HEALTH COMMUNICATION, {7(1), 57-65
Copyright © 2003, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, inc,

Done 4: Analysis of a Failed
Social Norms Marketing Campaign

Cristel Antonia Russell
School of Business
San Diego State University

John D. Clapp
School of Social Work
San Diego State Universiry

William DeJong
School of Public Health
Boston University

College students commaonly believe their peers engage in higher levels of dangerous
drinking than is actually the case. Social norms marketing campaigns atternpt to cor-
rect these misperceptions, decrease the perceived normative pressure to drink, and
thereby drive down high-risk alcohol censumption. In this case study, we critically
examined “Dore 4,” an unsuccesstul sociaf norms marketing campaign conduciad as
part of a comprehensive prevention trial at a large urban university. As part of this
analysis, undergraduate marketing students were shown the principal print advertise-
ment used in the campaign and asked to complete an advertising analysis question-
naire. The results of this case study suggest that the advertisement was poorly con-
structed, which decreased its effectiveness and led to confusion about the social
norms message. We discuss implications of these findings for future prevention cam-
pingns and new research.

Coliege students commonly believe that their peers engage in higher levels of dan-
gerous drinking than is actually the case, which may lead to greater perceived nor-
mative pressure to drink (Clapp & McDonnell, 2000: Perkins, 1997). Social norms
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marketing campaigns use campus-based mass media designed to correct this
misperception, decrease the perceived normative pressure to drink, and thereby
drive down high-risk alcohol consumption (Perkins, 1997).

Social norms marketing campaigns have become a staple of campus-based pre-
vention, yet there is little published research examinin g this approach from either a
social marketing or health communications perspective (Delong, 2002). In this
case study, we critically examined Done 4, an unsuccessful socizl norms market-
ing campaign conducted al a large urban university located in the Southwestern
United States.

DONE 4 CAMPAIGN

The Done 4 campaign’s primary objective was to correct students’ misperceptions
of the campus drinking norm, which in turn was expecled to reduce overall alcohol
consumption and alcohol-related problems. The campaign used a print advertise-
ment that had been developed by a professional advertising agency. The advertise-
ment was selected for two primary reasons. First, students in focus ETOUPS CONsis-
tently ranked it as their favorite advertisement among those tested. Second,
preliminary results of a pilot test at another university suggested that the advertise-
ment was effective in correcting students’ misperceptions of drinking norms. The
advertisement was purchased from the advertising firm that developed it for
time-limited use on the study campus.

The advertisement is dominated by a black-and-white photograph of a young,
white, male student who is bent over a loilet, presumably vomiting. The stu-
dent’s jeans are riding down, exposing the top part of his buttocks. A pizza box
and several empty beer cans are strewn on the floor, The phrase “Bottoms Up!”
appears at the top in large letters. Near the bottom of the advertisernent is the
campaign stogan, “Done 4” plus the following normative message: “Over 3/4 of
[university] students drink 4 or fewer drinks when they party.” This stalistic was
drawn from a survey conducted at the study university during Lhe same year of
the campaign.

Materials for the semester-long campaign included the following: (a) one
thousand 11-in. x 17-in. posters displayed around campus; (b} 16 full-page ad-
vertisements in the campus newspaper (one each Thursday of the semeslter); (¢)
two thousand five hundred 2-in. x 4-in. magnets distributed around campus; and
(d) a week long, on-campus promation, “Toss Your Cookies” For the promo-
tion, an 8-ft banner of the advertisement hung over a toilet into which students
threw rubber cookies for prizes. In addition, the advertisement was memtioned or
featured in a campus newspaper article four additional times during the semes-
ter. "This mix of communications strategies is typical of social norms marketing
campaigns, which use multiple channels to increase auclience exposure Lo the
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message (Zirumerman, 1997). Tt is important to note that this advertisement was
the only message used in this campaign and thar the campaign was one compo-
nent of a larger prevention project that employed other prevention strategies, in-
cluding policy changes, responsible beverage service training, and law enforce-
ment (Clapp, Voas, & Segars, 2001).

One month into the campaign, a telephone survey of randomly selected students
(N =409) was conducted (0 assess recognition and understanding of the campaign
message (Clapp & McDonnell, 2000). To assess recognition, students were read a
set ol campaign slogans--Done 4 plus several bogus slogans—and asked if they
recognized each one, Students who indicated they recognized the Done 4 slogan
were then asked a series of follow-up questions concerning the purpose of the cam-
paign and their level of exposure to campaign materials.

Only 13.9% of the surveyed students recognized the Done 4 stogan. Of those,
45.6% (N = 26) could accurately identify the purpose of the campaign as alco-
hol-refated. The surveyed students reported drinking a mean of 4.3 drinks (SD =
2.9} when they party, but they thought most students at the university consumed a
mean of 5.6 drinks (SD = 2.3) when they party. Accuracy of the perceived drinking
norm did not differ significantly between students who recognized the slogan and
those who did not.

The survey was replicated 4 months later at the end of the campaign using the
same method (M = 401). Then only 9.5% of the surveyed students recognized the
campaign slogan. Of those students, 31.6% (N = 12) could accurately idenlify the
purpose of the campaign. In this wave, the perceived drinking norm for the typical
number of drinks consumed by students when partying was 5.8 (81 = 2.5) drinks,
whereas the true norm was 2.8 drinks (SD = 3.0). Again, accuracy of the perceived
drinking norm did not differ significantly between students who recognized the
slogan and those who did not.

Why did the Done 4 campaign fail? One possibility is that recall of the Done 4
slogan may have been hindered by the prominence of the photograph and the slo-
gan’s placement in the lower right corner rather than at the top of the advertisement
(Ogilvy, 1983). Tn addition, the photograph does not reinforce the slogan’s social
norms message or help make it more memorable. Another possibility is suggested
by the fact that students who recognized the slogan did not perceive the drinking
norm more accurately. Process theories of attitude formation suggest that cognitive
responses to an advertising message play a more important role in persuasion than
does mere retention of the message (Greenwald, [981). It is critical, therefore, to
fearn more about the types of thoughts stimulated by the print advertisement and
the inlerplay between its visual and text components.

To inform our post hoc analysis of the campaign, we showed the advertise-
ment to 74 students in an undergraduate marketing class and asked them (o eval-
uate it. As part of the evaluation, we asked studenis o record their immediale
thoughts while viewing the advertisement, This lesting procedure, pioneered in
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psychology by Greenwald (1968) and then introduced into advertising by
Wright (1973), is based on the premise that people’s recorded cognitive re-
sponses will maich their actual thoughts when responding to a persuasive mes-
sage and can be an important predictor of message effectiveness (Zinkhan &
Martin, 1983). Our expectation was that this method of advertising analysis
would enable us to learn why the campaign failed (o change students’ percep-
tions of the true drinking norm on campus,

METHOD

Participants

Seventy-four students (38 men and 36 women) participated in this study. Their
mean age was 23.0 years (5D = 3.2}, with the majority of respondents being be-
tween 21 and 25 years (N =67). Two were younger than 21 years, and 5 were older
than 25 years. Ethnically, the sample included 59.2% Whites, 12.7% Latinos, and
8.5% Asians, with the cest indicating “Other” Compared to demographics for the
universily, this sample slightly overrepresented men (46% in the population) and
White students (44% in the population}. The mean ages of the sample and the pop-
ulation were similar (23.8 years for the population).

Procedures

We administered a self-paced guestionnaire at the beginning of twe undergraduate
markeling classes held at the same vniversity where the Done 4 campaign was im-
plemenied. Because this was a marketing course, we presented the exercise as a
hands-on application of adverlising analysis. We instructed the respondents 1o
look at the Done 4 advertisement, which was featured on the cover of the question-
naire, and then to answer a series of questions.

The [irst task was a cognitive response task in which (he respondents wrote
down the thoughts that went through their minds while viewing the advertisernent.
Thirteen bulleted points were provided for students to list their answers. Nexl, we
asked the respondents to indicale their overall evaluations of the advertisement us-
ing two 7-poinl semantic differential iiems, the first ranging from [ (Good) 10 7
(Bad), and the second ranging from 1 (7 like it) to 7 (I don’t like if).

To analyze responses to the Done 4 advertisement, we applied a coding proce-
dure commonly used in advertising testing (e.g., Lutz, MacKenzie, & Belch,
1983). Twe trained ceders, both blind to the study’s purpose, categorized each cog-
nitive response as either providing a general reaction to the advertisement or com-
menting specifically on its visual or copy (i.e., texl) elements. The response listed
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for each bulleted point was treated as a thought unit and coded on the basis of
whether it related to the adverlisement in general (e.g., “interesting ad"™), its visual
elements (e.g., “gross photo™), or its copy elements (e.g., “I doubt 75% of the stu-
dents drink this little”).

RESULTS

Reactions to the Done 4 Advertisament

Because the two evaluation rating scales were highly correlated (r = .86, p<
01), they were combined to create an overall attitude measure (7 = I dislike
it/Bad). Using the combined measure, women were found to be significantly
more negative toward the advertisement than men (M = 4.5 vs. 3.6), ((72) = 2.06,
p < .05, whereas Latino respondents were more negative than White respondents
(M =53 vs. 3.8), «(49) = 2.25, p < 05. Note that the significant ethnic differ-
ences were particularly compelling given the relatively small number of Latinos
in our sample (¥ = 9).

Cognitive Response Analysis

Liking for an advertisement is usually a good indicator of its effectiveness, as that
attitude can generalize to the brand, product, or service bein g advertised (Brown &
Stayman, 1992). In this case, however, the purpose of the Done 4 advertisement
was to communicate a specific piece of information to correct misperceptions of
student drinking norms, which the advertisement might have accomplished re-
gardless of whether respondents had a positive attitude toward it. To gauge whether
this new factual information was salient, we asked the respondents to write down
their first thoughts about the advertisement, which two judges then coded.

Respondents listed between 0 and 13 thoughts, with an average of 7.0 ilems.
The judges coded a total of 549 thoughts related to (a) the advertisement in general,
(b} its visual elements, and (c) ils copy elements. The Judges agreed on 79.0% of
their classifications (Cohen’s improvement over chance = .58). In most cases
(86.0%), disagreements occurred when one cader said an item referred to the ad-
vertisement’s copy or visual elements, but the other coder categorized the item as
general. We were interested primarily in those thoughts that could be related spe-
cifically to the advertisement’s visual or copy elements. Hence, Lo be conservative,
we reclassified all of these types of disputed items as general. With this revision,
the remaining disagreements constituted only 2.9% of the items (Cohen’s im-
provement over chance = ,94).
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The recorded thoughts were categorized as referring to the advertisement’s vi-
sual elements (M = 4.8, SO = 3.4) or as general (M = 1.53, §D = 1.5). Relatively
few comments (M = .50, §D = 1.0) related to the advertisement’s copy elements.
Correlation analyses showed that liking for the advertisement as measured by the
general evaluation index (7 =1 don 't like/bad) was significantly associated with the
total number of general thoughts {r= 31, p < .01) but not with the total number of
thoughts related to the advertisement’s visual or copy elements.

We also looked closely at the reactions triggered by the advertisement’s visual
and copy elements, As anticipated, thoughts related to visual elements mostly
dealt with the negalive consequences of drinking depicted in the photograph and
feelings of disgust. Typical comments included “gross, distasteful”; “sick’™; or
“guy puking”

For the most part, thoughts relaled to the advertisement’s copy reflected confu-
sion or disagreement with the social norms message. In some cases, confusion
emerged from the wording of the social norms message (e.g., “Tf you drink less
than 4 drinks do you have a problem?”). In other cases, the slogan or other copy
was misunderstood (e.g., "What does boltams up mean?” or “Done 477). Dis-
agreement with the social norms message was ofien expressed by challenging the
survey results that were featured in the advertisement—-T highly deubt that 3/4 of
students drink less than 4 drinks when they party,” “Were students answering truth-
fuily?,” or “How many students (were) surveyed?” As noled previously, relalively
few recorded responses focused on the advertisement’s copy elements, indicaling
that the majority of respondents did not attend to the copy. Those who did reacted
to it negatively.

Finally, it should be notel that some respondents commented on the design of
the advertisement, in particular, the dominance of the photograph compared to the
social norms message. For example, one respondent wrote that it was “hard to see
real message.” Another noted, “bottoms up (was) emphasized too much and the
important message is in small print.”

DISCUSSICON

In this study, we examined students’ reactions to an adverlisement from a failed so-
cial norms marketing campaign using cognitive response analysis. The cognitive
response fask we used allowed us study comprehension and response to the adver-
tisement, thus providing a post hoc tool 1o assess why the campaign failed. Mes-
sage lesling, based on a model of human response 10 communications (Belch &
Belch, 2001), should examine reception, comprehension, and response to the stim-
ulus because these ultimately determine attitude and behavioral changes (Petty &
Cacioppo, 1980).
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The advertisement was chosen because il had been developed by a professional
advertising agency, it tested well in student focus groups, and had been used at an-
other university. Typically, advertising agencies conduct focus groups lo see
whether members of the target audience like an advertisement and think it will be
effective (Delong & Winsten, 1998). In this case, however, the agency nonetheless
failed to produce a successful advertisement. A chief reason for this failure was
that positive attitude toward the advertisement, the key measure used by the agency
for message selection, was actually irrelevant to the successful communication of
new information about campus drinking norms. The campaign’s success depended
instead on that information being salient, understood, and memorable.

Advertising testing must be conducted and interpreted with caution: Members of
the target audience are not necessarily in a position to know whether an ad vertise-
ment will be effective. Focus group respondents, in particular, relying on their own
intuitive psychology, are often drawn to humorous or fear-based approaches. yet the
literature shows that such approaches have been exlremely difficult to execute and
often fail and therefore should be used only under limited circumstances (Delong &
Winsten, 1998; Hale & Diflard, 1995; Job, 1988, Roman & Maas, 1992).

The cognitive response procedure we used for the post hoc adverlising tesling is
a far superior method (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986; Wright, 1973). Such "labaoratory
tests” (Belch & Belch, 2001} provide means to isolate the contribution of each
component of an advertising message and their interplay in the process of atten-
tion, comprehension, and retention of the key message. Ideally, such lests should
be conducted prior to the launch of the campaign at the concepi-lesting phase with
a sample similar to the target audience. Unfortunately, the Done 4 campaign used
tradilional focus groups rather than this more formal testing process during the se-
lection ol campaign materials.

Although this analysis focused on attributes of the failed Done 4 advertisement,
it is important to note that other factors may have also contributed to the failure of
the overall campaign. First, it is possible that the duration of the campaign was in-
sufficient. Uncentrolled evaluations of many campus based social norms cam-
paigns had not seen changes in student alcohol consumption uatil the effort had
been underway for 2 years (Haines & Spear, 1996; Johannessen, Collins,
Mills-Mova, & Glider, 1999; Perkins & Craig, 2002). Additonal research is
needed 1o determine the oplimal duration of such campaigns.

Second, the low rates of exposure to campaign materials found in our initial
study suggestrelying primarify on newspaper advertising and posters will not pro-
duce sufficient repetition of the message. Every campus provides multiple options,
including studenl orientation packets, [lyers, mailing inserts, e-mail messages,
Web sile homepages, table lents, and newspaper editorials. Future research is
needed Lo evaluate such how such media might be combined to produce optimal
exposure Lo campaign materials.



64  RUSSELL, CLAPP. DEJONG

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This study was supported in part by grants from the National Institute on Alcohol
Abuse and Alcoholism (NTAAA), the Cenler for Substance Abuse Prevention
(CSAP), and the U.S. Department of Education Safe and Drug-Free Schools Pro-
gram. Preparation of this article was also supported by U.S, Department of Educa-
tion contract ED-99--C0-0094 to the Education Development Center, Inc. for op-
eration of the Higher Ecucation Center for Alcohol and Other Drug Preveniion,
which is dirceted by DeJong. The views expressed in this article are those of the
authors and do not necessarily reflect the official position of the U.8. Department
of Education, CSAP, or NITAAA.

REFERENCES

Beich, G. E., & Belch. M. A. (2001}. Advertising and promotion: An integrared marketing communica-
tions perspective {3th ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill,

Brown, 8. P., & Stayman, D. M. (1992). Attitudes and consequences of attitude toward the ad: A
meta-analysis, Journal of Consumer Research, 19, 34-51.

Clapp, I. D., & McDonnell, A. L. (2000). The relationship of aleobol promotivn & peer drinking normsta
atcohol problemsreported by college students. fowrnal of College Student Developmenr, 41, 19-26.

Clapp, ). D, Voas, R., & Segars, L. (2001). A conceplual model of the alcobol envitonmen of cellege
students: Implications for prevention and evaluation. The Jowrnal of Human Rehavior in the Social
Environmeni, 5, 73-%0.

Delong, W. (2002). The role of mass media campaigns in reducing high-risk drinking among collcge
swudents. Journal of Studies on Alcokhal, (Suppl. 14), 182-192,

Delong, W., & Winsten, J. A. (1998). The media and ihe message: Lessons learned from past public
service campaigns. Washington, DC: National Campaign o Prevent Teen Pregnancy.

Greenwald, A. G. (1968). Cognitive learning, cognitive response 1o persuasion, and attitude change. In
A. G, Greenwald, T. C. Brock, & T. C. Ostrom (Eds.), Psychological foundaiions of atitudes (pp.
63-102). New York: Academic.

Greenwaid, A. G. (1981} Cognilive response analysis: An appraisal. In R. E. Petry, T. C. Ostrom, & T,
C. Brock (Eds.), Cogitive responses in persuasion (pp. 127-133). Hitlsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates, [ne,

Haines. M., & Spear, $. F. (1996). Changing the perception of the nomt: A strasegy to decrense binge
drinking among callege swdents. Jowmal af American College Health, 45, 134—140.

Hale, 3. L., & Dillard, J. P. (1993). Fear appeals in health promotion campaigns: Too much, too lite, or
Justright? Tn E. W, Maibach & R. L. Parrott (Bds.), Designing heaith messages: Approaches from
conmnicalion teory and public health practice (pp. 65-80). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Job, R. (1988). Effective and incffective use of fear in heaith promotion campaigns. Anerican Journeal
of Public Health, 78, 163-167.

Johannessen, K., Colling, C.. Miils-Nova, B_, & Glider, P. (1999}, A practical suide 10 alcohol abuse
prevention: A campus case sidy in implementng sociaf norms and environmental managemnent ap-
mroaches (Unpublished manuscript), Tucsen: University of Arizona.

Lurz, R. )., MacKenzie, 5. B., & Belch, G. B, ([983). Autitude toward the ad as a mecliator of adverdsing
effectiveness: Delerninants and consequences. In R. P Bagozzi & A. M. Tybout (Eds.), Advances in
conswner research (Vol, 10, pp. 5332-539). Ann Arbor, M1: Association for Consumer Research.



FAILED NORMS CAMPAIGN 65

Ogilvy, D, (1983}, Ogilvy on advertising. New York: Vintage,

Perking, H. W. (1997}, College student misperceptions of alcohol and ather drug norms among peers:
Explaring ¢auses, consequences, and implications for prevention programs. In Designing alechol
and other drug prevention programs in higher education: Bringing theory into praciice (pp.
177-206). Newton, MA: U.S. Department of Education, Higher Education Center for Alcohol and
Other Drug Prevention.

Perkins, H. W., & Craig, D. W, (2002). A mudtifacered social normys approach to reduce high-risk drink-
ing: Lessons from Hobart and William Smith colleges. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Educa-
rion, Higher Education Center for Alcohel and Other Drug Prevention,

Petty. R. E., & Cacioppo, ). T. (1986). The elaborarion likelihood model of persuasion. In L. Berkowitz
(Ed), Advances in experimental social psychalogy (Vol. §9, pp. 123-205), New York: Academic.

Roman, K., & Maas, J, M. (1992), How o advertise (2nd ed.). New York: St Martin's Press,

Wright, . (1973). The cogaitive processes mediating acceptance of advertising. Journal of Markering
Research, 10, 53-62.

Zinmmnerman, R. (1997). Social marketing sirategies for canipus prevention of alcohol and other drug
problems. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, tHigher Education Center for Alcohol
and Other Drug Prevention.

Zinkhan, G. M., & Marlin, C. R., Jr. {1983). Twa copy testing techniques: The cloze procedure and the
copnilive complexity test. Journal of Business Research, 11, 217-227.






