emotional appeal 11 13.8 8 10.7 

Not distinctive/Not different 10 12.5 30 40.0 

Other 41 51.7 26 34.6 

Total 80 100 75 100 

Chi-square analysis (  = 15.376, df = 3, p ≤ .002) 

 

Table 5-6. Responses for parodontax® toothpaste commercial 

 

Distinctiveness Differentiation 

# % # % 

Blood and Colors 102 35.9 64 24 

Person in ad 51 18.0 26 9.7 

Negative reaction 25 8.8 19 7.1 

Usage and functions 24 8.5 54 20.2 

Narrator voice 20 7.0 15 5.6 

Brand name 16 5.6 4 1.5 

Slogan 14 4.9 4 1.5 

Other 32 9.7 81 16.7 

Total 284 100 267 100 

Chi-square analysis (  = 63.426, df = 7, p ≤ .000) 
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CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION 

The goal of this study was to determine whether factors contributing to brand 

distinctiveness and brand differentiation differ. Several factors associated with brand 

distinctiveness and brand differentiation were identified via open-ended questions. The 

study further examined elements associated with commercial distinctiveness and 

commercial differentiation. Unlike distributions of factors associated with distinctiveness 

and differentiation were identified. The following paragraphs discuss the results related 

to the research questions. 

Answers for Research Questions 

Research question 1 asked whether the factors contributing to brand 

differentiation differ from those of brand distinctiveness. The result indicates that the 

distribution of responses for brand distinctiveness and brand differentiation were 

different. The distributions of responses in parodontax® (  = 122.448, df = 9, p ≤ .000) 

were statistically different between brand distinctiveness and differentiation. The 

distributions of responses in Nikon (  = 30.936, df = 4, p ≤ .000) were significantly 

different between brand differentiation and brand distinctiveness.  

Research question 2 asked which factors contribute to brand differentiation and 

brand distinctiveness. In parodontax® (low involvement), executional variables (60.6%) 

such as “Blood and Colors”, “Brand name”, “Slogan” and “Person in ad” were mainly 

associated with brand distinctiveness. On the other hand, “Usage and Functions” 

(52.1%) were primary factors contributing to brand differentiation. In Nikon (High 

involvement), “brand name” (12.3%) was the response most frequently mentioned, 

followed by “Usage and Functions (11.1%)” and “Brand endorsement (11.1%)”. On the 
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other hand, “Not different” (36.5%) and “Usage and Functions” (29.7%) were associated 

with differentiation for Nikon. A majority of people perceive a Nikon camera is not 

different from other brands. These findings suggest that by using executional variables 

(Blood and Colors, Brand name, Slogan, and Person in ad), marketers could establish 

brand distinctiveness.  

Research question 3 asked whether the factors contributing to commercial 

differentiation differ from those of commercial distinctiveness. The distribution of 

responses for commercial distinctiveness and commercial differentiation were unlike. 

The distributions of responses in the parodontax® commercial (  = 63.426, df = 7, p ≤ 

.000) were statistically different between commercial distinctiveness and commercial 

differentiation. The distributions of responses in the Nikon commercial (  = 15.376, df = 

3, p ≤ .002) were significantly different from commercial differentiation and commercial 

distinctiveness.  

Research question 4 asked what factors contribute to commercial differentiation 

and commercial distinctiveness. Unlike distributions of response were identified. In the 

parodontax® commercial, “Bloods and Colors” (35.9%) was the factors most frequently 

associated with commercial distinctiveness. On the other hand, “Bloods and Colors” 

(24.9%) and “Usage and Functions” (20.2%) were primary associated with commercial 

differentiation. In the Nikon commercial “Storyline” (22.5%) and “Emotional appeal” 

(13.8%) were most frequently associated with commercial distinctiveness, whereas “Not 

different” (40%) and “storyline" (14.7%) were associated with commercial differentiation. 
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Evaluation of Hypotheses 

The result of hypothesis 1 showed that differentiation of a brand is related to 

distinctiveness of a brand for both low and high involvement brands. This indicates that 

brand differentiation and brand distinctiveness are related. These findings may be due 

to similarity of brand differentiation and brand distinctiveness.  

The result of hypothesis 2-1 indicated that distinctiveness of a brand is positively 

related to brand attitude. High involvement brand (Nikon) shows high correlation than 

that of low involvement brand (parodontax®). The result of hypothesis 2-2 showed that 

brand differentiation and attitude toward brand are related in both parodontax® and 

Nikon. 

 The result of hypothesis 3-1 showed that distinctiveness of a brand is positively 

related to purchase intent for both parodontax® and Nikon. The result of hypothesis 3-2 

showed that differentiation of a brand is related to purchase intent. There were 

correlations between brand differentiation and purchase intention.  

The result of hypothesis 4 indicated that differentiation of an advertisement is 

related to distinctiveness of an advertisement in both cases of parodontax® advertising 

and Nikon advertising. These findings may be due to similarity of commercial 

differentiation and commercial distinctiveness, and the concept of distinctiveness may 

have not been familiar to respondents.  

The result of hypothesis 5-1 showed that distinctiveness of an advertisement is 

positively related to attitude toward the advertisement in both case of the Nikon 

commercial and the parodontax® commercial. The result of hypothesis 5-2 indicated 

that differentiation of an advertisement is related to attitude toward advertisement for 

low involvement brand but not for high involvement brand.  
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The result of hypothesis 6-1 showed that distinctiveness of a commercial is 

positively related to advertising effectiveness for both the parodontax® commercial and 

the Nikon commercial. The result of hypothesis 6-2 indicated that differentiation of 

commercial is related to advertising effectiveness in both cases of parodontax® 

advertising and Nikon advertising. 

Managerial Implications 

From a business practice view, the main contribution of the present study is that 

different marketing strategies may need to be applied for different marketing goals. For 

example, developing effective executional variables (Blood and Colors, and Brand 

Name) may increase distinctiveness level of a brand and a commercial via marketing 

activities while focusing on product usage, features and benefits may be able to 

contribute to brand differentiation and commercial differentiation. 

Moreover, distinctiveness is often associated with simple visual stimulus “Colors 

and Brand Name”, factors that can easily be seen via advertising. This implies people 

perceive distinctiveness via what they just saw instinctively. On the other hand, it seems 

that perceiving differentiation requires more cognitive process. When people perceived 

differentiation, they frequently mentioned not what they just saw, but what they 

understood.  For example, the typical response of differentiation was, “It positions itself 

as toothpaste that will help prevent bleeding gums”. This response indicates people try 

to find the particular features and functions of difference when they perceive 

differentiation (Reeves, 1961).  This requires more cognitive effort. The finding supports 

literature that distinctiveness makes people’s lives easier (Romaniuk et al., 2007).    

Although brand distinctiveness and brand differentiation were related in this 

study, according to the data, the r-squares were fairly small. This implies that 
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distinctiveness and differentiation are related, but not the same. Thus, there may be 

other differences between distinctiveness and differentiation. More advanced statistical 

analysis could indentify more meaningful differences between distinctiveness and 

differentiation. Lastly, this study implies that more factors related to distinctiveness may 

exist because only two commercial were used for this study. Since current 

distinctiveness study is not sufficient, more distinctive studies could contribute to brand 

study (Romaniuk et al., 2007). 
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CHAPTER 7 
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

Several limitations were found in the present study. The first limitation is the 

sample distribution. The majority of subjects were advertising majors. Since participants 

had more knowledge about advertising, they may have given more attention to 

advertisement than typical consumers in markets. Also, there were more females than 

males. This unbalanced gender distribution could have influenced the result. A more 

diverse and randomly selected sample could represent the general population better.  

The second limitation is the online survey. Since this study was conducted 

online, the research had only low control power for the survey and participants watched 

commercials and conducted the survey via their personal laptops or computers in 

different locations and different internet speeds. Those factors could possibly have 

affected the results of the survey.  

The third limitation is different brand and commercial familiarity. Initially, the 

researcher tried to select brands and commercials that are not familiar to participants; 

however, the majority of participants were familiar with Nikon brand (68%) but only a 

few people were familiar with parodontax® brand (5%). All participants who were 

familiar with the brands were removed. Consequently, only 71 (32%) participants were 

used for the present study, but 212 (95%) responses were used for the analysis. Those 

different sample sizes may have influenced the results in the present study. 

Lastly, there is a limitation in the statistical analysis. Although a difference was 

found between distinctiveness and differentiation, the correlation analysis shows 

distinctiveness and differentiation are related. This indicates that in future studies, more 
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advanced statistical methods are suggested to explore and identify the relation of 

distinctiveness and differentiation. Also, the present study did not show much 

implication about the relation of distinctiveness and purchase intension. Future study 

may need to examine the relation between distinctiveness and purchase intention. 
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APPENDIX A 

SAMPLE OF QUESTIONNAIRES 

A. Brand: parodontax® Toothpaste 

The Question for Familiarity: parodontax® toothpaste. 
 
1. How familiar are you with parodontax® toothpaste? 

Not 
familiar 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Completely 

familiar 

 
 
2. Have you ever used/owned parodontax® toothpaste? 

Yes No 

  
 
3. Have you ever seen an advertisement/commercial for parodontax® toothpaste? 

Yes No 

 
 
The Question for Brand Distinctiveness: parodontax® toothpaste. 
1-1. How easy would you say it will be to recognize and remember the 
brand (parodontax® toothpaste) compared to other similar brands of toothpaste in the 
future? 

Not 
familiar 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Completely 

familiar 

 
  
1-2. What about the brand (parodontax® toothpaste) makes it easy to recognize and 
remember in the future? Please type any words or sentences. 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
The Question for Brand Differentiation: parodontax® toothpaste. 
 
 2-1. Compared to other similar brands of toothpastes, to what extent is the 
brand (parodontax® toothpaste) different or unique from other similar brands? 

Not 
familiar 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Completely 

familiar 

 
  
2-2. What about the brand (parodontax® toothpaste) makes it different or 
unique compared to other similar brands? Please type any words or sentences. 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
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The Question for Brand Attitude: parodontax® toothpaste. 
 
3. To me, the brand (parodontax® toothpaste) is:  
 

Bad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Good 

No value for 
money 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Value for 
money 

Low quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 High quality 

 
 
  
The Question for Purchase Intent: parodontax® toothpaste. 
  
4-1. It is very likely that I will buy the brand (parodontax® toothpaste). 

Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Completely 

agree 

 
4-2. I will purchase the brand (parodontax® toothaste) the next time I need toothpaste. 

Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Completely 

agree 

 
4-3. I will definitely try the brand (parodontax® toothpaste). 

Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Completely 

agree 

 
 
 

B. Brand: Nikon COOLPIX S8000 

The Question for Familiarity: Nikon COOLPIX S8000. 
 
1. How familiar are you with Nikon COOLPIX S8000? 

Not 
familiar 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Completely 

familiar 

 
 
2. Have you ever used/owned Nikon COOLPIX S8000? 

Yes No 

  
 
3. Have you ever seen an advertisement/commercial for Nikon COOLPIX S8000? 

Yes No 
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The Question for Brand Distinctiveness: Nikon COOLPIX S8000. 
 
1-1. How easy would you say it will be to recognize and remember the brand (Nikon 
COOLPIX S8000) compared to other similar brands of toothpaste in the future? 

Not 
familiar 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Completely 

familiar 

 
  
1-2. What about the brand (Nikon COOLPIX S8000) makes it easy to recognize and 
remember in the future? Please type any words or sentences. 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
The Question for Brand Differentiation: Nikon COOLPIX S8000. 
 
 2-1. Compared to other similar brands of toothpastes, to what extent is the 
brand (Nikon COOLPIX S8000) different or unique from other similar brands? 

Not 
familiar 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Completely 

familiar 

 
  
2-2. What about the brand (Nikon COOLPIX S8000) makes it different or 
unique compared to other similar brands? Please type any words or sentences. 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
The Question for Brand Attitude: Nikon COOLPIX S8000. 
 
3. To me, the brand (Nikon COOLPIX S8000) is:  
 

Bad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Good 

No value for 
money 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Value for 
money 

Low quality 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 High quality 

 
The Question for Purchase Intent: Nikon COOLPIX S8000. 
 
4-1. It is very likely that I will buy the brand (Nikon COOLPIX S8000). 

Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Completely 

agree 
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4-2. I will purchase the brand (Nikon COOLPIX S8000) the next time I need toothpaste. 

Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Completely 

agree 

 
4-3. I will definitely try the brand (Nikon COOLPIX S8000). 

Not at all 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Completely 

agree 

 
 

C. Commercial: parodontax® Toothpaste 

The Question for Commercial Distinctiveness: parodontax® Toothpaste. 
 
1-1. How easy would you say it will be to recognize and remember the 
commercial (parodontax® toothpaste) compared to other similar commercials 
for toothpaste in the future? 

Not 
familiar 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Completely 

familiar 

 
  
1-2. What about the commercial (parodontax® toothpaste) makes it easy to recognize 
and remember in the future? Please type any words or sentences. 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
The Question for Commercial Differentiation: parodontax® toothpaste. 
 
 2-1. Compared to other similar commercial for toothpastes, to what extent is the 
commercial (parodontax® toothpaste) different or unique from other similar brands? 

Not 
familiar 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Completely 

familiar 

 
  
2-2. What about the commercial (parodontax® toothpaste) makes it different or 
unique compared to other similar commercials? Please type any words or sentences. 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
The Question for Attitude toward Advertising: parodontax® toothpaste. 
 
3. What do you think about the commercial (parodontax® toothpaste)? 
 

Bad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Good 

Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 
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Unfavorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Favorable 

 
  
The Question for Advertising effectiveness: parodontax® toothpaste. 
 
4-1. Please rate the overall effectiveness of the ad on the scale below (parodontax® 
toothpaste): 

Not at all 
effective 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 

effective 

 
4-2. Please provide your overall evaluation of the ad the scale below (parodontax® 
toothpaste): 

Bad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Good 

 
 
4-3.How effective do you think the ad would be in influencing consumers’ purchase 
intentions (parodontax® toothpaste)? 

Not at all 
effective 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 

effective 

 
 

D. Commercial: Nikon COOLPIX S8000 

The Question for Commercial Distinctiveness: Nikon COOLPIX S8000. 
 
1-1. How easy would you say it will be to recognize and remember the 
commercial (Nikon COOLPIX S8000) compared to other similar commercials 
for toothpaste in the future? 

Not 
familiar 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Completely 

familiar 

 
  
1-2. What about the commercial (Nikon COOLPIX S8000) makes it easy to recognize 
and remember in the future? Please type any words or sentences. 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
The Question for Commercial Differentiation: Nikon COOLPIX S8000. 
 
 2-1. Compared to other similar commercial for toothpastes, to what extent is the 
commercial (Nikon COOLPIX S8000) different or unique from other similar brands? 

Not 
familiar 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Completely 

familiar 
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2-2. What about the commercial (Nikon COOLPIX S8000) makes it different or 
unique compared to other similar commercials? Please type any words or sentences. 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 
The Question for Attitude toward Advertising: Nikon COOLPIX S8000. 
 
3. What do you think about the commercial (Nikon COOLPIX S8000)? 
 

Bad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Good 

Negative 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Positive 

Unfavorable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Favorable 

 
 
 
The Question for Advertising effectiveness: Nikon COOLPIX S8000. 
  
4-1. Please rate the overall effectiveness of the ad on the scale below (Nikon COOLPIX 
S8000): 

Not at all 
effective 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 

effective 

 
4-2. Please provide your overall evaluation of the ad the scale below (Nikon COOLPIX 
S8000): 

Bad 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Good 

 
 
4-3.How effective do you think the ad would be in influencing consumers’ purchase 
intentions (Nikon COOLPIX S8000)? 

Not at all 
effective 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very 

effective 

 
 

E. Demographic Questions 

1. What is your Gender? 

Male Female 

 
2. What is your age?______________ 
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3. What years are you? 

Freshman 

Sophomore 

Junior 

Senior 

Master 

Ph. D 

 
4. What is your major? 

Advertising 

Journalism 

Public Relations 

Telecommunication 

Business 

Other 
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APPENDIX B 
STIMULUS MATERIALS: TV-ADS 

Two TV commercials were taken from the official Euro-Effie website.  
 

parodontax® toothpaste: 

http://www.adforum.com/euro-effie/2012/#/campaign_6714731/difference 
 

Nikon COOLPIX S8000: 

http://www.adforum.com/euro-effie/2011/#/campaign_6709068/i-am-nikon 

http://www.adforum.com/euro-effie/2012/#/campaign_6714731/difference
http://www.adforum.com/euro-effie/2011/#/campaign_6709068/i-am-nikon
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